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序言 西方知识界发出的挑战



2011年6月17日，加拿大最大的音乐厅、位于多伦多市的能容纳2 600人的罗伊·汤姆森音乐厅座无虚席，加拿大电视台实况转播。事实上，一个多月前，票在上市后的几天内即销售一空，创下了该音乐厅的纪录。这不是一场流行乐的演唱会，不是世界顶尖交响乐团的音乐会，也不是宗教礼拜活动，而是一场辩论会。辩论的主题就是21世纪是不是中国的世纪。

作为一个来自于中国的学者，我是辩论会的四个主角之一。我站在舞台上，感到阵阵目眩。这也许是我这个学者这辈子见到过的最大的场面了。我的的确确地被明星了一把。在辩论会的前后几天中，我体验到了Lady Gaga、麦当娜、郎朗的待遇：头等舱从北京飞往多伦多、专门接送歌星和体育明星的超大型SUV把我从机场接到了酒店，加长的林肯又把我从酒店接到了多伦多大学，与他们的公共研究方向的教授们座谈，下午又被送到了汤姆森音乐厅为明星专门准备的单人化妆间，各种酒水、专业的化妆师一一配齐。的确，这是一个集娱乐、学术与公共活动于一身的大活动，这种活动也只能发生在物质文明与精神文明极其发达的加拿大，而话题就是中国。作为一个中国土生土长的学者，在西方受过多年的教育，对这种场面我心知肚明，这绝对不是我个人的能力、造诣所带来的，这完全是13亿人口的中国在30多年改革开放的进程中不断前进而引发的世人对中国经济的关注。这是一场游戏，更是一个没有硝烟的战场。

我的学术生涯最大的挑战

半年前我收到芒克辩论会邀请时，我的心情是非常矛盾的。出于学者的本性，我是非常不愿意抛头露面的，尤其是在异国他乡抛头露面。而且，辩论的话题如此之大，远远超过任何一个学者专业研究的范畴，我相信全世界都极少有人能够把这一宏观问题讲清楚。但是我在仔细分析后也感受到责任之重大，面对这样的邀请，如果我们这批根植于中国又有幸比较系统地学习西方社会科学的、有一定与西方人沟通的能力的学者不能挺身而出，那么对于这种重大话题的诠释权毫无疑问将会拱手让给西方媒体和知识界，我相信这样一个结果对于我们而言都是不能接受的。因此，芒克辩论会与其说是个人荣耀的体现，不如说是严峻的挑战。这种挑战实际上是多重的，挑战的第一个方面是要对这个话题有比较全面、力图深刻的认识，对于这一重大话题，学者们在学术研究领域是避免的，话题如此宏大，以至于任何学者都不可能、也不愿意把自己的研究框定在这一范围内，任何严肃的学术研究都不可能取得进展。

挑战的第二个方面是如何向西方人传递一个清晰的信号，尤其是不能让西方人认为中国的崛起和复兴是一场灾难，而彻底打消西方人的忧虑。挑战的第三个方面是要明确且清晰地传达自己的理念，让我十分担忧的是，跟我一起辩论的对手是国际政治界和学术界长期仰望的亨利·基辛格博士，也有来自哈佛大学的年轻的历史学家尼尔·弗格森，以及美国CNN的著名主持人、《时代》杂志的主编法里德·扎卡利亚。在一个西方的国度，用西方人的语言，与西方最顶尖的政治家、学者、媒体精英一起辩论中国的话题，这毫无疑问是一个巨大的挑战。

半年多过去了，回首2011年6月17日的芒克辩论会，我感到无限欣慰。这场辩论会经过精心准备，以及朋友们的支持，我想辩论会是圆满的。这场辩论会的结果也是我事先最期望的，那就是作为辩论会的正方，输掉这场辩论会，但在内容上要赢得观众们的心。

为什么要辩论“21世纪是否属于中国”

芒克辩论会是一个极具社会影响力的、由加拿大巨富芒克本人创办的辩论会。它为什么要在2011年选择“21世纪是否属于中国”作为它的辩论话题？这一问题本身太值得我们深思。

我看，首先要从西方社会自身找答案。金融危机爆发三年以来，它对西方社会以及社会根本性的冲击才刚刚体现，西方精英阶层的自信心在大幅下降。当今，西方思想界和政治界都处于混沌状态。我们看到整个西方世界除了德语区以及与中国经济互补性较强的经济体（加拿大、澳大利亚），都陷入了深重的国家信用危机泥潭。

在这样的背景下，西方社会客观上讲需要一代像撒切尔夫人和里根总统那样的政治领袖，推进大刀阔斧的改革，而现在却没有任何迹象表明这样的领袖会应运而生。更重要的是，在政治领袖出现之前需要一批学者思想开道，奔走呼号，提出一系列指向性非常强、思路非常清晰的改革路线图，这一点现在也不清晰。在西方，我们看不到任何具有凝聚力的思想家提出新的社会共识，指出改革的方向。

因此，在可预见的未来，西方发达国家仍将陷入债务危机、财政危机的泥潭之中。在这一过程中，西方的国家信用还将进一步下降，民众对政府的不满还将不断地膨胀，而整个西方社会的精英对他们本身的政治体制、经济体制的绝对优越性一定会产生怀疑。这种不自信的情绪在逐渐蔓延。

西方知识界的自我怀疑造就了充斥于报刊、电视节目和互联网上的激烈讨论和争辩：500年来西方征服世界的历史已经结束了吗？谁是后起者？中国是这种征服游戏的下一个盟主吗？芒克辩论会作为西方世界一流的高端辩论会，把“21世纪是否属于中国”作为辩题，请来当代国际关系的理论大师和实践者基辛格，请来西方知识界最叫座的名嘴、CNN电视节目主持人扎卡利亚，哈佛大学历史学家弗格森，这当然非常好理解了。 至于我，我始终认为那是个巧合，我只不过是在特殊的时刻、特殊的话题上碰巧出现了。

一场我迫切希望输掉的战斗

我想我们每一位社会科学的研究者事实上都是社会变迁的一分子。我们与自然科学家不同，我们的每一个言论事实上都在以各种方式影响社会的变迁。因此，在一定的场合下，我们不得不“违心地”表达个人观点。基辛格在他的新书《论中国》出版之后，接受了各主流媒体的专访，他每次都非常委婉地表达这一层意思。

我们必须认识到，一个不自信的西方是中国不愿意看到的西方，是中国很难与之正常交往、合作发展的西方。一个不自信的西方不可能客观地面对中国的崛起，他们对中国的猜疑之心会日益加深。中国崛起的进程远远没有结束，中国的制度变迁必须推进，中国的对外开放必须坚持，这一切都有赖于我们解决一个重大课题，那就是要不断地用一种开放的、友善的、客观的态度化解西方对中国各种各样的猜疑，只有这样，中国的现代化进程才能比较顺利地完成。

我想芒克辩论会中心情最纠结的辩手就是基辛格博士和我，我们两个人被分配在了辩论的正反两方，但本质上讲我们都不希望观众得出过于简单的结论。因此，我们所传达出的信息与自己的真实想法是有差距的。基辛格博士在他的新书中、媒体采访中都反复强调：他不希望西方的读者们得出中国将会统治世界的结论，他也不希望中国的政治家们得出“中国没戏”的结论。他真实的目的是想让中国与西方都认识到彼此的重要性，认识到维系正常的合作关系的重要性。因此，基辛格在辩论会前说，他参加这场辩论会的前提是他要站到反方，即“21世纪不属于中国”，但是他又不希望中国的朋友们把他的观点误解为中国没有希望、中国没戏。因此，他的立场是比较复杂的。

而我的处境与基辛格非常类似，但是基本立场是相反的。从内心上讲，我是认为中国是有可能在21世纪实现全面复兴梦想的，21世纪全世界各国中影响力上升最快的国家也许是中国。在这个意义上，21世纪是有可能属于中国的；但我担心的是西方观众把这种进步快、影响力上升理解为“霸权”，把21世纪属于中国这一命题等价于中国将成为21世纪的超级大国，从而打破西方的发展美梦。因此，我精心准备，力图精确地传达出自己的真实想法，但是又希望这个想法使观众们得出一个结论，那就是中国将不会称霸世界，将不会阻碍世界其他发达国家的发展，也就是说，我真心希望这场辩论的结果是我方失败，从结果上看，我的目标达到了：辩论会结束时，观众们当场投票，结果是多数人不认为21世纪属于中国，而且持此观点者比辩论开场前还多。

实质性的问题：21世纪，中国如何持续进步

芒克辩论会事实上给每一位根植于中国社会科学的研究者提出了一个必须面对中国民众回答的好问题：21世纪有可能属于中国吗？如果有可能，可能性一定来自于中国办好自己的事情，从而使中国在21世纪有长足的进步，这是我们最应该也必须讨论的话题。

21世纪初，世界格局正在发生重大的变化，国际金融、经济和政治格局乌云密布、乱象丛生，世界处在一个名副其实的乱世之中，在这种环境下，我想绝大部分民众都同意一个观点，那就是如果中国能够办好自己的事情，站稳脚跟，那么中国将会逐步成为世界上重要的、有影响力的国家，中国的国际地位将会逐步恢复到它在几百年前的国际地位，那么中国需要在哪些方面做出努力呢？基于我若干年来的一些不成熟的思考，我认为中国在以下四个方面的努力是必不可少的，这也是我们国人应该共同努力的方向。

持续进步的必要条件：经济体制改革需要不断前进

经过了30多年的改革，今天的中国经济已经初步呈现出现代市场经济的基本框架，但是必须看到，中国经济今天的体制与发达的现代市场经济体制相去甚远，在很多重大方面改革远远不到位，甚至中国需要什么样的市场经济体制这一认识还极其不足。

现代市场经济涉及一系列非常复杂的制度安排，而这些制度安排在不同国家有不同的特点，至少现代市场经济的制度安排有三个重要的维度需要认真把握。

第一个基本维度是生产与交换的具体制度安排。在这方面，中国的市场经济转型还远未完成，其中非常核心的是生产的制度安排，我们过去简单地认为，只要产权和所有制明晰的制度安排就比较合理了，但这种认识恐怕是远远不够的，今天我们看到，全球的生产领域的制度安排既有像美国式资本市场运行加大股东式的生产企业的制度安排，也有韩国式的家族控制的企业加财团的制度安排，更有像德国式的族与政府共同影响的制度安排，今天我们社会上激烈争论的“国进民退”还是“民进国退”等问题，本质上就涉及我们到底需要什么样的制度安排。而这种未来的生产型的制度安排改革，需要与中国社会种种社会制度的禀赋要求相一致。由于中国社会当前对于私人产权、对于守法的家族性的运行有了一定的容忍度，对于部分的政府控制也有相当的容忍度，因此德国式的生产性制度安排特别值得我们研究。

第二个基本维度是维系市场经济平稳运行的制度安排。必须承认现代经济具有内生的基本的波动性，这种波动往往是巨大的。金融危机就是证明。为了应对内生的波动，在这方面，现代经济必须有一系列基本的制度安排。

首先是公共品的厘清与提供。必须认定什么样的产品和服务是公共品，这些产品和服务因此要由国家来提供。在这方面，不同的经济体有不同的理解。 比如，至今为止，英国与日本显然认为一些基本的新闻和媒体服务是公共品，因此英国广播公司与日本的NHK都是国家出资、政府监管，美国没有这一传统。再比如，基本住房服务在新加坡被理解为具有公共产品性质，因此由政府直接提供，在美国则更多地被理解为私人产品。

是否应该进行收入再分配？是否应该通过收入再分配缩小收入差距从而为社会提供一个基本的和谐度？不同社会对于这一问题的理解可以完全不同，因此相关的制度安排千差万别。福利制度同样是维持经济平稳运行的基本制度安排，这是20世纪初英国首先提出、在德国得到了大力推进的。一个基本的福利制度的建立，对于维系经济稳定是至关重要的。

公共财政也是维系经济平稳运行的基本性制度，这里又有许多具体的制度安排，比如，公共财政的收入基础是来自于国有企业还是来自于税收，国家要不要控制一部分盈利性资产，要不要控制一些非生产性金融资产。

此外，宏观经济的管理体制，比如央行、证监会和银监会等方面的管理，对于现代市场经济来讲也是至关重要的，在这一点上，即便最保守的自由意志者也承认。米尔顿·弗里德曼反复强调，在金融危机爆发之时，央行有天然的职责，必须大量印钞；而且，央行需要与财政部协调，而非孑然独立。再有，维系经济运行的制度安排是市场监管，其中涉及的问题包括对相关金融机构是否要在很大程度上进行监管，对它们的资本量、风险程度是否要不断监控，甚至是征收惩罚性税收等。

第三个基本维度是利益冲突的解决和权利分配的机制。经济中的各个利益体之间不可避免地会产生利益冲突，这些冲突不可能完全通过市场的价格机制以及友好协商的途径来解决。即便罗纳德·科斯也认为，要维系市场运行，必须有一个有约束力的法庭做背景。权利分配与此密切相关，谁拥有什么样的权利决定着交易双方如何进行协商，这也是科斯反复强调的。事实上，科斯定理的要点就是强调权利分配的重要性，也就是说，只有在把权利划分清楚的情况下，同时存在公正的第三方合同执行者，市场双方才有可能进行有效的协商谈判，从而达到帕累托最优的结果。

在这方面，需要特别强调法制的作用。法制在中国有一种被神化的趋势，认为法制是万能的。这值得仔细研究。法制本身不可能在真空中运行。在现实中，两类群体是法制的占优者。一是市场上的强势群体或者说富有阶层，他们往往在法律上是占优的，因为他们可以聘请最优秀的律师以及利用相关资源打赢官司。二是政府，他们往往是法律体制中的强者，普通民众很难告赢政府。所以，法制的正常运行必须要有一套相关的体系来维系，尤其是需要通过一定的监管来维系，比如通过政府的监管约束社会上高财富阶层影响法制的强大能力；同时，也有必要通过公众媒体等公开的方式以及政府分权的方式，约束政府在法制体系里天然的优势。

法制的另一个重大问题是谁来立法。在这个问题上，不同国家有不同的处理方式。英美体制下，立法权很大程度上是下放给法院和法官的；在欧洲大陆，立法的权力是由政府部门代表国家来实现的；中国目前的立法也基本上是由政府部门主导的。这种政府主导立法的缺陷，我们已经看到过不少。

有限权威时代，经济改革的方式需要改革

21世纪初，中国的社会发生了深刻的变化，我们已经进入了有限权威时代。在有限权威时代，政府及其决策者正式的权力并不一定减少，但是决断力和执行力却明显受限，主要原因之一是民众通过互联网以及其他媒体表达意见，形成了日益强大的舆论压力，另一个主要原因是现有体制内部的利益多元化，导致政府决策过程受到各方利益的游说，执行过程受到各种掣肘。在有限权威时代，学者自己的权威也有限。如果说在某一问题或某一话题上学者们似乎仍然具有较大的影响力，往往是因为他们的观点附庸流行的思潮和社会舆论，形成了共鸣，而非反过来的机制。

而如何凝聚社会的共识，如何推进有意义的社会主义市场经济改革呢？这一问题已转换为如何识别社会上多数人的偏好，也就是说，如何识别推进社会改革的约束条件。换言之，今天讨论改革的方式应该从“我认为改革应该怎么进行”转变为“今天的社会主体需要什么样的改革，社会的基本偏好和约束条件是什么，根据这些基本偏好和约束条件，如果我们进行了ABC式的改革，未来的后果将是XYZ，而这种未来出现的XYZ的结果是否能够符合社会的基本偏好”。换言之，学者的角色在转变，从给社会开处方治病转换为给社会列菜单，帮助点菜，即通过理性的分析告诉社会公众和决策者：改革有哪些选项，每一个选项未来的结果是什么，而这些结果与今天相比，根据民众的认识，是更好还是更坏。

经济制度的社会禀赋：决定经济体制改革的基本变量

根据以上思路，我们讨论改革必须从社会的基本偏好和基本约束入手，我们不妨称其为中国改革的社会禀赋，就像自然条件的禀赋一样。这禀赋包括什么呢？概括地说包括三大变量。

第一大变量是民众的市场经济的理性度，也就是指民众对市场经济的理解以及在市场经济中运行的能力。举例来说，民众在一个波动的资本市场中的运作能力在不同地区是完全不同的：中国香港民众明显比内地民众更理性，他们更懂得如何应对一个波动的股票以及房地产市场。即便是在中国内地，不同地区人群的市场理性度也是不一样的，江苏、浙江和福建等沿海地区民众的市场理性程度明显比内陆地区要高。当然，这一点是不断演进的，因为知识在传播，民众在学习。

第二大变量是民众在社会秩序与个人自由之间取舍的偏好。关于这一点，哈佛大学经济学教授安德鲁·施莱弗在他的著名文章《新比较经济学》中特别强调，不同的社会在社会秩序和个人自由度上的选择是不同的。人们一般认为，美国社会更强调个人自由，而欧洲大陆国家（如德国）也许对社会秩序更加强调。中国社会是怎样的呢？我们有理由相信，相对于美国，相对于西方国家，中国的民众更加注重秩序。当然，对社会秩序的理解应该是广义的，它不仅包括较低的犯罪率，也包括收入差距和福利水平的差距，还包括各种各样经济波动带来的福利损失。在这个问题上，我们也可以认为，不同地区的中国民众偏好是不一样的。

第三大变量是政府的能力，也就是指政府能否有效地执行一套经济制度和经济政策。这显然是一个非常重要的变量。有的国家或地区的政府能力极强，比如新加坡政府，能够做到低腐败，比较高效地贯彻执行一套经济体制；相反，一些发展中国家的政府容易出现腐败和能力低下、执行力不强等情形。这对于当今的中国而言，也不能说是一个一成不变的变量。随着政治体制改革的推进，随着政府对民众负责任程度的提高，这一变量也会改变。同时，不同地区的政府的能力也是不同的。

中国社会需要什么样的经济改革

要讨论这一问题，我们必须先厘清中国经济制度的社会禀赋。在对市场经济的理性度方面，中国的社会禀赋仍然处于演进的过程中，普遍说来，中国民众不如有长期市场经济经历的发达国家的民众理性度高。而在对秩序以及个人自由的偏好上，中国民众几千年来受封建传统以及儒家文化的熏陶，应该说比美国等国家的民众更加偏向于社会秩序。同时，中国政府的执行能力在不同地区、不同领域也是参差不齐的，比如说，在高考方面执行力度比较强，腐败比较少，其他方面远非如此。

给定这些社会禀赋，中国需要什么样的经济体制改革？首先，需要开阔视野，把目光从美国式现代市场制度扩大到欧洲大陆（尤其是德国、荷兰）及亚洲（日本、韩国、新加坡等）等各个发达国家的经济体制。在一些重点领域，包括大企业所有权和控制权安排、住房、商业银行、基本福利制度、教育培训等方面需要比较系统的分析研究和借鉴。与美国相比，这些国家的经济制度禀赋在不少方面和中国是更近一点儿，以此需要仔细研究。

其次，一个应该没有太大争议的结论是，中国的改革首先应当大幅度放权，应该由各个地区根据自己的情况、因地制宜地推行自身的改革。由于不同地区的经济制度的社会禀赋差距很大，因此，不同地区的政府应当积极探索适合自身的改革方向。比如，土地所有权问题，江浙一带的农村居民的市场理性度比中西部高，不妨先行一步。

一个简单的推论是，依赖立法搞改革不一定是最符合实际的。作为一个大国，各地的社会经济禀赋差距巨大，全国一刀切，立法搞改革，即便是所立之法可以执行，其效果也不一定好。

最后，中国的经济体制应该有足够的应变能力。改革不可能一蹴而就，而且中国民众的社会禀赋不断演进，市场理性程度不断提高，对社会秩序与个人自由的偏好也不断改变，政府的执行力也不断改变——改革本身事实上就在不断推动政府的执行力提升，因此，中国在改革中需要更加强调制度的灵活性而非僵化性。

因此，一个基本的结论是，今天的改革需要开阔思路，下放权力，由地方根据自己的情况探索自己的改革方向，从而以分权的、不断演进的改革方式取代自上而下、一刀切的改革方式。这样也有利于企业在不同的地方之间有可选择的余地，而企业的选择有助于地方提升改革的积极性与效率。

持续进步的必要条件：政治体制改革必须推进

政治体制改革事实上会发挥两方面的作用。 其中之一是促进和维系经济发展的功能性作用。一个合理的社会政治体制能够让一个国家的重大决策变得更加稳健，让民众的诉求能够得到表达，让社会相对比较稳定。而这种稳定的社会又为经济的进一步发展奠定了良好的基础。当今的中国社会缺少的就是进一步改革的社会基础，而这种社会基础需要政府更加积极地运作，缓解社会收入分配差距带来的压力，缓解市场经济制度不健全引发的民众焦虑感，为社会的弱势群体提供基本的福利支撑。这是功能性的。

除此之外，政治体制改革还有其本质性的作用。本质性作用就是让民众有更多的、更加直接的参与公共决策的机会。民众的这种参与公共决策的机会本身也具有社会价值，这让民众对社会有认同感，有身份的认同感，也有对最终制度安排的认同感，让民众有自发的集体意识和民族意识。改革开放30年来，随着社会经济的快速发展，民众的教育水平显著提高，大学的毛入学率已经达到了26%以上，接近美国毛入学率30%的水平。因此民众参与公共决策的热情空前高涨，这种热情如果不能通过一些渠道释放的话，对于社会的稳定和进步毫无疑问具有负面影响，这种积极参与的热情集中体现在互联网等公共媒体平台上。

持续进步的必要条件： 大国复兴的心态

韬光养晦的战略，有所为有所不为

从世界大格局来看，中国已经初现大国复兴的端倪。而我们从普通民众到精英的心态需要有所调整，既不能是暴发户的逞强，更不能是小家子气的锱铢必较。如果能够在心态上调整到位，处理国际关系的战略可能就能运筹自如。在今天的乱世，顺势而为者昌。中国完全有可能采取韬光养晦的基本战略，积极务实地有所为有所不为。以下几条供讨论思考。

第一，要充分厘清中国发展的核心利益和非核心利益。中国发展的核心利益是主权的尊严、领土的完整、社会的稳定。具体包括：台湾问题的和平解决，西藏、新疆等少数民族地区的稳定和繁荣，西沙群岛等尚有争议的领土问题上的主权尊严……与此相比，中国经济发展的一些非核心利益则主要包括：短时期内的汇率波动，对外投资、对外经济关系方面的调整等。在这些非核心利益问题上，我们完全可以通过相关政策加以应对和调整，与发达国家和发展中国家进行友好协商，实现互利共赢。我们特别要注意的是，由于在一些非核心利益上的纠结，导致敌对势力利用关乎中国经济核心利益的问题大做文章，以至于带来对中国整体发展不利的影响。

第二，要理性权衡短期利益与长期利益的关系。要有后来者居上的基本理念，充分认识到从总体上看，时间在我们这一方，时间对我们有利，中国的发展不可限量，中华文明的影响力不断上升。因此，在一些短期问题上要具备长远眼光，宁愿放弃一些短期利益，也不要为此过多纠缠，而影响中国长远的发展。在一些国际问题上，要坚持邓小平提出的“把争议留给未来，让后代人来解决难题”的想法，因为我们应该清楚地认识到，中国的希望在未来，中国的发展在未来，只要把一些争议搁置到未来，对中国的发展无论如何都是有利的，时间在我们这一方。

第三，要有大国复兴的老大哥心态。对于周边国家，要持一种老大哥的心态来看待，我们的文明是世界几大起源文明之一，我们的历史影响了一大批睦邻。更不必说，中国还在发展，我们对这些周边国家的影响力还会不断上升。因此，对周边国家，要采取友好关爱的态度，而不必纠缠一些具体的文化和历史的细节，尤其要对国内民众加强相关教育。

第四，加强对外宣传。多谈中国的困难，多谈中国的能力限制，多谈一些中国在环保、经济发展、社会问题方面的困难，从而让外界了解我们目前的发展水平还是很低的，在如此之低的发展水平上，承担很多的国际义务是不可能的，我们的领导人将把主要的精力放在处理国内问题上。与此同时，多在国际国内宣传一些发展中国家以及发达国家的长处，多宣传它们的经济发展成就，对于像印度这样的国家，要抱着乐观其成、虚心学习的态度，了解和宣传其经济发展的优势，只有这样，才能缓解我们的压力。

大国崛起的最高境界：价值观的重塑与复兴

价值观的崛起及其影响的上升是一个民族发展和崛起的最高境界。如果一个民族仅仅在物质上取得了巨大的进步，而自身的价值观没有独特性，那么只能说这种发展是附庸在那些大国的主体文明之上的。在这一点上，中国的发展与印度、日本、韩国和新加坡等是极为不同的，中国完全有可能在价值观层面上实现自己的突破。

关键的问题是，中国有没有可能在未来形成一个在全球有重要影响力的独特的价值观体系。我的观点是，这完全是有可能的。不仅如此，中国与美国两种完全不同的价值观体系很可能会在未来的时代并存于世。每一种价值观都有自己的认同者，而这两种价值观将在全球形成两极。

脱离现实的社会经济结构抽象地谈论价值观是没有意义的。有什么样的社会经济的现实就会相应地形成什么样的社会价值体系。美国的价值体系毫无疑问是它200 多年来的社会经济结构、社会经济体制以及独特的地理环境因素所塑造的。美国经济发展的条件极为优越。广阔的内部市场支撑了全球最大的经济体，在世界资源分配中的霸权地位使美国人得以充分地享受物质生产和社会生活的自由。这个国家三面环海，与之接壤的邻国屈指可数，而且地域辽阔，人口相对较少，容易形成不受羁绊的国民性格。美国是全球最大的移民国家，它摆脱了欧洲封建残余势力的影响，具有深厚的个人主义的文化传统。美国历史上的西进运动和边疆开拓饱含着的一往无前的进取精神（应该除去其残酷的殖民主义色彩），经过一代代的宣教和颂扬，积淀在美国人的心灵深处。于是，追求个人自由就成为美国人独特的生活方式，也因此产生了一系列保障这种美国特色生活方式的法律经济制度。

比如说，美国的宪法及其修正案反复强调要保证个人的权利。特别有意思的是，在美国宪法的第一修正案
①

 中，明确指出保证个人的言论自由；在第二修正案
②

 中，明确指出要保障美国公民建立民间武装（即民兵）的权力，也要保证每个公民拥有武器的权利。美国人甚至把政府看做“一种摆脱不了的祸害”，因为“它限制个人的自由”
③

 。 这毫无疑问是全球最极端的追求个人自由的价值体系。

中国的社会经济结构决定了它追求人与社会协调发展的价值观

回过头来看我们中国，从来都是广土众民的大国，但近代以来，因为处在资本主义世界体系的边缘，难以像西方国家那样从国际市场上廉价获取大量资源，所以人均国民财富十分有限。由于人口众多，居民聚集度极高，个人在社会上生存和发展的空间就必然要比地广人稀的国家狭小。这反映在具体的物质生活条件上，就表现为中国的民众不可能每家都有自己的别墅，也不可能每人都拥有宽大的汽车。

  事实上，当中国社会刚刚迈入小康门槛的时候，我们就突然发现，我们的房产出现了限购，大城市出现了汽车牌照的摇号，驾车出现了限行。这一切不能完全归咎于政府的政策理念出现了偏差，在相当程度上是由中国的社会经济禀赋所决定的。这种不得不由政府实行大规模的公共管理，从而不断调节个人自由与社会正常运转矛盾的社会经济管理体制，反映在意识形态上就是一种与美国不同的价值观。这种价值观的一个重要表现就是，要求每一个体经常在追求个人自由与不妨害他人自由之间，在追求个人的活动空间与维护整个社会的平稳运行之间保持平衡
④

 。这种价值观显然与美国是不同的。

从历史的纵深看，普世价值观不能简单地等同为西方价值观

当今中国社会的主流价值观在很大程度上是几千年来中国历史文化传统的传承。而这种历史文化本身是一种客观的存在，是不以当代知识界的认知而改变的。在中国历史的绝大部分时期，占主导地位的价值观是儒家的价值观。《大学》中“修身齐家治国平天下”的论述是这种价值观集中式的表达。历代知识界所推崇的“天下兴亡，匹夫有责”的理念也是这种将个人价值与社会进步相结合的佐证。显然，这样的价值观与西方的追求个人自由、探索自然界奥秘的传统显然是不相同的。

在今天的中国知识界，有不少学者探讨普世价值观。而普世价值观这种说法往往被理解为崇尚个人自由的价值观。事实上，这种看法本身不见得是客观的。面对当今世界纷繁复杂的矛盾和危机，西方不少有识之士已经呼吁要从根本上改变西方社会单纯追求个人自由的价值观。最近美国经济学家杰弗里· 萨克斯发表了专著《文明的代价》，针对如何破解全球金融危机后美国经济的困境提出自己的主张。该书开篇便说，当前美国的危机是价值观的危机，是过去20 多年以来高度追求个人自由的价值观所带来的灾难，必须从价值观上加以扭转。萨克斯本人虽然不一定了解中国的儒家文化传统，但事实上，他在书中所倡导的解决美国金融危机的根本之策却与儒家追求个人发展与社会发展相结合的价值观在许多方面不谋而合。

从另一个角度来看，在人类社会发展的几千年历史长河中，西方追求个人自由的价值观只是在近代才出现的，它所影响的国家与人口的数量在全球范围内并不一定是占主导的。而一些长期以来受儒家传统影响的周边国家，如日本和韩国，已经稳步地实现了现代化。因此，并不能说西方的价值观是唯一的、具有普世价值的价值观，也不能说它是唯一能保障社会现代化进程的价值观。

中国式价值观在东亚发展历程中初现端倪，等待整合者和推动者的出现

中国式价值观在全球范围内已初现端倪，如果能继续保持经济社会的平稳发展，那么中国的现代化进程将是这种价值观的最终整合者。这种强调个人自由与社会发展相协调的价值观并非中国自身的发展实践第一次彰显出的社会价值观。相反，这种价值观在日本、韩国和新加坡等接受了儒家文化的现代化社会中，事实上已经显现出来。它们的现代化进程以及当前对现代市场经济的管理方式、大型社会的管理体制中已经体现出这种价值观。比如说，在日本的社会中，他们强调忠诚，强调集体的协作；在韩国的体制中，他们也是比较强调秩序，强调合作，在很多场合强调个人的利益在局部范围内和有限时间段内要为国家的、社会整体的利益让步。这种价值观已经融入了这些国家的现代化进程，而它们的现代化进程之所以能够以自己的方式平稳发展，达到一个比较高的文明水平，与这种价值观是密不可分的。

然而，特别需要强调的一点是，由于日本、韩国和新加坡等国在整个国际政治的格局中长期以来是与美国站在一起的，尤其是在冷战期间，这一特征尤其突出。因此，日本、韩国和新加坡等国家的经济社会的管理方式往往被西方认为是非主流的、是过渡性的、是有巨大缺陷的制度安排。因而在全球范围内，这些东亚模式并未形成其应有的影响力，它所代表的价值观在全球范围内也没有上升为独立的价值观体系，更谈不上对世界的影响力。

而中国的情况显然不同。中国长期以来在世界政治格局中并不依赖于美国等国家。中国经济和社会的规模也远远超过这些国家，发展的潜力与这些国家不可同日而语。因此，如果中国社会能够继续沿着现在的现代化进程不断前进，比较好地处理好自己的经济、社会等一系列问题，那么中国将会是这种东亚模式所蕴藏的价值观的最终推动者、整合者和倡导者，并最终在全球范围内形成影响。

所以说，如果再经过二三十年的努力，中国基本进入了发达国家行列，那么可以断定，中国的社会经济管理体制在全球范围内是可以拥有它的号召力的。而这种社会管理体制的号召力必然会上升到价值观的层面，也必然会对美国那种极端追求个人自由的价值体系形成一定的冲击。放眼世界，像美国那样的移民社会和自然资源相对充足的国家，毕竟没有最广泛的代表性。像中国这样古老的、自然资源稀缺的、人数众多的国家在发展中国家和贫穷国家中应该是多数，因此，中国这种价值观在后起的发展中国家中应该具有它的独特号召力。

清华大学经济管理学院

中国与世界经济研究中心主任

李稻葵


①
 美国宪法第一修正案：“国会不得制定关于下列事项的法律：确立国教或禁止信教自由；剥夺言论自由或出版自由；剥夺人民和平集会及向政府请愿伸冤的权力。”


②
 美国宪法第二修正案：“纪律严明的民兵是保障自由州的安全所必需的，人民持有及携带武器的权力不容侵犯。”


③
 鲁思·本尼迪克特. 菊与刀[M]. 吕万和，熊达云，王智新，译. 北京：商务印书馆，1990 :13.


④
 特别需要强调的是，个人与社会协调发展的价值观与人人平等的理念并不是矛盾的。 事实上两者有一定的相关度，美国式的个人自由的价值取向往往在现实中表现为追求机会平等、事先公正、程序公平，而中国式的价值观往往更加侧重于结果平等和事后公正。






引言

2011年6月17日，我们在多伦多的罗伊·汤姆森音乐厅举办了第七届芒克辩论会。这个能够容纳2 700人的大厅座无虚席，另外还有数以千计的人通过网络在线关注这场辩论。芒克辩论会仅仅用了三年就吸引了大量来自加拿大等国的观众，而且观众数量还在不断攀升。我能为这场盛事略尽绵薄之力，实在激动不已。

我们三年前开始举办芒克辩论会的初衷就是让最杰出的人物齐聚多伦多，共同应对世界面临的关键性问题。我们的目标是提高关于重要的全球性事务的讨论的质量，以满足加拿大人民的利益。现在，由于奥瑞尔基金会董事会的辛勤工作与努力，我可以自豪地说我们已经具备了实现这个目标的能力，而且在这里，我要特别向拉迪亚德·格里菲思（Rudyard Griffiths）表达我的谢意，感谢他的远见卓识和卓越管理。6月17日，他再次担任了辩论会的主办者与主持人。

我一直认为，若要清晰地认识某一个问题，最佳的途径就是在最优秀的思想家们意见相左之际，邀请他们当着我们的面各抒己见。描述、讨论关键性问题并没有什么不好，但就这些问题进行争辩是更好的做法。世界与其他物体比较起来并没有什么差异，我们从多个角度观察世界的时候，就可以获得更多的了解。

我认为，获得这种清晰认识的最好方式就是通过一个固定的程序向那些博闻多识、娴于辞令的思想家们提出挑战，让他们不仅仅告诉我们他们知道的或者他们认为自己知道的内容。讨论我们所处的时代是一回事，当同样博闻多识、娴于辞令而且自认为知道得更多的对手挑战自己时，能够站起来维护自己的观点又是另一回事，6月17日晚上我们的辩手们在罗伊·汤姆森音乐厅就是这么做的。那次的辩论题目是关于中国的。我们西方人传统上关注的焦点是近东地区。这样的做法也很好理解，但是过去的20年却迫使我们不得不日益密切地关注远东地区。中国似乎横空出世，然后就在全世界扮演了重要的经济角色与政治角色。当然，中国绝非横空出世。中国在1978年转向市场经济之后就开始了发展。即便考虑到这一转变，中国在20世纪90年代初期年均10%的经济增长率仍然令人惊叹不已，以至于显得不可思议。由于中国经济实力不断增强，尤其是在欧洲与美国被认为日趋衰落的时候依然不断增强，中国在国际舞台上也成为主要的政治强国。在多伦多展开的讨论就是要确定中国是否能够维持这种发展态势，是否能够在21世纪成为主导全球的力量。

我们万分荣幸地邀请到了在这一问题上最为睿智而深刻的四位思想家。首先，我荣幸地为大家介绍亨利·基辛格博士。我们邀请他参加辩论时，他欣然地接受了。我想，关于基辛格博士，我所说的恐怕大家都早已熟知了。他不仅是历史学领域一位优秀的学生与老师，而且还是一位历史的创造者。在理查德·尼克松政府担任国务卿期间，他为推动中国向西方打开国门作出了卓越的贡献，我们会记住这一点。由于在国际舞台上杰出的工作，他于1973年获得了诺贝尔和平奖，并于1977年获得了总统自由勋章。

那个晚上我们见证了具有历史性的时刻。据我了解，基辛格博士从未参加过公开辩论，因此，对于参加芒克辩论会的所有人来讲，这的确是一个特殊的场合与荣耀。基辛格博士来多伦多之前，刚刚出版了一部引人注目的巨著——《论中国》
①

 （On China）。他在辩论中据理力争地驳斥了辩论题目。

同基辛格博士站在同一立场的是一位年少有为、冉冉升起的国际明星：法里德·扎卡利亚。我相信大多数读者都知道他所主持的“法里德·扎卡利亚全球扫描”节目，这是美国有线电视新闻网在国际事务方面的主打节目。他曾被《外交政策》杂志评为“全球100位顶尖思想家”之一，也是《时代》杂志的自由撰稿人，同时著作等身，包括畅销书《自由的未来》（The Future of Freedom）以及《后美国世界》（The Post-American World）。他28岁就成为著名的《外交政策》杂志的一名编辑。后来他又赴《新闻周刊》工作，在此期间写了很多优秀的文章，斩获无数奖项，其中包括2001年10月份写的《愤怒的政治：他们为什么恨我们》。去年，他由于采访中国总理温家宝而获得艾美奖提名。

支持辩论题目的是尼尔·弗格森。他于2008年首次参加芒克辩论。他不仅是哈佛大学杰出的经济史专家，而且还写了很多畅销书。最近的一本名为《文明：西方与其他》的著作于2011年11月在北美出版。

弗格森教授运用高超的技巧将其对世界经济的理解阐述给了广大的读者，从而使其思想广为传播。他认识到了驱动经济增长的关键性因素，他的论点是中国拥有主导国际社会所必需的全部因素。弗格森教授是基辛格博士的官方传记的撰稿人，这一点令那个辩论之夜平添了几分特殊的看点。

我还热烈欢迎李稻葵博士。他同尼尔·弗格森同为正方辩手。他不仅洞悉中国成为经济强国的内在要素，而且还给我们带来了他对中国的独特看法和个人认知。由于他的父母在“文化大革命”期间被下放到了农村，他在四川度过了自己的童年。

即使在这样的环境下，他依然成功地获得了哈佛大学经济学博士学位，目前在美国和中国承担了多个教学职位。他是清华大学经济管理学院中国与世界经济研究中心主任、北京市人民代表大会代表、中国央行货币政策委员会的三位学界成员之一，也是达沃斯世界经济论坛的成员。

这份文稿忠实记录了那个令人激动的时刻，我相信您一定会从中获得美妙的感受。

皮特·芒克（Peter Munk）

资助者：奥瑞尔基金会

多伦多

2011年7月


①
 《论中国》一书已由中信出版社出版。——编者注






第一部分.芒克大辩论


21世纪属于中国吗

Does the 21st Century Belong to China?

正方：尼尔·弗格森、李稻葵

反方：亨利·基辛格、法里德·扎卡利亚

2011年6月17日 加拿大 多伦多




拉迪亚德·格里菲思：
 女士们、先生们，欢迎来到加拿大多伦多的罗伊·汤姆森音乐厅。我们这里正在举行的是关于中国的芒克辩论。我的名字是拉迪亚德·格里菲思。我和我的同事帕特里克·卢西亚尼是芒克辩论协办方，我很荣幸再次为您担当主持人。

首先，我向那些通过互联网在线观看这次辩论的人表示欢迎，这场辩论在globeandmail.com和munkdebates.com上都有直播。这次辩论因为你们的参与而更加精彩。此外，我们同伦敦的《金融时报》以及中国的相关研究单位建立了国际媒体合作伙伴关系，从安德里亚广播公司到美国的有线电视台C-SPAN，再到中国的人民网，有数以百万计的人在观看、阅读或收听这次辩论，我要向你们表示热烈的欢迎。

我还要向加拿大全国人民表示欢迎，他们或者通过加拿大广播公司无线电广播的《思想》栏目，或者通过加拿大公共事务频道，或者通过商业新闻网络关注着这次辩论。你们能够参与这场辩论实在是太好了。最后，我环视这个座无虚席的大厅时，再次向来到罗伊·汤姆森音乐厅参加芒克辩论的2 700名观众表示诚挚的欢迎。

芒克辩论系列的理念非常纯粹，那就是致力于创造这样的机遇，使我们能够讨论一些正在改变着加拿大，也改变着世界的重大地缘政治问题。与这个辩论项目相关的每一个人都会感谢你们，感谢你们对这个理念的支持。这个辩论系列之所以能够成功地邀请到世界上思想最锐利的思想家们，与两个人的慈善与创意是密不可分的。请和我一起用热烈的掌声欢迎我们的两位主办者——皮特·芒克和梅拉妮·芒克。欢迎你们二位。我们会坚持做下去。

现在，我们翘首以盼的时刻就要到来了。展现在我们面前的就是这次的辩论题目：21世纪将属于中国吗？现在，有请我们的辩手们闪亮登场。让我们以热烈的掌声欢迎正方辩手尼尔·弗格森和李稻葵博士。接下来，让我们欢迎他们强大的对手：法里德·扎卡利亚与亨利·基辛格博士。熟悉芒克辩论的人都知道尼尔·弗格森。在2008年的首届辩论中，他和查尔斯·克劳海默围绕着“共和党入主白宫后，世界将会更加安全吗”的辩论题目，击败了现在任职于国家安全委员会的萨曼莎·鲍尔以及已故的理查德·霍尔布鲁克。那是一次生动而激烈的辩论。2008年以来，尼尔·弗格森先后又出版了两部畅销书：《货币崛起》
①

 （The Ascent of Money: A Financial History of the World）与《文明》（Civilization: The West and the Rest）。他在多个著名的大学担任教授或特聘讲师，包括牛津大学、哈佛大学以及伦敦经济学院等。女士们、先生们，欢迎尼尔·弗格森。

我们下一位辩手来自中国北京。他是清华大学经济管理学院中国与世界经济研究中心主任。从很多方面来讲，他的个人经历反映了中国的崛起。“文化大革命”期间，他和家人无可奈何地背井离乡，虽然当时他只是一个四岁的小男孩，但是他至今依然记忆犹新。28年之后，他获得了哈佛大学的博士学位。现在，他是中国央行货币政策委员会仅有的三位学界成员之一。以他为代表的新一代思想领袖发挥着关键作用，其中的一个例子就是他在中国一个相当于推特的社交网站上拥有300多万的粉丝。

对于很多人来说，法里德·扎卡利亚已经是家喻户晓了。他主持着美国有线电视新闻网在国际事务方面的主打节目“法里德·扎卡利亚全球扫描”。你们在《时代》杂志上也读到过他的专栏文章。他是这个杂志的自由撰稿人，而且还为《华盛顿邮报》撰稿。他的畅销书包括《自由的未来》以及《后美国世界》
②

 。你们在这次辩论中将会看到，法里德·扎卡利亚对于美国在世界上的角色有着深邃而系统的思想。法里德·扎卡利亚，欢迎你参加这次辩论会。

我们最后一位辩手在过去半个世纪中在全球事务中发挥了极为重要的作用。他曾经获得过诺贝尔和平奖，以褒扬他为公众提供的卓越服务，而且还获得了总统自由勋章。今天，在这里，他是最有资格为我们讲解中国崛起的人，因为在中国于“文化大革命”结束后打开国门、融入国际社会的过程中，他作出了突出的贡献。此外，这是他有史以来第一次参加有关中国的公开辩论，因此他再次创造了历史。女士们、先生们，让我们以热烈的掌声欢迎美国第56届国务卿亨利·基辛格博士参加芒克辩论。

现在，让我们简要介绍一下辩论的程序。无论是支持辩论题目，还是反对辩论题目，每一位辩手将有六分钟的时间阐述自己的观点。之后，我们的辩手将会相互挑战对方的观点和见解，接下来我们的观众将有机会参与对话。我们的观众都是非常优秀的，其中还有来自芒克全球事务学院的学生们。观众们提出问题之后，我们会从脸谱网和推特网上挑选一些问题穿插到辩手们的对话之中。

在这次辩论开始之前，大家就“你认为21世纪将属于中国吗”这个问题的投票情况怎么样呢？数据是非常有趣的：39%的人认为21世纪将属于中国，40%的人持相反意见，其余21%的人犹豫不决。因此，这一票就起到了决定性的作用。

下面，我们的辩论正式开始！有请尼尔·弗格森！


尼尔·弗格森
 ：谢谢你，拉迪亚德；谢谢你们，女士们、先生们。我认为21世纪将属于中国，因为在历史上大多数世纪都是属于中国的。19世纪和20世纪是两个例外。过去20个世纪里，中国经济在其中18个世纪里都是遥遥领先于世界其他国家的。我首先讲一些人口学和经济学方面的情况。与其说中国是一个国家，还不如说是一个大陆。中国人口占全世界总人口的1/5。中国的总人口是加拿大总人口的40倍。如果根据欧洲的组成结构来考察中国的情况，那么中国的面积相当于90个城邦。今天，中国有11个人口超过600万的城市，而整个欧盟也只有一个这样的城市，那就是伦敦。欧盟有11个国家的人口还不足600万。过去30年间，中国的经济始终保持着接近10%的年增长率。而且国际货币基金组织近来也预测，中国在未来5年内将成为世界最大的经济体。中国已经超越美国，成为世界上最大的汽车制造国和汽车销售市场，而且中国对于汽车的需求将会在未来几年里增长到今天的10倍。中国在2035年之前将消耗全球1/5的能源。过去，中国经济增长主要依靠外来投资的拉动，而今天，中国的外汇储备已经突破3万亿美元，主权财富基金高达2 000亿美元。在世界经济中，中国已经不仅仅是投资目的地，而是一个名副其实的资本输出国。

在中国给外界留下的多重印象中，令人印象最为深刻的成就或许就是中国在创新和教育方面正在赶上其他国家。就新审批的专利数量而言，中国将要超过德国，而且在经济合作与发展组织最近开展的一次调查中，中国上海地区的15岁学生的教育成就高居榜首，因为他们在数学测试中取得了600分的优异成绩。美国学生得分为487分，位列第25名。你们可能会高兴地听到加拿大学生得分为527分，这个成绩虽然比美国的好，但还不够好。

女士们、先生们，作为一名受雇于他人的传记作家，我很难同我的“雇主”争辩。这有点像詹姆斯·博斯威尔当年不得不同约翰逊博士争辩一样。因此，我将会以一种委婉的方式证明基辛格博士和法里德·扎卡利亚的观点是错误的，但这并不是因为他们自身存在什么不好的地方。基辛格博士在其关于中国的著作中写到一句话，我愿在此引用一下：“中国寻求与美国建立平等的合作伙伴关系，不再是一个弱国的非分之想，而是在强大的金融实力和经济实力支持下日益成为现实。”而且我从法里德·扎卡利亚的大作《后美国世界》中引用一句原话：“从规模的角度上来看，中国是一个令美国相形见绌的国家。中国渴望成功。”

十分有趣的一点是，这两位地缘政治领域伟大的思想家居然一致认定，中国面临的经济挑战对于美国的霸权来说也是一个挑战。请让我再一次引用基辛格博士的原话：“美国如果打算在遏制中国的基础上建立民主国家同盟以发动意识形态的战争，成功的可能性不会太大。”基辛格博士在书的结尾指出，他希望两国在和平的状态下共同演进，但他担心100年前德国崛起之后挑战英国的情景再度上演。然而，在我看来，21世纪之所以会属于中国，原因不只存在于中国方面。中国能够主导21世纪的关键原因最终还是在于西方国家的式微。银行系统过度借贷以及得到国家补贴的投机活动，结果引发了一场金融危机；财政危机意味着在不久的未来，美国的债务利息将要超过防务资金；美国内部围绕联邦政府债务上限问题而展开的殊死争斗充分说明了美国内部深刻的政治危机；美国一位名叫维纳的议员将自己的裸体照片发给了多名女性，说明了早已存在的道德危机。21世纪之所以属于中国，就是因为一个过于肥胖、消耗过多、欲望过强的美国正在衰弱，至于欧洲，早已机能失调，更不在话下。

40年前，理查德·尼克松总统比大多数人都更加清楚地明白这一点，他曾经说：“嗯，如果有个人建立了良性的管理体制，并且控制了那个大陆，你可以想一下将会发生什么情况。上帝啊，世界上将没有任何一个国家能够与之匹敌。我的意思是，如果你让8亿中国人在一个良性体制下工作，他们将是世界上的执牛耳者。”尼克松那届政府于1972年重新开启中美关系，对此我深表敬意。在这一伟大的历史进程中，基辛格博士作出的贡献是无人能够望其项背的。因此，我不要求你们在投票时反对他，只要求你们投票赞成他的分析，因为根据他的分析，他和他的搭档实际上是站在正方的。我希望你们支持这个辩论题目。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：下面有请法里德·扎卡利亚发言。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：非常感谢！参加这次辩论实在是勉力为之。我参加辩论后，降低了辩手们的平均年龄，我会尽力表现得好一点，以免降低了辩手们的平均智商。这种情况恐怕真的会发生。所以，请各位多担待，基辛格博士将会纠正我所犯的错误。其实，对于同基辛格博士站在同一阵线，心中多少有点焦虑，因为他是一个传奇式的天才，但是辩论的一部分是倾听对方。说到这里，我想起了曾经听到的一个关于基辛格的故事。这个故事就是记者们所说的那种“太精彩以至于无据可考”，因此我也没有专门考证过。故事是这样的：各位都知道，亨利·基辛格讲话时据说带着一种口音，他的德国朋友们说基辛格讲话带有德国口音。基辛格有一位哥哥，讲话没有德国口音，有人请他哥哥解释这种差异背后的原因。他的哥哥说道：“很简单，亨利从不听别人说。”

接下来，我想要阐述三个关于中国的观点。中国将不会成为21世纪主导世界的国家。21世纪也将不会属于中国，因为存在三个方面的因素：经济因素、政治因素和地缘政治因素。第一个因素是经济层面的。过去10年间，我们已经充分认识到没有什么事情是永远直线前进的。水满则溢，月盈则亏。目前来看，中国大有主导世界之势，但是日本也曾经有过这样的时候。日本一度是世界上的第二大经济体，我不知道各位中间还有多少人记得当年种种神化日本的说法，说整个世界将要是日本的了，说我们所有人都会吃寿司。虽然，我猜测我们所有人的确都吃过寿司，但是这个论断的另一部分并没有应验。各位试想一下，亚洲大多数后起之秀的经济都曾经保持了9%左右的年增长率，而且这种高增长率维持了20年到25年之久。但是，之后却江河日下，增长率下降到6%或5%。我不是在预测中国会发生某种形式的崩溃，我只是在说中国也难以摆脱“先高速增长，然后在某个时间增速放缓”的规律，只不过由于中国相对其他国家而言比较大，这种情况可能会来得迟一些。

另外，还必须指出，中国目前的体制存在很多效率低下的地方。比如，他们存在一个巨大的楼市泡沫。他们经济增长的效率并不高。中国每个月的对外直接投资相当于印度一年的对外直接投资，而中国经济的增长率却只比印度高两个百分点。换句话说，如果你思考一下中国增长的质量问题，就会发现其实并没有表面上看起来那么引人注目。中国进行了大规模投资，新建了大量机场、高速铁路以及八车道的高速公路。如果你从投资收益率的角度来思考一下，中国经济增长的效率并不是那么令人印象深刻。

联合国最近发布的一份报告指出，中国人口将在未来25年出现大幅下滑，下滑幅度将会高达4亿之多。纵观人类历史，从来没有任何一个主导世界的大国出现人口减少的情况。如果你想看一下人口下降的国家会发生什么情况，那就看看日本吧，自己问自己日本现在有多强大。

即便中国成为世界上最大的经济体，这些数据也是根据所谓的“购买力平价”计算出来的，北京的理发价格比多伦多的理发价格低得多，这从一个方面解释了为什么中国的国内生产总值出现飞涨的局面。然而，国际实力并不是取决于理发价格的高低，而是取决于对外援助、石油、国际投资以及航空母舰，而要获得这些东西必须有真正的硬通货。

让我们假设中国真的成了世界第一大经济体，那么它有足够的政治才能来实行必要的政治领导吗？别忘了，日本在长达数十年的时间里都是世界第二大经济体，我也没看出它有什么谋求霸权的企图。要想获得那样的领导地位，必须有足够的政治才能。基辛格博士将会更加详细地谈到这些问题，但是我想先抛砖引玉地发表一些看法。目前，统治中国的政治体制正经历着一场考验。

中国下届领导人是否与现任领导人相似尚不明朗。有一个基本问题中国还没有解决，那就是当它创造出了一个中产阶级之后要怎么做，政府如何应对这些中产阶级人士的利益诉求。中国的台湾在经历相似进程的时候，就逐步向民主制度过渡。韩国遭遇类似问题的时候，也是向民主制度过渡。这些转型绝不是轻而易举之事，而是充满着血腥与混乱。而且，正如尼尔·弗格森提醒我们的一样，中国是一个幅员辽阔，而且国情非常复杂的国家。试想一下，如果中国在转型过程中发生了这种政治动荡和社会不安，将会是什么样子。

最后，我想讲一个关于地缘政治方面的问题，在这一点上基辛格博士谈得也比较多。人们喜欢谈论亚洲的崛起。我是在印度长大的。那里有中国，有日本，也有印度等国，根本不存在“亚洲”这一概念。他们不是很喜欢对方。随着中国的崛起，印度、日本、印度尼西亚、越南以及韩国都会作出激烈的反应。我们已经看到了这种情况的苗头。中国的崛起不是发生在真空之中。它所崛起的那片大陆上有着很多很多的竞争者。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思：
 李稻葵博士，接下来请您发言。


李稻葵
 ：女士们、先生们，晚上好。作为唯一一位来自中国的辩手，我面临着一个特别不利的条件，因为我的文化和我的教育体制都不提倡与人争辩，尤其不提倡与德高望重的人争辩。今天，我热情地请你们阅读与我共同参加此次辩论的辩手们的著作。这些著作更好地解释了中国在过去数十年间所经历的大量变革以及未来所面临的重重挑战。法里德·扎卡利亚刚才已经给你们解释过这一点了。请把他们的书买来读读，我今天正是在宣传他们的观点。

我想和大家讲三点，可以用三个词来概括，第一个词是能量。我认为，中国在过去几十年里所发生的变革最多只是完成了一半而已。我们看到中国仍然在发生着变革。为什么呢？因为中国还有能量。中国的燃料箱里还有新的能量。为什么呢？因为这些变革始自170年前开始的中西文化大碰撞。那次碰撞以中国的彻底失败而告终。这对我们来说是一个巨大的屈辱，这种屈辱的记忆代代相传。今天，我们的孩子们仍然在学习这些教训。

那次屈辱在中国社会以及中国历史上激起了巨大的反应，甚至激起了过度反应，包括90年前中国共产党的成立也是为了应对这次屈辱的一个反应。目的不是在全世界扩展无产阶级革命，更多的是为了建立一个强大而独立的中国。因此，新中国在62年前成立之后，我们看到中国共产党以及中国政府作出了一些过度的反应，包括发起“大跃进”运动以及“文化大革命”。这两者都没有增进中国人的福祉。这种情况直到33年前才结束。当时，中国实行了我们所说的改革开放，带来了更大的变革。

改革意味着逐步改善我们的体制，无论是政治体制，还是经济体制。开放指的是学习西方一切好的东西。正如法里德·扎卡利亚所说的那样，人们最初不相信改革开放这个信息。邓小平说：“不争论，大胆地试，大胆地闯。”正因为他不提倡争论，所以我猜测邓小平不会成为芒克辩论的粉丝，或许会成为耐克的粉丝。因为耐克的标志性宣传语是“只管去做”。过去30年的变革的确展现了改革开放的力量。但是今天的年轻人对我们业已取得的进步还不满意。他们正在热切地借助互联网的力量推动更多的改革和更大的开放。这就是我所说的第一个关键词，即能量。中国的燃料箱里依然还有能量。

但是，有了能量，我们要驶向哪里呢？哪里才是我们的终点站呢？终点站与第二个关键词有关，即复兴。我们的最终目标是实现1 500年前唐朝文明的伟大复兴。复兴不是报复西方，也不是效仿美国控制整个世界。我们的复兴指的是一个和平、自信、开明的文化，如同唐文化那样。这才是当前变革的最终目的，当前的变革最多只是完成了一半而已。

我要和你们分享的第三个关键词是影响。90年后，中国将会在世界上产生什么样的影响呢？我要指出的是，这种影响将会是多维度的。首先，中国的崛起给世界上贫穷地区的人们送去了希望，比如非洲等欠发达地区。这些地区的人对自己说：“中国曾经也很穷，曾经备受资源掣肘。如果中国都能成功，我们肯定也可以。”因此，我们给世界上很多穷人带去了希望。这是第一个维度的影响。第二个维度的影响就是中国的崛起给我们提供了一种有别于欧洲和美国的社会制度和经济制度。与美国等西方国家的制度模式相比，我们的制度更加注重社会福利，更加注重民众福祉，更加注重社会稳定，而不是重视纯粹的个人自由。

第三个维度的影响是国际关系。中国的伟大文明，比如唐朝文明的复兴，给我们一个审视国际关系的新角度，我们一直寻求和平与合作。过去两年半的时间里，在应对全球金融危机的过程中，我们已经看到了这一点。因此，总的来说，我不会把我的结论强加给你们，而是让你们自己得出结论：能量充足的变革、伟大文明的复兴以及积极的国际影响。你们自己会得出结论的。谢谢！


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：下面有请基辛格博士讲话。


亨利·基辛格
 ：对于一个说着德语长大的人而言，六分钟几乎还不够说一句话的时间。我的同事们已经谈到了中国的重要性。我尊重它的巨大成就。谁都不会否认，事实上我也承认中国在过去40年间已经取得了很大成就，我也曾经直接见证过这些成就。但是摆在我们面前的问题是21世纪是否属于中国。我要说的是在21世纪，中国将会受制于国内丛生的经济问题以及十分迫切的环境问题。有鉴于此，我很难想象中国会主导世界。鉴于此，我稍后会在结论中指出，我认为，如果某一个国家会主导世界，那么这种说法本身就是对我们目前所生活的世界的误解。

就经济角度而言，中国已经取得了巨大的成就，但是作为一个国家而言，它还必须每年创造出2 400万个就业岗位，每年必须吸纳迁徙到城市的600万人，必须处理1.5亿~2亿流动人口带来的问题。中国的沿海地区处于发达国家的水平，而广大的内陆地区则尚未充分发展，这时中国社会必须作出调整。它的政治体制必须同时包括经济变革与政治调整，这是辉煌的经济成就引发的必然结果。

从地缘政治角度而言，中国历史上一直被一些较小的国家所包围。这些较小的国家中，单个来讲哪一个都无力对中国构成威胁，但是如果它们联合起来，就会对中国造成威胁。因此，从历史角度来看，中国的对外政策可以被描述为“蛮夷管理”政策。目前，世界上有很多国家与中国实力相当，中国从来没有应对过这样的世界。因此，让中国作出调整以适应这样的世界，本身就是一个深刻的挑战。中国周边有着14个与其接壤的国家，有些是小国，但是能够将自己国家的影响扩展到中国，有些邻国较大，而且历史上还占据重要的位置，因此，中国任何一个主导世界的企图都会激起周边国家的过度反应，这将为世界和平带来灾难性的后果。

关于我的传记撰稿人尼尔·弗格森引用的那句关于对中国实施军事遏制的话，我想说的是我们应该考虑到中国的权利。中国面临的一个挑战就是适应世界。在这样一个世界中，中国在过去的20个世纪里都没有谋求过霸权。

因此，如果我有权擅自改变辩论题目的话，世界面临的问题就不是21世纪是否属于中国了。中国在21世纪无疑会变得更加强大，因此我们面临的问题应该是我们西方人能否在21世纪与中国开展合作。而且，我们还面临另外一个问题，即中国能否与我们一道努力，共同创造一个新的国际结构，在这个结构中，一个正在崛起的国家有史以来第一次融入国际体系，巩固和平与进步。我在我的书中说过，根据我的经验，这种前景不太乐观。但是，从另一个方面来讲，我们从来没有遇到过一系列只有在共同努力的基础上才能解决的问题，比如武器扩散问题、环境问题、网络空间问题以及一系列其他问题。

因此，作为我的结论，我认为，问题不在于21世纪是否属于中国，而在于我们能否让中国在21世纪接受一个更加普遍的观念。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：刚才的一系列开场陈述实在是太精彩了，接下来，我要请双方辩手挑战对手在开场陈述中所说的话。具体来讲，我要请他们提出他们最反对的观点是什么。尼尔，我们一致同意，就从你开始提出反驳意见吧。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：我给法里德提的问题是，如果你是正确的，而且中国将要重蹈日本的覆辙，那么考虑到你们二位所提出的日本国土面积小得多以及中国发展水平相对较低，那将意味着什么。如果你是正确的，而且中国将要重新上演日本的经济历史，那么可以肯定地说21世纪将是属于中国的。如果中国真的重蹈日本在20世纪80年代晚期的覆辙，那么在增速放缓之前，中国不仅已经获得了全球国内生产总值的很大份额，而且还在全球拥有了很大的权利，因为日本在1945年遭遇军事失败而丧失了国家主权，而中国从没有发生过这种情况。因此，无论从经济角度来讲，还是从地缘政治角度来讲，中国重蹈日本覆辙的可能性只是你方杞人忧天而已。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：法里德？


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：日本的例子只是说明了花无百日红，人无百日好。任何国家，尤其是达到现代化水平的国家，都会出现这样或那样的问题。在过去一个世纪里，人均国内生产总值能够超过12 000美元的国家的数量少得可怜。只有五个这样的国家。

有很多国家做得很好，这些国家有良好的制造业基础，后来开启了改革进程，而且政府不插手经济运行。然而，事实证明，要想达到韩国、新加坡以及中国的香港和台湾所达到的高度，必须实现社会的每一个元素的现代化。我想指出的是，由于中国面临着经济、人口、政治和地缘政治等方面的问题，过去的发展之路坎坷不平，错综复杂。正如基辛格博士所指出的那样，中国可能会更加需要关注国内问题，这就使它无力觊觎世界霸权。

我不怀疑中国将会拥有强大的经济，也不怀疑中国将成为世界舞台上的重要角色。问题是：21世纪会属于它吗？它会主导整个世界吗？要我说，由于上述种种原因，21世纪将不会属于中国。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：稻葵，现在让我们回到日本的例子上。日本的例子是很多人争论的对象。两国国内生产总值都保持了多年的增长，国家对经济实施了密切的调控。除此之外，20世纪80年代的日本在很多地方都与中国比较相似，两国有很多相通之处，而且都具有很大的能量，为什么中国不会在不久的未来重蹈日本的覆辙呢？


李稻葵
 ：请让我回答您的问题，同时也回应法里德以及基辛格博士提出的几点问题。你的观点是正确的。如果我们讨论的是20年前或者30年前的中国，这些观点可能会显得更有说服力。尽管存在这些说法，中国在过去30年间却一直保持了强劲的增长势头。因此，我的观点是尽管中国面临着重重挑战，但还是会继续发生改变。

让我们比较一下中国和日本吧。我认为日本在20世纪90年代初期发生经济崩溃之前，并没有出现过根本性的变化。而我们在中国却能看到一些这样的变化。此外，日本一直都在向中国学习。日本一直是受中国文化影响最大的地区，至少在西方国家发生金融大崩溃之前是这样。

关于法里德在经济增长速度上提出的观点，我完全认同，像中国这么大的经济体不可能永远保持两位数的国内生产总值增速。但是当美国逐渐崛起的时候，其增速也没有中国当前的增速快。在成为主导世界的强国之前，美国增速曾经出现重大下挫，但仍一直保持增长态势。在今天的中国，我看到了能量，看到了正在发生的变化。

最后，我想回应一下基辛格博士的观点。他一直在回首中国在过去18个世纪里的情况。我完全赞同他所说的，但是有一个不同。在今天的中国，我们将大量的年轻人送往国外学习。多少人呢？请想一下多伦多大学的学生总数的六倍是多少。这就是前往美国和加拿大留学的中国学生的数量。这些都是推动社会变革的源泉。这些孩子们在不断地学习。因此，我认为中国的崛起将不同于美国的崛起，也不会面临日本当年遭遇的问题。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思：
 基辛格博士，你想反驳一下吗？


亨利·基辛格
 ：中国正在改变，这是不容置疑的事实。如果有人将中国在1971年的面貌同今天的面貌作对比的话，就会发现中国的确已经发生了彻底的改观，而且由于计划生育政策，中国的人口数量也发生了彻底的变化。而人口变化也引起了中国价值观的变化。大约30年后，一个退休人员将只能依靠两个工作的人来供养，而在2005年，每个退休人员却有9.2个人供养。

但是我们不能将中国的重要性同它所具有的全球影响力混淆起来。中国将不得不忙于作出一系列调整，来适应城市化，适应人口新变化，适应新的国际体系，在这个新的国际体系中，中国将会是一个永久性的参与者，而不是整个宇宙的中心，历史上中国也是这样定位的。这些都是可以解决的问题，但是它们不应该被比做西方的帝国主义思想。

历史上，中国的国际角色的基础一向都是通过自己的行为赢得他国尊重。从文化角度上而言，中国还没有作出足够的调整来适应全球性的角色。我认为，中国如果想要很好地应对其国际环境和国内形势，就有必要同西方开展合作，而不是力图主导西方。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：法里德，你想在这一点上发表高见吗？


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：我想问尼尔一个问题。我想如果我要在他那46本著作中找到一些话来反驳他当前的立场，恐怕要通读一遍了。现在我想简化一下。尼尔非常热衷于地缘政治学，而且我很想知道他对于中国正在崛起这个事实的解读。中国毫无疑问地正在崛起，但不是在真空里崛起。如果你考虑一下去年的情况，中国的情形非常好。它遇到了金融危机，但是却自信地克服了。而且考虑一下中国的行为。在哥本哈根，中国侮辱了美国，侮辱了美国总统，而且拒绝在协议上签字。而且，中国在钓鱼岛问题上的立场激怒了日本人。当朝鲜被指用鱼雷袭击韩国一艘舰船致其沉没时，韩国要求中国对朝鲜发出谴责，但却遭到了中国的拒绝，因此中国也激怒了韩国人。中国宣示对南海的主权，也激怒了越南人和菲律宾人。这都是一年之内发生的事情！而且发生这些事情的时候，中国还没有成为主导世界的经济大国。

你认为这些国家会轻易地接受中国的主导吗？印度、越南、韩国、日本、印度尼西亚有可能作出过激的反应吗？突然间，中国主导世界的前景看来并没有那么乐观了。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：法里德，谢谢你的问题。我从你最近发表在《时代》杂志上的专栏文章中注意到，你一直在涉足经济领域的问题。因此，我可以以此为契机帮你答疑解惑。中国在经济危机期间实现的经济增长已经根本性地改变了中国在世界经济中的角色。经济危机之前的情形是中国正在同其他新兴市场争夺加拿大或美国等发达国家的市场份额。那时，中国是廉价商品的出口国，而且依靠着所谓的“中国价格”，来自其他新兴市场的竞争者基本上都不是中国的对手。然后，经济危机袭来，发达经济体陷入衰退，或者接近于衰退。

这时发生了什么呢？中国实施了世界上规模最大、也是最为成功的经济刺激方案，而且通过这一点，中国的角色也发生了转变。中国不再是一个同其他新兴经济体开展激烈竞争的国家，而是成了其他国家竞相争夺的市场。它们发现了世界上最有活力的市场是中国市场。因此，命运发生了令人惊讶的转变，世界的贸易格局转变了，而且中国在亚洲的邻国，包括你的出生地印度，发现了一个新的中国。对于这个新的中国，印度发现它非但不是竞争对手，反而是一个可以供自己输出商品的巨大市场。

这种趋势将会继续存在下去，因为中国最近出台的五年计划提出，将工作重心从扩大出口转移到增加国内消费需求上。正是因为这个原因，亚洲各国将会抱团反对中国的观点是完全没有道理的。现在，它们在经济上对中国的依存度远远高于历史上任何一个时期。如果你去首尔，同那里的人交谈，或者你同印度首富穆凯什·阿姆巴尼交谈，他们就会告诉你中国目前为世界其他国家和地区带来了多么巨大的商机。在我看来，亚洲所有的市场将会属于中国，这也有力地说明了为什么21世纪将会属于中国。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：稻葵，在观众们提问之前，我们就先从你开始，然后是法里德，最后是基辛格博士。


李稻葵
 ：法里德观察到中国在去年遭遇的紧张形势，是完全正确的。但是我们必须更加深入地看问题。我们不能像电视台的报道那样仅仅停留在表面。对不起，我不是说电视不好，相反，电视很重要，尤其是法里德的节目，我很喜欢这个节目。但是我们必须挖掘深层次的问题。究竟谁是侵略者呢？谁是挑衅方呢？永远不会是中国。

比如，以日本插手钓鱼岛的问题为例。日本政府叫嚣着针对中国渔民使用日本国内的法律，而且实际上也使用了。中国方面一直竭力维持和平状态。想想哥本哈根的谈判吧，中国竭力谋求同其他国家达成一个具有实质意义的协定。中国方面有着极为不利的条件，因为无论中国政府今天承诺了什么，中国政府在未来就会兑现其承诺，我们不会找借口说我们的议会换届了，新议会已经废除了这个协定。

在同美国谈判时，简直就是美国新任总统奥巴马的独角戏。总统努力谈判，但是最后的协定却被国会否决了。这种伎俩在中国永远行不通。我建议各位考虑一下其他方面的证据。在几乎持续三年的经济危机中，中国极力稳定全球金融体系。与其他货币不一样的是，中国的货币——人民币即使在金融危机发展到顶峰的时候也没有对美元贬值。

此外，中国并没有在金融危机期间抛售持有的外国国债。在支持欧洲各国政府和美国政府的投资者中间，中国是最有耐心的，也是最为长久的。因此，我建议各位要着眼大局。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：尼尔当然是一位成就非凡的经济历史学家，而且他对亚洲经济有着深刻的了解。但是我要指出的是，虽然纵观历史，各国之间存在着很高的经济依存度，但依然是战乱频仍，地缘政治方面的激烈对抗始终没有消停过。

人类历史上第一位伟大的历史学家修昔底德曾经谈到伯罗奔尼撒战争，对于这场战争爆发的原因，他提出的第一个解释就是荣誉和尊严问题。这场战争与经济问题没有任何关系。请看一下第一次世界大战前夕的欧洲。在这片大陆上，从某些角度来考察，当时欧洲各国之间的经济依存度远高于当今世界各国的经济依存度。当时，英国与德国之间的经济依存度如此之高，以至于如果两国要发动战争，简直就是疯狂了。但最终它们之间还是爆发了战争。一位年轻的历史学家曾经在其非常著名的书中谈到这样一个事实，即也许英国不应该参与战争，因为这是疯狂的行为。这本书的名字是《战争的怜悯》（The Pity of War）。哦，等一下！这个历史学家是尼尔·弗格森。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：那么，你读过我的书了？


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：在这次辩论的反驳部分结束之前，我想让基辛格博士总结一下。


亨利·基辛格
 ：我认为是三个人在反驳我的朋友尼尔一个人。我们这位中国的朋友说中国遭受了很多苦难，遭到西方一个世纪的压榨，因此不会试图主导世界。根据我的理解，他的意思是这样的：当西方国家想要谈论气候问题或者金融体制问题时，我们总是会说中国可以参与其中，虽然中国没有参与这个体系的创建工作，但依然可以在创建工作结束后参与这个体系。因此，问题就是，是否有可能创造一个让中国可以永久参与却不主导的体系。实际上，这才是我们正在争论的问题。

如果我没有理解错我们这位中国朋友的观点，那么他是在说中国将不会主导世界。他是在说中国正在取得很多进步，中国需要他人倾听自己的声音，美国不应该直接将一个既定的协议推到中国面前，并在气候变化等问题上要求中国表示同意。我们同意所有这些观点，因此，稻葵，如果你愿意挪动椅子，我们欢迎你到这边来。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：接下来，我们的辩论将进入提问环节。我们把问题分为下列几类。这些类别是：经济类、政治类、文化类，当然还有地缘政治类。在开始征求经济类问题之前，我想先请观众席中一位著名的作家提问。这位观众已经写了多部经济类畅销书，包括畅销加拿大的《死亡的援助：为什么援助不起作用以及非洲如何才能找到更好的出路》（Dead Aid: Why Aid Is Not Working and How There Is a Better Way for Africa） 以及《西方如何失落：五十年的经济混乱以及前方的艰难抉择》（How the West Was Lost: Fifty Years of Economic Folly — and the Stark Choices Ahead）。这位作家就是丹比萨·莫约。


丹比萨·莫约
 ：我想向李稻葵先生和弗格森先生提出问题。到目前为止，中国发展战略的一个关键环节就是利用其软实力，即丰富的土地、水、能源和矿产等资源积累财富。而实际上，中国是沾了美国的光，美国为许多公共产品埋单，比如美国一直都在付出大量代价维护世界安全。随着世界人口将在2050年达到90亿，中产阶级的人数将在2030年达到20亿，我的问题是，你认为中国是否会为了获取自然资源而变得咄咄逼人？换句话说，中国从积累资源的软实力策略转向依靠硬实力采取军事行动或者类似殖民主义的策略，尤其是在非洲采取这种策略的可能性有多大？


尼尔·弗格森
 ：丹比萨，谢谢你的提问。我先不直接回答你提出的关于非洲的问题。我刚刚访问了赞比亚，去年曾经到过塞内加尔和纳米比亚，在我看来，撒哈拉沙漠以南的非洲正在发生着一些非常重要的情况。在中国的领导下，那里开始出现了一种全新的发展模式。这种模式本质上与你在你的书中所提到的西方国家实行的援助模式截然不同。这是一种基于自身利益的发展战略。中国之所以在赞比亚开发铜矿等自然资源，是因为中国迫切需要利用这些铜矿来为其众多新建的城市安装电线。但是对于非洲而言，这种模式的影响不全是负面的，而且如果说这是19世纪殖民主义的回归，实在是个极大的误解。我去赞比亚的时候，并没有产生这样的疑问。殖民主义不是我在那里寻找到的答案。

殖民主义不是中国的做法，而且从很多方面来看，我认为中国所做的正好符合你在《死亡的援助》一书中所积极呼吁的做法。中国人是在投资。他们努力挣钱。他们让市场驱动非洲经济的发展，而不是一味地施舍，不是培养一种依赖文化。这种做法最终会导致你所提到的19世纪时为了争夺非洲而出现的那种冲突吗？虽然这种可能性可以想象得到，但是目前我绝对没有看出出现这种事情的任何迹象。目前，只有一个国家在努力地争夺非洲，这个国家就是中国。


李稻葵：
 尼尔·弗格森的见解非常好。请让我再补充三点简单的观察。第一个观察与意图有关。中国没有重复前几个世纪殖民主义历史的意图。相反，中国一直都在努力同非洲国家开展合作。请想一下三年前在北京举办的非洲联盟峰会。大多数非洲国家的领导人和商界人士都非常热情地欢迎中国在那里投资。

第二点观察与能力有关。请考虑一下中国的现状。我们依然是一个极端贫穷的经济体，人均国内生产总值只有4000美元左右。因此，在经济发展的道路上我们还有很长一段路要走。同时，这也意味着，即便中国有心要对非洲国家搞殖民主义，也绝对没有那个能力。

第三点观察与中国的总体国情有关。在国内，中国付出了极大的努力，发展新型技术以保护资源，并提高能源利用效率，而且中国实施了新政策来鼓励节能。因此，我认为，中国正在极力创造一种新的现代化模式，这种模式会给世界上贫困国家的人民送去希望。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：基辛格博士，我想问你的问题是，难道这不正是刚刚开始承担全球大国角色的国家容易陷入的困局吗？你认为中国会为了保护这些资源而有力不从心的可能吗？


亨利·基辛格
 ：中国想要为其工业获取资源是自然演变的结果。无论它是否认为军事上居于主导地位是为了确保获取足够的资源，都无关紧要。如果你考虑一下第一次世界大战之前的德国，世界可能会容忍德国陆军最为强大的事实。但是当德国竭力发展世界上最强大的海军时，它就开始威胁到英国的长期生存了。

我们必须明白，中国将会更加强大，而且我们不能对中国每一次显示实力都神经过敏。但是中国也要学会自我约束，注意在世界各地谋求本国利益的方式问题。这两个想法必须同时存在，单独依靠任何一方都是不行的，必须依靠集体合作才行。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：我可以插入一个评论吗？稻葵说中国在非洲的投资很受欢迎，而我认为只是受到了非洲独裁者的欢迎。一年前，我在肯尼亚同一群肯尼亚议员谈论民主和人权问题时，问他们最忧心的事情是什么。他们说最忧心的事情就是中国正积极游走在非洲各国政府之间，同非洲独裁者签订合同，而且没有人会向中国提出任何问题，中国也无须在任何人权问题上承担责任。我想指出的是，这种说法可能存在一点夸张的成分，但是从长远的地缘政治角度来讲，这也的确令他们忧心。我们原来以为我们同很多中东国家保持着稳定的关系。而事实上我们是在同中东的独裁者保持稳定的关系。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：等一下，法里德。与其说我是个经济学家，还不如说是个历史学家。请提醒我一下，你是在说西方列强从来没有同非洲的独裁者签订过合同吗？是在说这是中国政策导致的新的怪相吗？我也去过非洲，而且同当地矿区的矿工们谈过话。他们本国控制的采矿企业倒闭的时候，他们都失去了工作。后来幸亏中国人重新开发了矿区，他们才恢复了就业。中国人不仅重新开了矿，而且还扩大了开采规模。因此，如果说中国只是同非洲独裁者打交道，就会有失偏颇。中国是在同非洲的民主国家打交道。中国在同那些它在非洲发现的国家打交道，包括西方各国多年来一直支持的国家。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：在这一问题上，我无须为西方道歉。我只是指出中国在同领导阶级打交道，而且这些领导阶级可能无法反映非洲民众的利益。


尼尔·弗格森：
 你是想说如果中国不在那里投资的话，非洲的情况会更好吗？


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：我根本没这么说。


尼尔·弗格森：
 如果非洲最大的贸易伙伴不是中国的话，非洲的情况会更好吗？我认为，如果我是中国人的话，这种假设性的论断的确很令人生气。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：虽然你不是中国人，显然你也觉得这个论断令人生气。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：接着讨论经济这一主题。我手中拿的是苹果公司的iPhone 手机。很多人认为这是过去10年里营销最成功的消费品。这款手机是在中国制造的，但却是在加利福尼亚设计的。驱动这款手机的软件是史蒂夫·乔布斯和他在苹果公司的团队设计的。对于这款手机，消费者一片叫好，使其成为众人都想拥有的手机。因此，我想问尼尔和稻葵，中国能够以同样的规模和方式，像苹果公司、谷歌公司或者加拿大的RIM公司一样进行创新吗？因为如果你们认为中国人能够拥有21世纪的话，那么他们必须做到这一点。


李稻葵
 ：答案就是：对，他们能。要知道，任何一个贫穷的国家都不会在一夜之间就能创新。这是个学习的过程。我之前说过，我们实行了开放政策，学习西方的先进经验，而且有几十万名留学生在西方学习，然后逐步创新。大约30年前，中国还不能创新。现在，我们已经有了高速铁路，而美国依然在苦苦探索。今天，我们的轿车不仅比美国通用汽车公司制造的轿车更便宜，而且更节能。请记住，通用汽车公司今天的利润大部分都是来自中国，如果没有中国的业务，通用汽车公司将需要美国政府投入更多的资金才能走出困境。这是一个很简单的事实。长远来看，我相信中国将会提高创新能力。但是中国将来是否会拥有像iPhone一样具有创新品质的产品则是另外一回事。这是不同水平的创新——iPhone 和iPad只有在美国才能发明出来。中国有着不同的经济和社会制度。中国不会达到顶尖的创新水平。要成为一个受人尊重的重要国家，你不一定要在科技上达到尖端水平。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：你知道，关于iPhone的事情我已经听过很多次了，这是西方国家自鸣得意的象征。这件事情似乎是在说我们想出了一些好点子，而组装的工作总是中国人去做。这是10年前的事情了。我们在这里讨论的不是历史。中国将在未来几年内，在国际公认的专利方面赶超德国。这是因为中国的教育机构，包括李稻葵任教的大学，都在大力推进科技研发，培养了大量拥有博士学位的人。我所说的博士不是媒体研究方面的博士，而是工程学和物理学方面的博士。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：法里德，我想就这一点再次向你请教。如果没有自由开放的社会，中国能够创新吗？


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：首先，我要说的是，在这个问题上，我同意尼尔和稻葵所说的话。如果认为存在某种畸形的基因导致中国无法创新，那是一种错误的认识。当然，他们将能够创新，他们将能够做一些有趣的事情。基辛格博士和我一直要表达的意思就是，他们将创新，我们将创新，这将是一个多样化的世界。这就是为什么我不把我的书命名为《中国的世界》或者《印度的世界》。其实这是后美国世界，将会出现很多创新的东西。但是我有一个想法，如果你看一下苹果公司，思考一下究竟什么才是创新，那么你就会发现苹果公司目前被普遍认为是世界上最有创新能力的公司。在所有的公司列表中，苹果公司高居首位。微软公司每年花费在技术研发上的资金相当于苹果公司在这个方面10年的支出。如果你看一下研发资金的列表，苹果公司排在第82位。它所支出的技术研发资金只相当于大多数电脑制造商的一半。苹果公司是根据人们使用技术的方式来进行创新的。这就是当你获得媒体研究专业的博士学位时能够学习到的。

而且，还要说一下，纵观历史都是这个样子。辛格发明了缝纫机，但其伟大之处并不在于发明了最好的机器，而是将缝纫机以分期付款的方式卖给妇女。之前从没有人将机器卖给妇女。谷歌公司伟大的创新实际上可能并不是搜索引擎，而是与搜索引擎相关联的广告计划。因此，创新的部分内涵就是以新奇的方式将科学与消费者的行为结合起来。我的意思是，开启资本主义的一个伟大发明是复式记账法，而不是某一个纯粹科学上的小发明。

当然中国将会创新自己的模式，但是，美国的社会生态系统有着一些众所周知的优越之处。此外，我认为最重要的一点是，美国人有一种质疑等级制度的能力。这是绝对的关键。我听到人们纷纷谈论亚洲教育以及“虎妈”式的家长说教。你们知道，我曾经亲身经历过亚洲教育体系。我认为这个体系是很糟糕的。它强调死记硬背，以考试为中心，一旦考试结束，学过的东西都忘了。

美国的教育好得多，因为它引导学生思考问题，教学生学会如何解决问题，教导学生终身学习。这是一个持续不断的过程，而且不会让任何人因失败而感到耻辱。能够让失败也产生一定的正面作用，是美国创新中一个令人难以置信的组成部分。因此，虽然中国会继续创新，但是我认为这在美国看来是非常特殊的事情。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：接下来，我们进行第二环节的问答。这个环节是关于政治和文化的。首先，请芒克全球事务学院的院长贾尼斯·斯泰因提问。


贾尼斯·斯泰因
 ：我想向李稻葵先生和法里德·扎卡利亚提个问题。近来，突尼斯和埃及的年轻人涌向本国的广场集会示威，要求获得政治权利，并要求本国专制、腐败的领导人下台，从而震惊了整个世界。现在，阿拉伯世界存在一些不完美的地方，中国也有着自身的不足。但中国是一个成熟的社会，而阿拉伯世界却很年轻。中国创造了数亿个工作岗位，而阿拉伯各国却不能。但中国如同阿拉伯世界一样，几乎不会容忍任何异见的存在，而且如同阿拉伯世界一样，中国国内的收入差距也是越来越严重。因此，我的问题就是，随着中国将经历领导人的换届，中国人民会越来越多地要求获得政治权利吗？如果是这样的话，中国的领导层将如何应对这一局面呢？


李稻葵
 ：谢谢你提出这个问题。我知道这个问题肯定会被提出来。你们不用提醒我阿拉伯之春，我们从一开始就知道会发生这种事。我们在经济领域取得巨大的成功之后，中国领导人知道会出现更多的利益诉求。人们会越来越多地要求获得表达意见的权利，要求政治参与的权利。

从一开始，中国人就知道经济体制改革必须与政治体制改革协调推进。我认为，对于中国最大的误解就是我们没有进行政治体制变革。然而，我们确实进行了政治体制改革，着力点就是领导者的选举方式。今天，与以前相比，我们选举领导者的方式以及进行公共决策的方式更加合理先进。中国的年轻人可以在互联网上表达他们的想法。大多数情况下，他们的声音能够被听到，而且在改变着公共决策。

所以我邀请你们到中国去，与年轻人交谈，访问中国的网站，了解推进改革的新方法、新途径，了解人们表达意见和异议的新方式。你会看到一种新的决策途径，决策者正在考虑人们的意见，尤其是年轻人的意见。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：在五年前我会同意稻葵的说法。很明显，政治改革运动的推进速度很缓慢，也很有限，而且不太真实。我认为，在过去的五年当中，我们已经看到经济改革和经济增长有了很大的进步，但是政治改革反而退步了。随着一些事件的发生，例如阿拉伯之春，使中国政治统治难上加难。我们看不到中国政治开放的意愿，也看不到一系列信誓旦旦的政治改革宣言。事实上，甚至出现了故步自封的局面。在中国，你在谷歌搜索引擎上输入“茉莉花”这个词（2010年12月在突尼斯发生的革命导致总统本·阿里在2011年1月下台。茉莉花是突尼斯的国花，这次革命被记者和博客称为“茉莉花革命”），将会出现一个空白页，因为中国当局担心所谓的茉莉花革命会在中国扎根。如果从整个互联网的情况来看，中国大致有100万人在监控网络，甚至连用手机发信息也遭到了监控。

关于这个问题，我可以告诉你一个我自己的经历。我曾为我的栏目采访过温家宝，那是我有幸得到的一个非常重要的采访机会。中国政府表示之所以允许我采访，是因为这被视为非常重要的采访。就中国如何在政治上逐渐过渡，温总理作出了一些无关紧要的评论。这次访谈被中国电台禁播，而且这段视频在中国的网站也被删除了。然后这遭到一些中国记者的抗议，事实上这个访谈已经通过审核。但他们的抗议书在他们的网站上随即就被删除。这件事令我很震惊，我认为这不是政治改革，而是中国政府似乎如临大敌，唯恐什么不好的事情将要发生一样。的确，中国正在给公民越来越多的自由，这一点我并不否认。但是他们必须弄清楚如何创造一种政治体制来满足不断上升的中产阶级，这个阶层要求从领导者那里得到更大的责任。

当我把中国与印度作对比时，我个人认为中国已经解决了所有的小问题。他们修建了最好的公路、高速公路、高速铁路，他们做得如此辉煌，这让印度自愧不如。但印度解决了一个大问题，也就是25年之后的政治面貌问题。印度将会像今天这样维持着充满活力和多种声音的民主制度。而25年之后，中国的政治面貌会是什么样子呢？还会继续存在一个由达官贵族组成的精英群体吗？在今天的世界中，中国共产党是精英化水平最高的政治组织，每个人看起来都跟李稻葵一样，都有博士学位，而且他们都是工程师，但那不是中国。他们统治的人是广大的农民，这些人的利益在政治体制中没有得到体现。他们的观点在很大程度上被很多的机制过滤掉了。依我之见，这对中国不断向前发展构成了严峻的政治挑战。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：基辛格博士，我想观众们也想听听您在这个问题上的高见。


亨利·基辛格
 ：我认为接下来的10年里，中国将会奋力使其政治体制与其经济成就相适应。随着中国经济发生了大规模变革，人口不断迁徙，教育不断扩展，这个问题不可避免地成为新一届领导人面临的主要问题之一，而且再过一年半这个问题将开始显现。无论最终会出现什么形式的解决方案，无论是西方的议会民主制还是某种我们还没有见过的新形式，结果都必须包含更大的透明度和更多的民众参与。而且我相信接下来的领导人换届将会反映出这一点。正是由于这个原因，我才认定，一个忙于应付根本性变革的国家无暇考虑主导世界的问题。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：接下来，我将请尼尔给出他的答复。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：我记得很多年前读过一本名为《自由的未来》的书，在这本书中，一个优秀的年轻记者指出，西方民主存在问题，尤其是美国的民主，结果只会变得更加糟糕。嘿，那个人就是你，法里德。

我知道基辛格博士将会在这一点上赞同我的意见，但是他不必把椅子搬到正方这边来。如果我们认为西方具有一种放之四海而皆准的民主模式，认为每个国家都会在目前到2050年之间采取这种模式，那就大错特错了。如果你认为那就是未来世界的样子，那么你会非常非常失望。首先说一下中东国家。这些国家采取西方式民主的可能性几乎为零，最多不超过5%。李稻葵在其思想深刻的开场陈述中，为我们提出了另外一种民主模式。我请你们认真思考一下那种模式意味着什么。新加坡政府不担心本国会发生茉莉花革命。新加坡是一个典型的民主国家。将中国想象成为一个巨大的、由技术专家统治的新加坡。在这个国家里，一党状态逐步自我演进，以避免灾难性后果，或者避免类似于苏联的崩溃。

我要说的第二点，也是基辛格博士与我存在分歧的地方。我认为，当一个国家殚精竭虑地应对国内的政治问题以及来自社会底层的挑战时，恰恰会实行更加强势、也更咄咄逼人的对外政策。这是现代历史给我们留下的一个教训，实际上也是古代历史给我们留下的一个教训。正是由于这个原因，我认为恰恰是在中国面临政治压力的时候，我们才有可能看到一个民族主义思潮更加普遍、同时也更加强势的中国。这也是我赞成这个辩论题目的原因。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：有个人长期以来一直在苦苦思考中国崛起的可能性。在开始最后一个阶段的问答之前，我想请他提问。他就是美国前国防部长威廉·科恩。


威廉·科恩
 ：如果可以的话，我想回应一下弗格森先生关于新加坡的评论。几个星期之前，我才去过新加坡，参加所谓的“香格里拉对话”。国防部长罗伯特·盖茨当时也在新加坡。因为很多亚洲国家都对中国崛起忧心忡忡，所以，为了让这些亚洲国家满意，他发表了措辞强硬的讲话，作出这种强硬的表态，指出美国有必要继续维持在亚太地区的存在。同我谈话的一位年轻人说，亚洲各国谁都不想被中国主导。法里德，你在你的书中也曾经引用过这位年轻人的话。与有人追求美国梦不同，没有人追求中国梦。但是亚洲其他国家却越来越担心随着中国经济的发展，军事也会相应地扩张。而且，它们还担心美国由于目前面临着严重的债务问题而将精力集中到国内问题上，从而弱化了在亚洲的存在，因此这些亚洲国家希望美国强化在亚洲的存在。

法里德，在你的书中，你曾说美国必须寻找一些渠道与中国合作。众所周知，在某些方面，美中两国总是可以相互合作，但在另一些领域也存在摩擦，比如说台湾问题、南海问题。你建议我们要在两个领域间划清界限，而现在我不能处处划界。但是，从印度尼西亚、马来西亚、菲律宾以及这个地区的其他国家的角度来讲，南海问题的确带来了一系列难题。具有讽刺意味的是，越南竟然请求美国协助其解决与中国的主权与领土争端。因此，我想向法里德或基辛格博士提的问题就是，在中国要求南海主权的问题上，你的态度是什么？


亨利·基辛格
 ：我来回答你的问题。我认为保障公海自由是美国政策的一项基本原则，也一向是国际体系的基本原则。因此，我反对任何将海洋问题作为领土问题来对待的说法。接下来，关于岛屿和礁石的所有权问题，应该通过谈判解决。但是，在这个基本问题上，我将海洋自由的原则应用于南海问题上，对于其他公海问题我也会使用这个原则。然而，我要说的第二点是：尽管我们与中国增进关系的时候可以在某些问题上采取区别对待的立场，但是我认为如果将国际关系等同于对中国搞军事遏制，那将是极其危险的。不是军事遏制的问题。中国崛起已是大势所趋，我们面临的主要问题是如何好好应对这个局面。中国必须约束自己，维持在一定的限度内。

美国不可能让中国帮助解决本国的所有问题。我们必须保持竞争力。如果我们保持了竞争力，那么接下来要应对的一个挑战就是中美两国以及其他认同我们对今后5~10年的世界规划的国家能否开展对话。我一直都在问一个尼尔在他的第一本书中提出的问题，即：如果欧洲的领导人在1914年就知道1990年的世界形势，他们还会认为萨拉热窝事件能够为由此引发的数千万伤亡作出合理解释吗？同样，我认为今天世界领导人必须问问他们自己，中国领导人也必须问问自己，如何才能以合作的方式，而非对抗的方式推动形势的演进。执行外交政策时我奉行的是力量均势的原则。我知道这场博弈该如何进行，也并非摸不清美国应该如何出牌。

我曾经同中国的一个社团谈过话，其间有人站起来问道：“你是中国的好朋友，我们也曾经读过你的书。你在书中谈到了均势问题。你如何处理均势问题？”我回答说：“请你们环视一下中国周边，看看中国的邻国。你自己想一下是否可以理解得了。”我所指的是，任何国家都不应该声明对其拥有主权，南海问题就是一个明显的例子。

但我们真正要问的是，最高领导人已经开始问一些这次辩论中提出的问题。我们要着眼于今后5~10年的愿景，并从现在开始为之努力，而不是每个月都要处理危机问题，每一次领导人会面都要发表一些骇人的声明，两个月后才有人反思“中国怎么了？西方哪里出了问题”。这是我的基本观点，因此在南海问题上，在尊重航海自由的前提下，我们应该何去何从已经很清楚了。但这只是一种表面现象。我们必须理解这样一个现实，即我们正在进入一个新的世界秩序，这个秩序下存在多个共同的问题，而且按照惯常的、传统的思维方式来构建这个新秩序已经行不通了。而且在这个时候与中国的关系将是很重要的，因为中国正在崛起。问题在于，中国能学会克制自己吗？美国能学会适应影响力弱化的现实吗？这才是我们真正需要处理的事情。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：法里德，在这个新阶段，美国能学会克制吗？美国对待中国的政策将会走向何方？美国能容忍中国的崛起吗？


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：每个人都倾向于认为美国的对外政策摇摆不定，也就是认为美国的行动缺乏连贯性，而且不断改变。但在中国问题上，我不得不说情况正好相反。自从亨利·基辛格推动中国向世界打开国门并开启美中关系之后，美国对华政策一直保持着显著的连贯性。美国的政策一直都是要促使中国融入世界，帮助中国获取知识、技能、技术、资本以及制度框架，使其成为国际社会中生产力发达而且不断发展的成员。无论是民主党人出任总统，还是共和党人出任总统，我们在这个方面都始终如一。即便是在一些红线问题上也保持了非凡的连贯性，比如与台湾的关系以及与达赖喇嘛的关系问题。在坚持对于美国而言具有重大意义的核心价值观的同时，每一位总统都与中国维持了非常牢固的合作关系。目前我对美中关系的最大忧虑不是担心美国方面。我认为美国将会继续扮演同样的角色，而且一直以来都为此矢志不移。美国向来都愿意改革国际货币基金组织、世界银行以及所有的国际机构，希望能够更好地反映出中国等新兴市场正在崛起的现状。坦率地讲，一直以来不愿这么做的国家是欧洲各国，因为它们的投票权将会在这一过程中被弱化。

更大的一个危险是，随着中国经历了基辛格所谈到的政治转型，中国可能会走上一条不同的道路。尼尔·弗格森曾经说过一句很正确的话，我愿意在此引用一下。他说：“中国的民族主义思潮更加普遍，同时中国也更加强势、更具有侵略性。”越来越多的中国人认为邓小平所提出的韬光养晦、同美国合作的政策已经过时了。人们公开地宣称提出这个政策时，中国与苏联关系紧张，中国需要美国提供技术和资金。中国还需要美国支持其加入世界贸易组织。而目前，所有这些东西中国都已经具备了。因此，政策的非连贯性更有可能出现在中国方面，而不是美国方面。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：那么，稻葵，这给你们这一方提出了一个重要问题，中国会在某些红线问题上紧紧相逼吗？


李稻葵
 ：根据我的观察，中国一直都愿意在这些棘手问题上进行努力。中国一直都是如此表态的，而且我们目前也没有作出新的声明。我们愿意同各方共同努力。然而，我们不愿意配合美国的干涉政策。根本的问题是全球金融危机之后，美国的信心减少了。因此，虽然白宫方面的政策十分明确，美国向中国发出的信号却含混不清。美国总统的候选人以及国会一直都在发出含混不清的信号，中国领导人无法完全明白美国政治到底怎么回事。因此，中国将这视为一个信号，表明外部世界对于中国的经济崛起和政治崛起已经变得越来越充满敌意。这才是问题所在。

我建议西方人要尽量明白这些问题，将这些比较小的问题置于更大的背景下来考察，并明白中国并不是要改变其立场。西方必须解决自己的问题，首先就是金融问题，然后等西方更加自信的时候，中国与他们之间的合作就会更加容易。


尼尔·弗格森：
 女士们、先生们，之前你们可能没有听到过中国领导人的声音。这就是中国的声音。要习惯这种声音！因为近年来，我多次前往中国，与中国的学术界人士和官员们交谈，所看到的就是这样一种意志坚定、信心十足而且日益强势的中国。

重新看这个问题，美国能够像艾森豪威尔政府或尼克松政府一样，拥有在亚洲到处拉拢一些国家、孤立其他国家的选择吗？我不这么想。我不这么想的原因与李稻葵所说的有关。资源在哪里？看看国会预算办公室对于美国未来的预测。我不知道你们是否曾经看过吉姆·贝克在《华尔街日报》上发表的文章。他在文章中总结说，9年之后，美国在联邦债务上支付的利息将超过在国家安全方面的花费。

如果美国将海外驻军数量减少到3万人，国会预算办公室已经对由此节约的资金作出了估计。这正是此次辩论要讨论的问题。这是权力转移的方式。女士们、先生们，这种转移是觉察不到的，但是一旦实现了，就会出现李稻葵所说的情况。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：女士们、先生们，现在我要请我们的辩手们作总结发言。他们每人将有三分钟的时间来改变犹豫不决的人的看法。总结发言的顺序与开场白的顺序相反。因此，基辛格博士，如果没问题的话，就从你开始吧。


亨利·基辛格
 ：我们要讨论的问题不在于中国在国际社会上的重要性是否会增加，因为这是显然会发生的事情。问题有两方面：首先，中国如何使用其日益增长的实力；其次，美国及其盟友是否愿意作出调整，以适应新的国际形势。在这种新形势下，我看不到任何能够令中国主导21世纪的元素。我们要应对的挑战反而是美国是否能够在经过一个世纪的不断进步之后对自己重新定位，同样地，中国在实现经济增长之后如何重新定位。我认为美国在处理亚洲事务时能够分清轻重缓急，但是在画线的时候必须有选择性地操作。除此之外，我们应该竭力迈向一种新的关系，在这种关系中，至关重要的元素不是我们的分歧，而是我们可以同心协力去做的事情。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：稻葵，该你了，请！


李稻葵：
 首先，请让我重申一下在开场白中所讲过的一句话，即中国在过去30年间所发生的转变最多只是完成了一半而已。这个国家仍然在改变着。我们的燃料箱里依然还有燃料。我们的转变将不仅仅局限于经济方面的转变，还会有社会转变与政治转变。此外，我还想提醒各位，中国崛起的最终目标不是主导世界。中国绝对不会愿意主导世界。主导世界的国家只有一个，那就是美国。效仿美国主导世界不是中国的梦想和追求，中国也没有这个能力。我们的儒家文化传统里也没有这个基因。理解了这一点，我请你们换个角度想一下。先忘掉过去500年的西方哲学和西方视角。忘掉从赢家与输家的角度看待国际关系的方式，而是透过中国传统的儒家思想看待国际关系。儒家倡导和谐的世界，每个人都与外部世界以及其他人和谐相处，而不同的国家也会相互合作，共同解决国际冲突。我请你们考虑一下通过这个视角来考察中国经济和社会目前正在发生的改变。

最后，我呼吁各位保持耐心，并明白我们不是旁观者，而是参与者。当我们变得充满敌意时，当我们担心中国崛起时，当我们担心美国或者西方相对式微时，我们就给世界制造了难题，我们就激发他人对中国的负面猜测。这个世界的确可能变成一个令人很不舒服的世界。因此，最后，我请你们重新考虑一下这些问题。中国的崛起并不意味着中国将会主导世界。21世纪将会属于中国，也属于任何一个愿意顺应历史大潮的国家和民族。我们将会共同拥有这个世纪。谢谢！


拉迪亚德·格里菲斯
 ：法里德·扎卡利亚，接下来该你了。


法里德·扎卡利亚
 ：西方世界正在经历着一场信心危机。当我们面对新的不同的挑战时，当我们面对正在崛起正在发展的国家时，这一点得到了体现。伟大的历史学家和作家乔治·凯南经常发文指出美国无力应对苏联的挑战，因为我们很虚弱，我们已经改变了想法，而他们目光远大而且具有战略思维。我们只有很愚蠢的战术思维。但结果我们的战术思维却十分奏效，推动了苏联的解体。今天，人们倾向于以同样的视角看待中国，即他们目光长远，而美国则是笨手笨脚的呆子。

有一个精彩的故事是这样的，我想大概是在同亨利·基辛格的谈话中，周恩来曾经说过这样一番话。当被问到如何看待法国革命时，周恩来回答说：“为时过早，不好说。”每个人都认为，哦，天哪，他简直是个天才，他如此高瞻远瞩，他的思维超越了几个世纪。但事实证明，他说的是1968年发生在法国的学生革命，而这番谈话是在1973年开展的，因此说为时过早是非常合理的。因此，不要一味地认为中国人是战略谋划大师，而美国人就是笨手笨脚。

虽然美国曾经遭遇过德意志帝国、苏联以及纳粹德国的挑战，但是我们依然一路摇摇晃晃地走了过来，成功地取得了目前这种先进发达的地位。我认为你们在美国，乃至北美，正在为这个新世界创造一种非同寻常的模式。在世界各国中，美国首次作为一个大熔炉式的国家，吸引了来自世界各地的人们，他们有不同的肤色、人生信条和宗教，而且美国成功地找到了一种方法，使这些人各尽其才，并打造了一个共同的梦想，即美国梦。这里的确发生了这么神奇的事情，而且汇聚了世界各地的人们。

请看一下这个辩论团队，其中三个人都是移民到美国的，包括尼尔·弗格森、我自己以及亨利·基辛格。我们都来到美国并在此实现了自己的人生价值，因为美国欢迎世界上的优秀人才，并允许他们以他们所希望的任何方式实现成功，即便是像尼尔·弗格森现在这样指责美国也可以。因此，我请你们考虑一下：如果我们对自己失去信心，如果我们对于自由而开放的社会失去信心，那么由此带来的伤害会比其他事情更严重。是的，我们需要修复我们的经济。我们需要修复所有的东西。国会预算办公室曾经在10年前预测我们将会在15年后还清债务。现在它又预测我们将要变得很穷。究竟正确与否依然是个值得商榷的问题。我的观点是，不要对自由而开放的社会失去信心，用心投出你那一票。


拉迪亚德·格里菲思
 ：尼尔，你是最后一个，请你发言。


尼尔·弗格森
 ：女士们、先生们，我们都曾听说过中国有可能会重复亚洲其他国家的命运，而且有可能会停止发展。但是，迄今为止，中国的表现比亚洲其他国家好得多。在所有这些国家中，中国的工业发展是成就最大，也是进步速度最快的，让数亿人摆脱了贫困。李稻葵说中国的变革只是完成了一半，我并不这么认为，我认为最多只是完成了四分之一，还会有更多的变革。

我要向各位说明的第二点是，西方国家存在的问题，比我们从法里德口中听到的要严重得多。对于西方国家而言，它们最严重的问题之一就是骄傲自满。就在我们谈话的时候，欧元区正在崩溃，这个单一货币的试验之所以失败，主要是因为希腊这个民主的摇篮债台高筑而资不抵债。如果你像我一样做个算术的话就会发现，在我们谈话的时候，美国的公共财政状况与希腊两年前的状况差不多，而且债台高筑的情况也没有什么不同。也许美国发生财政危机只是一个时间早晚的问题，而一旦出现财政危机，这场危机的严重性将是我们闻所未闻的。

你们知道吗，如果我们是在100年前进行这场辩论，而且如果当时的辩论题目是20世纪是否属于美国，谁会投赞成票呢？在英国的辩手们看来，这个辩论题目或许显得非常荒谬。他们或许会说：“就那些扬基人，军事力量微乎其微，哦，他们的经济规模的确很大，但是看看他们的社会问题，看看他们那些城市里肮脏与贫穷的状况。”正如我们这10年中所听到的中国崩溃论一样，在1911年，人们很容易说美国社会摇摇欲坠。然而，美国竟然真的主导了20世纪。一个国家如果首先获得了经济实力，然后就会获得相应的地缘政治实力。最后，我愿意引用一句话作为结论：“如果中国逐渐扩展自己与世界其他国家和地区的经济联系，以悄然而温和的方式采取行动，并缓慢扩大其势力范围，将会发生什么情况呢？美国到处耀武扬威，咄咄逼人，如果中国悄悄地将自己定位成取而代之，将会发生什么情况呢？美国将会如何应付？这对美国是一个新的挑战，美国完全没有准备好应对这个挑战。”女士们、先生们，这些话是法里德·扎卡利亚说的。这个论点恰恰说明了为什么中国将会拥有21世纪，说明了为什么你们应该投票赞成这个辩论题目。


拉迪亚德·扎卡利亚
 ：这次辩论真的是势均力敌，异彩纷呈。请让我重申一下皮特·芒克对于过去几届芒克辩论的评价：“这是一个让所有人能够在观众面前登上舞台发表精心准备的演说的场合。我们的辩手在唇枪舌剑中交流思想，纵横捭阖，竭力说服观众，这的确给人耳目一新的感觉。”

下面，我发表最后一个评论。基辛格博士，我认为你一直等到88岁高龄才开始参加这样的公开辩论，让民众一直无法了解到您这项非常特殊的才能。基辛格先生，你绝对是非常杰出的。谢谢！

总结：今晚的辩论开始之前，39%的人投票赞成辩论题目，而40%的人投票反对，另外21%的人犹豫不决。辩论结束后的最终投票显示犹豫不决的那部分人开始分化，38%投票赞成议题，62%的人投票反对，没有出现犹豫不决的情况。






①
 《货币崛起》一书已由中信出版社出版。——编者注


②
 《后美国世界》一书已由中信出版社出版。——编者注










第二部分.精彩对话

亨利·基辛格对话约翰·盖格尔

约翰·盖格尔：我已经读完了您的《论中国》。这本书很精彩，而且给我留下一个疑问，中国今天依然在实行古代的“五饵制夷”的政策吗？（汉代贾谊曾提出过“五饵”政策以管理中国西北部的匈奴：赐之盛服车乘以坏其目；赐之盛食珍味以坏其口；赐之音乐妇人以坏其耳；赐之高堂邃宇府库奴婢以坏其腹；于来降者，上以召幸之，相娱乐，亲酌而手食之，以坏其心：此五饵也。）

亨利·基辛格：在一定程度上，是这样的。坦率地讲，那五个诱饵是什么，我记不完整了。这种思想是在19世纪中国开始遭到欧洲侵略时提出来的，但这个传统可以追溯到更为久远的古代。中国和西方在应对之道上的根本差异就是西方侧重的是对方的能力，而中国侧重的是对方的心理。因此，在同对话者打交道的过程中，他们将大量的注意力放到了热情好客等微小的细节上。

约翰·盖格尔：经济实力与地缘政治经常是并驾齐驱的。

亨利·基辛格：事实上并不尽然。比如，以沙特阿拉伯为例，经济实力很强，但其传统的地缘政治影响力并不大。

约翰·盖格尔：2020年，中国的国内生产总值将会超过美国，考虑到这一点，为什么本世纪的后80年不属于中国呢？

亨利·基辛格：首先，中国必须将其国内生产总值分配给13亿人，这比美国人口还要多。因此，中国的人均国内生产总值远远低于美国的人均水平。人们引用的很多指标都无法反映国际影响力。比如说中国拥有更好的高速铁路，只能说明中国旅客旅行起来比美国旅客舒服。但并不一定能够转化为国际影响力。

国际影响力与外交政策的架构有关，还包括其他很多方面。因此，如果现在就认为中国注定是要主导世界的，我认为这个结论为时过早。实际上，我还要进一步说一下。我要说的是，即便中国主导世界，也不要影响到双边关系的大局。因为任何一方都无法主导世界，谋求主导权的努力势必会导致冲突，从而弱化整个国际体系。

约翰·盖格尔：从经济方面来讲，中国将会对美国构成挑战吗？刚才你提到了冲突。两国可能会出现文化或军事方面的挑战吗？

亨利·基辛格：我认为中国肯定会成为美国在经济方面的挑战者。几乎可以完全肯定地说，在国际事务上，中国会有自己的看法。我认为，潜在的军事冲突在双方的优先任务清单中应该位于最下端，而且双方的领导人应该形成一种认识，即他们能够将军事冲突从双边关系中彻底消除。

约翰·盖格尔：美国在世界上拥有如此巨大的软实力优势。美国有能力在国外推销其价值观，在全球范围内显然具有巨大的文化影响力。中国有可能在这些方面对美国构成挑战吗？

亨利·基辛格：我认为汉语的结构，甚至当前中国技术的结构，都导致其在软实力方面超越美国成为一项严峻的任务。这也是我认为下一个世纪不会属于中国的原因之一。构成软实力的各个新发明，比如脸谱网、谷歌、推特等，都来自美国。在世界排名前25位的大学中，我认为只有一个在中国，而大部分都是美国的大学。因此，从创造潜力的角度来讲，美国仍然享有巨大的财富。

约翰·盖格尔：中国与美国能在21世纪共同管理世界吗？还是世界将会更加多极化，而中美两国只是其中的两个角色？

亨利·基辛格：中国与美国应该进行密切的磋商，而且它们不应该逐步滑向对抗的状态。但是它们也应该竭力避免给人造成共同管理世界的印象，因为其他国家也具有一定的重要地位，比如印度等国家。这些国家也应该在国际事务中发挥一定的作用。但是，目前世界多极化趋势如此明显，而且很多问题的全球性很强，无论这两个国家多么强大，都无法将自己的偏好强加给其他国家，不然就会导致其他国家作出激烈的反应，反而会妨碍它们实现自身的目标。

约翰·盖格尔：自从你担任国务卿以来，亲历过世界很多地方，而且见证过世界发生的巨大而明显的变化。你认为现在的世界与你担任国务卿时的世界比较起来是变好了吗？

亨利·基辛格：与40年前的世界相比，现在的世界迥然不同。我担任国务卿时，既没有电脑，也没有手机。我的车里只有一个收音机，这样在出现紧急情况时别人可以联系到我。30年前，我写回忆录的时候，我的办公室工作人员用的是复写纸。当时也没有听说过什么是视频会议。我还能说出其他很多这样的事。

目前，进行洲际联络的基本方式与之前相比没什么变化。这是一个更好的世界吗？就搜集信息的能力而言，现在的世界的确有三四十年前想象不到的地方。就整合已知信息的能力而言，你轻轻地敲击一下按键，所有的知识都会涌向指尖，但这种便利也导致你进行长远思考的能力有所下降。因此，我们现在处于人类历史的一个全新阶段。

约翰·盖格尔：在你的经历中，加拿大在中国的形象与美国在中国的形象有很大不同吗？或者说中国对加拿大的看法如何？

亨利·基辛格：我的印象是，中国将加拿大视为一个可以与之建立密切的经济联系的国家，因为在这里中国进行企业兼并时可以不用那么担心会被人当做实现政治目的的手段。同时，我认为在政治问题上，几乎可以肯定地说，中国总是将加拿大与美国归为一类。

约翰·盖格尔：当你最初推动中美关系实现重大突破时，你知道皮埃尔·特鲁多对中国的态度吗？

亨利·基辛格：实际上，特鲁多是我的朋友，至少是我非常敬重的一个人。由于我曾经做过教授，他对待我的方式比对待其他美国官员的方式更加友好。因此，我知道他一直对中国有所顾虑，但是对于我们美国人而言，作为一个国家，情况有所不同。对于我们而言，这将意味着我们改变了长期坚持的政策，但是我知道特鲁多会欢迎我们所做的事情。我和他的联系比较频繁，尤其是在他离任以后，联系更加频繁。

约翰·盖格尔：你认为中国或者亚洲其他国家和地区会发生类似于阿拉伯之春的事件吗？

亨利·基辛格：首先，我们必须看看阿拉伯之春带来了什么结果。可能会有暴乱或示威吗？——这种事我们几乎每个月都会看到，因为中国经济变革的进程导致很多人产生不满情绪，那是不可避免的。我预计不会爆发阿拉伯之春这样严重的事件。

约翰·盖格尔：这是由于中国文化的原因，还是由于不满情绪没那么多？

亨利·基辛格：不满情绪是有的，但是有理由相信，不是通过民主改革，而是随着时间的推移，这些不满情绪就会得以解决。不管怎么样，连中国现任总理也指出进行一些政治改革是关键。

李稻葵对话约翰·盖格尔

约翰·盖格尔：在你看来，中国只是有可能在经济方面成为美国和西方的“挑战者”吗？在文化方面有可能成为它们的“挑战者”吗？

李稻葵：“挑战者”这个词是错误的。我强烈反对使用“挑战者”这个词汇。中国的崛起实际上为世界其他国家和地区提供了更多、更新的商业机遇。当然，我明白中国的经济崛起对于某些人来说意味着痛苦的调整过程，比如北卡罗来纳州的制鞋者们以及芝加哥或伊利诺伊州的炼钢工人们。这是美国政府，或许也是加拿大政府必须做的事情。全球经济面貌正在经历着一场变革。因此，从整体上来讲，这是一种积极的力量。然而，要进行内部调整，还需要其他方面。这是从经济方面讲的。在政治方面，我认为，中国的经济崛起和政治崛起不会对美国主导世界构成挑战。

约翰·盖格尔：军事方面呢？

李稻葵：我不这么认为。要了解中国在过去30年间所发生变革的根源，就必须追溯一下历史。我们必须追溯到170年前。当时，世界见证了两种文明的激烈碰撞。中国的传统内向型文化与文明不那么具有创新性，而西方的文化却敢于冒险，很有创新性，有时还会有侵略性。那次对决以当时的中国文化和当时的中国政府彻底失败而告终，即便今天，这对中国人来讲依然是一种屈辱，刺激中国人采取了很多行动，作出很多反应，乃至过度反应。因此，今天中国的变革或者进步的能量就来自这些屈辱。中国的梦想从来就不是寻求报复，也不是努力弱化美国对世界的主导。我们的梦想是实现复兴，即恢复中国古代文明所享有的尊重、地位以及自豪感，比如在唐朝时期。因此中国不是美国的挑战者。在更大程度上，中国同美国以及其他国家在全球事务中开创了一个新型的合作模式。

约翰·盖格尔：我们看到中东地区出现了阿拉伯之春，人们要求获得机遇，要求更多的民主，要求改善人权，要求增加人权。你认为类似的事情会影响到亚洲、影响到中国吗？

李稻葵：随着经济的发展，随着生活水平的提高，人们要求更多的自由以表达他们的想法，要求更多的自由以参与公共问题和公共决策，这是自然而然的事情，也是件好事。虽然中国的情况有所改善，但仍然存在一些问题。这些将会在一定程度上导致一些紧张形势，导致一些社会紧张，也许会在中国的某些地区某些领域引发一些小问题。这种情况在今后两年或三年也许是无法避免的。我认为，在中国，很多人都充分明白这一点。然而，如果对人民、对孩子们加以反复灌输，让他们看到历史的大图景，也就是告诉他们中国在过去170年间发生的变革，他们就会认识到中国最终走上了复兴之路。不应该弱化这样一种趋势，不应该出现倒退。因此，人们心里明白，人们有耐心，人们正在期待着变革的到来。因此，在这条道路上，我认为不会出现重大问题。虽然我相信将会有一些小的社会问题，甚至某些地方会出现混乱局面，但我认为，继续变革依然是大势所趋。

约翰·盖格尔：中国与美国能在21世纪共同主导世界吗？我们有可能看到一个多个等权国家并存、多极化趋势特征更为显著的世界吗？

李稻葵：我认为世界正在改变。美国的主导地位很有可能已经成为历史了。新的世界里将会有多重力量，其中中国也会发出自己的经济声音和政治声音。因此，我们处在一个新的世界里，中国肯定不会寻求主导世界，不会寻求同美国一起主导世界。中国的文化里没有这个基因，中国的儒家意识形态里也没有这个传统。我们更关注的是维持国内的稳定，即处理国内问题，然后，在此基础上与其他国家进行合作。这是中国在这些问题上的观点。

到目前为止，中国一直都在竭力帮助世界其他国家，竭力同其他国家合作，包括处于金融危机中的美国。过去两年里，尽管美国正在围绕是否要提高联邦债务上限的问题进行着激烈的争辩，中国政府并没有乘人之危抛售其持有的美国国债。在金融危机最严重的时候，人民币没有对美元贬值。这表明了中国的合作态度与理解态度。所以，我认为双方必须共同努力，希望我们会迎来一个相互合作的多极化世界。

约翰·盖格尔：过去10年间营销最成功的消费品之一就是iPhone。这款手机给人际交流和人机互动带来了显著的革命性变化。这是由中国制造的，却是由美国设计的。就制造能力而言，中国固然是个经济大国，但是它能像苹果的史蒂夫·乔布斯以及苹果公司那样进行创新吗？中国有善于创新的基因吗？

李稻葵：总的来说，我想告诉你要保持耐心。中国经济只是近33年以来才开始崛起的。在过去150年间，作为一个大国，与西方国家相比，它已经取得了很多的进步。这已经是很大的进步了，而且创新也是需要时间的。创新需要对年轻人进行多年的教育，需要利用很多年建立起一些支持创新的体制，比如风险资本、私募股权投资基金等。这些都是慢慢实现的。我们的学生都迫切希望创新，迫切希望建立像苹果和微软一样的公司。因此，总的来讲，我认为中国会进行创新的，但是我们要有耐心。说完了这一点，我想补充一点。由于中国社会经济管理制度的性质问题，中国可能会有一种不同的创新模式。也就是说，最具有创新性和革命性的产品将会继续出自美国，在美国一些很有创新思维的、甚至疯狂的企业家们能够自由地表达他们的想法，可以逐渐成长起来。但是在中国，我们可能没有供这些疯狂的、极有创新意识的人生存的土壤。这是两国制度的性质差异导致的。

因此，在以后的道路上，中国可能会向世界提供一种不同的社会管理模式，这种模式会更加注重社会福利与社会稳定，而不仅仅是个人自由。而美国的体制恰恰与之相反。因此，美国体制的相对优势就是极富创新性。同时，不要忘了，美国虽然特别具有创新能力，但也为这种能力付出了许多代价，其中之一就是导致更多人落后，于是就出现极端分化现象。中美两国提供了可供选择的模式，可供其他国家学习和研究。

约翰·盖格尔：各国越来越明白软实力的重要性。很显然美国在这一点上做得非常好。美国在国际社会促进其文化传播，促使其价值观成为全球性的价值观。中国有可能在国际上扮演同样的角色吗？最终你会看到中国像美国那样使用软实力吗？

李稻葵：我认为中国的软实力肯定会提高。中国的硬实力肯定也会提高。芒克辩论关注中国的未来，而且我这个中国人受邀参加这样重要的盛事并接受你的采访，这些事实恰好反映了中国在世界上影响力的相对提升。

说到这儿，我要强调一下，中国学者和中国政府的明确目标不是为了同美国竞争而提高软实力。当中国妥善处理了自身内部的事情以后，软实力自然就会提高了。通过这种做法，中国给世界上很多贫穷的国家提供了一种可供选择的模式。它们看到之后就会说，这是我们这些资源不足、极端贫穷的国家实行现代化的模式。因此，通过这么做，中国就会拥有更多的软实力。实现这一点并不是依靠军事谋求主导地位，不是通过专门制造电影来传达国家的文化价值观念。不是通过说，而是通过实实在在的行动，是通过真实的例子来提高软实力。

约翰·盖格尔：今天的中国人是如何看待加拿大的？

李稻葵：中国对加拿大的看法非常积极，因为加拿大是一个思想开放、资源丰富的国家，自然而然地弥补了中国的经济需求。因此，这是非常积极的一面。同时，我不得不承认中国很多年轻人不能将加拿大文化同美国文化完全区分开来。

约翰·盖格尔：就连很多加拿大人也分不清二者的区别。

李稻葵：对，因此，中国与美国出现争议时，难免会波及加拿大，这是很不幸的。因此，我不会责备你们，而更倾向于把责任归到美国身上。

约翰·盖格尔：中国是否认为加拿大与美国之间的同盟关系过于密切？

李稻葵：这种认识越来越不明显，因为随着中国与加拿大之间的文化交流和教育交流越来越多，中国人逐渐认识到加拿大人不同于美国人，加拿大是一个不同于美国的国家。比如，中国有一些深受观众喜爱的喜剧演员都是加拿大人，他们在中国说普通话，出演一些滑稽的电影和电视剧。通过他们，中国人对加拿大逐渐有了更多的了解。

约翰·盖格尔：过去我们输出的是白求恩这样的人，现在输出的是喜剧演员……

李稻葵：是的，你提到了诺尔曼·白求恩。我这个年龄的人，几乎都背诵过毛泽东主席写的那篇纪念白求恩的文章。


第三部分.英文对照

芒克辩论是由一群优秀的组织和个人共同发起的。他们热心公益事业，具有公益精神。其中最重要的就是皮特·芒克与梅拉妮·芒克创建的奥瑞尔基金会。没有这个基金会的高瞻远瞩和卓越领导，就没有这场辩论。自从2006年成立以来，奥瑞尔基金会一直大力支持加拿大的个人与机构参与公共政策的研究与制定。这场辩论就是该基金会的一个标志性倡议，是加拿大人举办的具有实质性的全球性公共政策对话平台。自2008年创办该辩论以来，每半年举行一次，基金会一直承担了所有辩论的费用。顾问委员会的很多成员对辩论提出了很多指导和建议，其中包括马克·卡梅伦（Mark Cameron）、安德鲁·夸纳（Andrew Coyne）、德文·克罗斯（Devon Cross）、艾伦·戈特利布（Allan Gotlieb）、乔治·乔纳斯（George Jonas）、玛格丽特·麦克米伦（Margaret MacMillan）、安东尼·芒克（Anthony Munk）和贾尼斯·斯泰因（Janice Stein.）

芒克辩论自创建以来，一直努力将每一次辩论带给加拿大和其他国家的观众，并同加拿大《环球邮报》（the Globe and Mail）建立了合作伙伴关系，该报总编辑约翰·斯塔克豪斯（John Stackhouse）为芒克辩论提出了很多有益的指导。

随着本书的出版，将会有更多的加拿大人和其他国家的人了解这场辩论。阿南西出版社的主席斯科特·格里芬（Scott Griffin）和总裁、出版家萨拉·麦克拉克伦（Sarah MacLachlan）对这一事业倾注了极大的热情，并就如何以书面形式有力再现激烈的口头辩论提出了深刻的见解，芒克辩论的主办者向其表示诚挚的感谢。

INTRODUCTION BY PETER MUNK

On the evening of June 17, 2011, we held our seventh Munk Debate at Toronto’s Roy Thomson Hall. The auditorium, which seats 2,700, was filled to capacity, and there were thousands of people following the debate online. It was thrilling for me to be part of an event that in only three years has captured a wide and growing audience across Canada and beyond.

When we started holding these debates three years ago, it was our intention to bring the best minds to Toronto to grapple with some crucial issues facing the world. Our goal was to elevate the quality of discussion on important global matters for the benefit of Canadians. I am proud to say that through the work and efforts of the Aurea Foundation Board we have been able to achieve this, and here I especially want to credit Rudyard Griffiths for his vision and management. On June 17 he once again acted as host and moderator of the debate.

I have always believed that clarity is best achieved by inviting the finest thinkers to speak to us when they do not see eye-to-eye. There is nothing wrong with describing and discussing crucial issues, but debating them is better. The world is no different from any other object in that we can make more sense of it by viewing it from different angles.

I think the best way to achieve this clarity is through a format that challenges informed and articulate thinkers to go beyond telling us what they know, or think they know. Talking about the times in which we live is one thing, but to stand up and defend ideas when they are being challenged by equally informed and articulate opponents who think they know better, is another. Which was what the debaters did on the evening of June 17 at Roy Thomson Hall. The topic was China. We in the West have traditionally focused on the Near East, and understandably so, but the last two decades compelled us to increasingly turn our attention to the Far East. China has seemingly come out of nowhere to play an important economic and political role around the world. It wasn’t out of nowhere, of course. China’s growth started with the country’s shift to the market economy in 1978. Even taking this shift into account, an average growth of 10 percent per annum by the early 1990s was so impressive as to seem aberrant or unreal. With new-found economic strength, and especially since they gained this strength at a time when Europe and the United States were perceived to be losing theirs, China has also taken its place on the international stage as a leading political power. The debate in Toronto was about determining whether or not China will be able to sustain that momentum and become the dominant global force of the 21st century.

We were privileged to have four of the most insight-ful thinkers on the subject. First, I felt truly humbled to introduce Dr. Henry Kissinger, who had graciously accepted our invitation to participate. There isn’t much I could say about Dr. Kissinger that readers wouldn’t already know. He is not only a brilliant student and teacher of history, but more importantly, he is a maker of history. We remember him for his role in opening up China for the West when he was a member of President Richard Nixon’s cabinet as Secretary of State. He received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1973 for his extraordinary work on the international stage, and he received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1977.

That evening we were witnessing a bit of history as well. I learned that Dr. Kissinger had never taken part in a public debate, so this really was a special occasion and an honour for all of us at the Munk Debates. He came to Toronto following the recent publication of his monumental book, On China, and was arguing against the resolution.

Joining Dr. Kissinger was the young rising interna-tional star: Fareed Zakaria. I am sure most readers have seen Fareed as the host of Fareed Zakaria: GPS, CNN’s flagship program on international affairs. Named by Foreign Policy as one of the top 100 global thinkers, he is also the editor-at-large for Time magazine, and the author of a number of books, including the bestsellers The Future of Freedom and The Post-American World. At the age of twenty-eight he was editor of the prestigious journal Foreign Affairs. He then went on to Newsweek, where he wrote a number of award-winning articles, including his famous October 2001 piece, “The Politics of Rage: Why Do They Hate Us?” And last year Fareed earned an Emmy nomination for his interview with China’s Premier Wen Jiabao.

Arguing for the resolution was Niall Ferguson, who took part in the first Munk Debate in 2008. Not only is Professor Ferguson a distinguished economic historian at Harvard University, he is also the bestselling author of numerous books. His latest, entitled Civilization: The West and the Rest, will be published in North America in November 2011.

Professor Ferguson’s understanding of the world economy is made accessible by his skills in bringing that knowledge to a wide audience. Recognizing the key factors that drive economic growth, his thesis was that China possesses all that is necessary to propel it to international pre-eminence. What added special piquancy to the evening was that Professor Ferguson is Dr. Kissinger’s official biographer.

I also welcomed Dr. David Daokui Li, who joined Niall on the pro side. Not only does he know intimately the factors that have made China an economic power-house, he also brought a unique perspective and personal knowledge of China. His childhood was spent in Sichuan province, as a result of his parents being displaced to the countryside during the Cultural Revolution. Under such conditions he managed to earn his doctorate in economics at Harvard University and currently holds a number of teaching positions in the United States and in his home country. He is the Director of the Center for China in the World Economy at the Tsinghua University School of Economics and Management in Beijing. He is also a delegate to the Beijing People’s Congress, one of three academic members of the monetary policy committee of the Central Bank of China, and a member of the World Economic Forum in Davos.

I’m certain that you’ll enjoy this printed version of these exciting few hours.

Peter Munk

Founder, the Aurea Foundation

Toronto, July 2011

THE MUNK DEBATE ON CHINA

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Ladies and gentlemen, welcome to Roy Thomson Hall in Toronto, Canada. We are here for the Munk Debate on China. My name is Rudyard Griffiths, I’m the co-organizer of the Munk Debates along with my colleague, Patrick Luciani, and it is my privilege to be your moderator once again.

First, I want to welcome the thousands of people watching this debate online, live on the Internet, on globeandmail.com and munkdebates.com. It’s terrific to have you as a part of these proceedings. A warm hello also to the millions of people watching, reading, and listening to this debate, everywhere from the Australian Broadcasting Corporation down under to C-SPAN throughout the United States, to the People’s Daily Online in China, and through our international media partnership with the Financial Times of London and its prestigious China Confidential research unit.

Hello, too, to Canadians coast-to-coast, who are listen-ing and watching everywhere from CBC Radio’s Ideas program to the Canadian Public Affairs Channel (CPAC), and on the network where I host a daily television show, Business News Network (BNN). It’s great to have you as part of this debate. And finally, as I look around this hall, which is filled to capacity, I’d like to welcome the 2,700 people who have come out for a second time for the Munk Debates at Roy Thomson Hall.

Everyone associated with this project thanks you for your support for the simple idea behind this series, which is dedicated to creating opportunities like this, where we can debate the big geopolitical issues that are changing Canada and changing the world. The success of this debate series, its ability to bring to Toronto some of the world’s sharpest thinkers, would not be possible without the philanthropic creativity and generosity of two individuals. I’d like all of you to join me in a round of applause for our hosts, the co-founders of the Munk Debates, Peter and Melanie Munk. Bravo you two. We’re going to keep at this.

Now, for the moment we have all been waiting for. We have the motion before us: Be it resolved the 21st century will belong to China; now, all we need is our debaters centre stage. Let’s have a big round of applause for the two debaters who will be arguing for the motion, Niall Ferguson and David Li. Now, let’s welcome their formidable opponents, Fareed Zakaria and Dr. Henry Kissinger.

Niall Ferguson is well known to those familiar with the Munk Debates. During the first debate in 2008, he and Charles Krauthammer bested current National Security Council member Samantha Power and the late Richard Holbrooke on the motion: Be it resolved the world is a safer place with a Republican in the White House. That was a very spirited debate. Since 2008, Niall Ferguson has added to his raft of internationally best-selling books with the publication of The Ascent of Money: A Financial History of the World and Civilization: The West and the Rest. He holds a variety of prestigious professorships and lectureships everywhere from Oxford University to Harvard University to the London School of Economics. Ladies and gentlemen, welcome Niall Ferguson.

Our next debater joins us from Beijing, China, where he is the director of the Center for China in the World Economy at the Tsinghua University School of Economics and Management in Beijing. In many ways his personal biography mirrors China’s rise. His family was displaced by the Cultural Revolution; David has memories of this, although he was only a four-year-old boy. Twenty-eight years later he received a Ph.D. from Harvard University. He is now one of only three academic members of the Monetary Policy Advisory Committee of the Central Bank of China. One indication of the key role that he plays representing a new generation of thought leadership in China is this: David, an economist, has more than three million followers on the Chinese equivalent of Twitter.

Fareed Zakaria is familiar to many Canadians. He’s the host and the driving force behind CNN’s flagship international affairs program, Fareed Zakaria: GPS. You have also read his column in Time magazine, where he is editor-at-large, and he writes for the Washington Post. He is the author of the internationally acclaimed books The Future of Freedom: Illiberal Democracy at Home and Abroad and the recently updated Post-American World: Release 2.0. As you will hear during this debate, Fareed is one of today’s most thoughtful and provocative U.S. thinkers on America’s role in the world and the effect of rising international powers. Fareed Zakaria, it is a pleasure to have you here.

Our final debater has played a central role in global affairs for the last half-century. He has been honoured with the Nobel Peace Prize for his public service, and he was presented with the Presidential Medal of Freedom. He is the single individual here today who can interpret China’s rise, given his unique contribution to bringing China back into the community of nations after its Cultural Revolution. And, participating in his first public debate on China or any other subject, he makes history again. Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome to the Munk Debates the 56th secretary of state of the United States, Dr. Henry Kissinger.

Now, let’s briefly run through how the debate will unfold. Each of our debaters will have six minutes for their opening statements to make their case for and against the motion. After the opening statements, we’re going to have our debaters cross-examine each other’s views and opinions, and then we’re going to bring the audience into the conversation. We will have questions from notable people in the audience, which incudes students from the Munk School of Global Affairs, and finally we will have a raft of questions from our own web site, Facebook, and Twitter, which I will weave into the conversation.

So how did the audience vote before coming into this debate? Did you believe the 21st century will belong to China? The numbers are interesting: 39 percent believe the century could be owned by China, 40 percent voted against the motion, and 21 percent are undecided — so, there’s a swing vote in play already.

I am going to call on Niall Ferguson to get us started.

NIALL FERGUSON: Thank you Rudyard, and thank you, ladies and gentlemen. I believe the 21st century will belong to China because most centuries have belonged to China. The 19th and 20th centuries were the exceptions. Eighteen of the last twenty centuries saw China as, by some margin, the largest economy in the world.

Let me begin with some demographics and econom-ics: China is more of a continent than it is a country. A fifth of humanity lives there. It is forty times the size of Canada. If China were organized like Europe it would have to be divided up into ninety nation-states. Today there are eleven cities in China with a population of more than six million. There’s only one city in Europe with a population of more than six million, and that’s London. There are eleven European Union states with populations of less than six million. In thirty years China’s economy has grown by a factor of very nearly ten, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) recently projected that it will be the largest economy in the world in five years’ time. It’s already taken over the United States as a manufacturer and as the world’s biggest automobile market. And the demand for cars in China will increase by tenfold in the years to come. China will be using one fifth of all global energy by 2035. It used to be reliant on foreign direct investment, but today, with three trillion dollars of international reserves and a sovereign wealth fund of 200 billion dollars’ worth of assets, China has become the investor.

What’s perhaps most impressive is that China is catch-ing up to other nations in terms of innovation and in terms of education. It’s about to overtake Germany in terms regarding the number of new patents granted, and in a recent survey by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the educational attainment of fifteen-year-old students in the region of Shanghai came top in mathematical attainment with a score of 600. The United States ranked twenty-fifth with a score of 487. You’ll be glad to hear that Canada got a score of 527. That’s better than the United States, but not good enough.

Ladies and gentlemen, it’s not easy being a biogra-pher debating against his own subject. It’s a little bit as if James Boswell had to debate against Dr. Johnson. So, what I propose to do in a diplomatic way is to try to show to you that Dr. Kissinger and perhaps Fareed Zakaria are, through no fault of their own, on the wrong side of this debate. Let me quote from Dr. Kissinger’s outstanding new book on the topic of China: “China’s quest for equal partnership with the United States is no longer the outsized claim of a vulnerable country; it is increasingly the reality backed by financial and economic capacities.” Or I could quote from Fareed Zakaria’s excellent book The Post-American World: “China is a country whose scale dwarfs the United States. China is hungry for success.”

It’s fascinating that these two great geopolitical think-ers agree that China’s economic challenge is also a chal-lenge to the hegemony of the United States. Once again let me quote Dr. Kissinger: “An explicit American project to organize Asia on the basis of containing China or creating a bloc of democratic states for an ideological crusade is unlikely to succeed.” He hopes, as he concludes in his book, for peaceful co-evolution. But he fears a repeat of what happened a hundred years ago when the rise of Germany challenged the predominance of the United Kingdom.

But it’s not just about China for me. The key to China’s dominance during the 21st century ultimately lies in the decline of the West. A financial crisis caused by excessive borrowing and subsidized gambling; a fiscal crisis that means the United States will soon be spending more on debt interest than on defence; a political crisis exemplified by a game of Russian roulette over the U.S. federal debt ceiling; and a moral crisis personified by a legislator named, implausibly, Weiner, sending miscellaneous women pictures of his naked torso. The 21st century will be China’s because an overweight, over-leveraged, oversexed America, not to mention a dysfunctional Europe, are on the slide.

Four decades ago, President Richard Nixon understood this point sooner than most: “Well, you can just stop and think of what would happen if anybody with a decent system of government got control of that mainland. Good God, there’d be no power in the world that could even . . . I mean, you put 800 million Chinese to work under a decent system and they will be the leaders of the world.” I salute the achievement of that administration in reopening Sino-American relations in 1972. No one contributed more to that achievement than Henry Kissinger. So I don’t ask you to vote against him, but to vote in favour of his own analysis, which places him and his partner in this debate firmly on the pro side of the debate. I urge you to support the resolution. 

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed Zakaria, your opening statement, please.

FAREED ZAKARIA: Thank you very much. That’s a hard act to follow. My role in this debate will be to lower the average age of this debating team, and I am going to try and do that as best I can without also lowering the average IQ, which I fear is also going to happen. So bear with me and Henry will correct all the mistakes I make — including, I hope, firing his biographer, which I think should be one of the first steps.

I was actually a little worried about having to debate with Henry because he is a legendary genius, but part of debating is listening to the other side, and I remember a story that was told to me about Henry. It is an example of what journalists call “too good to check,” so I’ve never fact-checked it. The story goes like this: Henry Kissinger, as you know, has a legendary accent and friends of his who are German say, “He has an accent even in German.” Apparently Henry Kissinger has an older brother who speaks American English without a German accent. So somebody asked his brother to explain the reason behind this difference. And he said, “It’s very simple; Henry never listens.”

I want to make three points about China. China is not going to be the dominant power during the 21st century. The century is not going to belong to China because of three factors: economic, political, and geopolitical. The first factor is economic — one thing we’ve realized over the course of the past decades is that nothing goes up in a straight line forever. China looks like it is about to inherit the world, but Japan looked like that for a while, too. It was the second largest economy in the world; I don’t know how many of you remember all of the tales we were told about how the world was going to become Japanese. We were all going to be eating sushi — well, I guess we are all eating sushi — but the rest of that prediction didn’t quite work out.

If you think about it, most Asian tigers have grown at a rate of about 9 percent a year for twenty to twenty-five years. And then they shift downward to a rate of 6 or 5 percent. I’m not predicting any kind of Chinese crash. I am simply saying that China will follow that law of large numbers initially and then regress at some point to a slow growth rate, perhaps a little bit later than other nations because it is a much larger country.

It is also worth pointing out that there are massive inefficiencies built into the Chinese system. They have a huge property bubble. Their growth is highly inefficient. China’s foreign direct investment each month is equal to India’s yearly foreign direct investment, and still China grows only two percentage points faster than India. In other words, if you think about the quality of Chinese growth, it’s not as impressive as it appears. It is massive investment, a huge number of airports, eight-lane highways, a high-speed rail that’s being built, and if you look at what you are getting out of it in terms of the return on investment, it is not as impressive.

The UN recently published a report indicating that China is going to have a demographic collapse over the next twenty-five years. The population will decrease by 400 million people. There is no point in human history when a dominant power in the world was also declining demographically. It simply doesn’t happen. And if you want to look at what a country in demographic decline looks like, look at Japan and ask yourself how powerful it is.

Even if China were the largest economy in the world, those numbers are based on something called “purchasing power parity.”China’s GDP becomes inflated because, for example, the cost of a haircut in Beijing is less than the cost of one in Toronto. But international power doesn’t depend on the price of a haircut, it depends on foreign aid, oil, international investments, and aircraft carriers, and real, hard currency is required for all of those things, and that adjusts these numbers slightly.

Let’s say that China does become the largest economy in the world. Does it have the political capacity to exercise the kind of leadership that is needed? Remember, Japan was the second largest economy in the world for decades, and I didn’t see any kind of grand hegemonic design. Political capacity is required to be able to exercise that type of leadership. Henry’s going to talk more about these issues, but I want to telegraph them by saying that China is a country ruled by a political system that is in crisis.

It is unclear whether or not the next succession that China goes through will look anything like the current one. China has not solved the basic problem of what it is going to do when it creates a middle class, and how the government will respond to the aspirations of those people. When Taiwan went through a similar process, there was a transition to democracy. When South Korea went through it, there was a transition to democracy. These transitions were not easy periods. They were fairly bloody and chaotic ones, and, as Niall has reminded us, China is a very large country and a very complex country. Imagine this kind of political instability and social instability in that process [China’s transition].

Finally, I’ll make one point about the geopolitics, and again, Henry will talk more about that. People like to talk about the rise of Asia. I grew up in India; there is no such thing as Asia. There’s China, there’s Japan, and there’s India. They don’t much like each other. And as China rises there is going to be a spirited response in India, in Japan, in Indonesia, in Vietnam, and in South Korea. We have already begun to see the stirrings of this. China is not rising in a vacuum. It is rising on a continent in which there are many, many competitors.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: David Li, you’re next. 

DAVID LI: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. As the only debater from China I am extremely handicapped because we do not advocate debates in my culture, or in the educational system, especially not debates against an elderly sage. Today I would urge you to read each of the bestselling books written by my co-debaters. They are much better at explaining the huge amount of change in China over the past decades, as well as the mountain of challenges ahead, as Fareed has just explained to you. Buy their books — today, I am advocating their points.

I would like to share three simple points with you; they can be summarized by three keywords. The first keyword is energy. I would argue that the changes we have witnessed over the past decades in China are only halfway done at most. We are seeing continued change in China. Why? It is because there is energy. There’s new energy in China’s gas tank, energy for continued change, whether it’s economic or political. Why? It is because the changes came from a spectacular clash of civilizations between China and the West as recently as 170 years ago
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 . The clash was a total failure for the Chinese. It was a big humiliation for us, and it has been remembered from generation to generation. Our children are still learning these lessons today.

And that humiliation created a huge reaction and over-reaction in Chinese society, in China’s history, including the founding of the Chinese Communist Party ninety years ago. That was more about establishing a strong and independent China than spreading a proletariat revolution all over the world. So after the founding of the Republic, sixty-two years ago, we’ve seen overreaction from the Communist Party, and from the government, in the form of the Great Leap Forward, in the form of the Cultural Revolution — neither of which improved life for the Chinese, neither of which advanced the interests of the Chinese. That is, until thirty-three years ago, when bigger changes occurred, which we called Reform and Opening Up.

Reform implies gradual improvements in our institu-tions,whether they are political or economic. Opening Up refers to learning whatever is best in the West. Initially, people didn’t believe in the message of reform and opening up, just as Fareed was saying. But our great leader Deng Xiaoping said, “No debates. Just do it.” I guess Deng Xiaoping wouldn’t be a fan of the Munk Debates. He would be a fan, perhaps, of Nike. Just do it. Indeed, the last thirty years of change have demonstrated the power of reform and opening up. Young people today are not satisfied with the progress we have made. They are eager to push for more reform, more opening up, using the power of the Internet. So, that is the first message — energy. The energy is still there, in the gas tank.

But where are we driving to? What’s the destination? The destination relates to the second keyword, revival. The destination is the revival of that great civilization from 1,500 years ago, the Tang Dynasty. Revival is not revenge against the West, or to emulate the success of the United States in the absolute dominance of the world. Rather, it is the revival of a peaceful, self-confident, open-minded civilization such as the Tang Dynasty. That is the destination of this change, which is at most halfway through.

The third keyword I would like to share with you is influence. What kind of influence will China have in the world ninety years from now? I would like to argue that the influence will be multi-dimensional. First, China’s emergence has given hope to those who live in the poor regions of the world, such as Africa and other underdeveloped regions. The people who live in these regions say to themselves, “China has been poor. China has been constrained in natural resources. If China can make it, surely we can as well.” So we are giving hope to many of the world’s poor. That’s the first dimension.

The second dimension of influence is that China’s emergence gives us an alternative model for social and economic institutions; different from those in the West, different from those in the United States. In this model — compared with the United States and other Western models — more weight is given to social welfare, to social well-being, to social stability, rather than to pure individual liberty.

The third dimension of influence is international rela-tions. China’s revival of great civilizations such as the Tang Dynasty gives us a new focus on international relations in which China is looking for peace and collaboration. We saw this over the past two and a half years during the global financial crisis.

So overall I won’t impose my conclusion upon you. I would like to ask you to draw your own conclusions: continuous change with energy, revival of a great civili-zation, and a positive international influence. You draw your own conclusions. Thank you.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Dr. Kissinger.

HENRY KISSINGER: For somebody who was brought up speaking German, six minutes are barely enough to speak a word. My colleagues have spoken about the magnitude of China. I respect its tremendous achievement. And nobody would deny — in fact, I would affirm — what China has achieved in the forty years that I have been able to observe it directly. But the issue before us is whether or not the 21st century belongs to China. I would say that China will be preoccupied with enormous problems domestically, and preoccupied with its immediate environment, during the 21st century. And because of this I have enormous difficulty imagining a world dominated by China. Indeed, as I will conclude, I believe that the concept that any one country will dominate the world is, in itself, a misunderstanding of the world in which we now live.

China has achieved great things economically, but as a country it has to produce 24 million jobs every year; it has to absorb 6 million people moving into the cities every year; it has to deal with a floating population of 150 to 200 million. It has to accommodate a society in which the coastal regions are at the level of advanced countries while the interior regions are at the level of underdevelopment. And it has to accommodate all of this in a political system that must take care of both economic change and political adaptation that will inevitably result from the huge figures involved in the economic change.

From a geopolitical perspective, China has historically been surrounded by a group of smaller countries which were not individually able to threaten China, but which, united, could pose a threat to China. Therefore, historically, Chinese foreign policy can be described as barbarian management. China has never had to deal with a world of countries of approximately equal strength. So to adjust to such a world is in itself a profound challenge to China, which now has fourteen countries on its borders, some of which are small but can project their nationality into China, some of which are large and historically significant, so that any attempt by China to dominate the world would evoke a counter-reaction that would be disastrous for the peace of the world.

As for the quote that Niall Ferguson — who, of course, is my biographer, so he will have the last word no matter what I say — used about the military containment of China, I would say that one of our challenges is to accommodate the rights of China. One of China’s challenges is to accommodate itself to a world in which it is not hegemonial as it has been for eighteen of the last twenty centuries.

So if I may take the liberty of restating the motion before us: the issue before the world is not whether the 21st century belongs to China. The issue before the world is whether or not during the 21st century, as China undoubtedly gets stronger, we in the West can work with China. And the issue is also whether China can work with us to create an international structure in which, perhaps for the first time in history, a rising state has been incorporated into an international system and strengthened peace and progress. In my book, I say that, based on my experience, the prospects are not optimistic. But, on the other hand, we have never had to deal with proliferation, environment, cyberspace, and a whole set of other problems that can be dealt with only on a universal basis.

My conclusion is that the issue is not whether the 21st century belongs to China, but whether we can make China belong to a more universal conception in the 21st century.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: A fascinating series of arguments have begun to crystallize in this debate, and to keep it going I want to ask both teams of debaters to quickly respond to what they’ve heard during their opponents’ opening statements. Specifically, I’d like them to address what they disagree with most. Niall, as we agreed, I want to come to you first for your rebuttal.

NIALL FERGUSON: My question to Fareed is, if you’re right and China is going to repeat Japanese history, just think what that means considering Japan’s much smaller size and considering China’s relatively low level of development, as both of you have pointed out. If you’re right and China is going to re-enact Japan’s economic history, then it surely will own the 21st century. Because before it slows down in the way that Japan has since the late 1980s, it will achieve an enormous share not only of global GDP but also of global power, because unlike Japan, China never lost its sovereignty through the kind of military defeat that Japan suffered in 1945. So both economically and geopolitically, the prospect of China repeating Japanese history should really be quite a scary one for your side of the debate.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed?

FAREED ZAKARIA: The Japanese example simply illustrates that nothing moves in a straight line. Countries, particularly as they ascend the economic modernization scale, find that they have problems. If you look at the number of countries that have been able to get past about $12,000 per capita GDP over the last 100 years, it is an astonishingly small number. It is about five.

There are a lot of countries that manage to do well — with basic manufacturing, the beginnings of the reform process, the government getting out of the way of the economy. Then it turns out that every element of the society has to be modernized to move up into the top tier that South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and Hong Kong have been able to reach. I would like to point out simply that China — with the economic, demographic, political, and geopolitical problems it faces — might find that that last period of economic ascent will be somewhat rocky and complex. As Henry pointed out, it may require China to stay internally focused and absorbed in a way that will not allow it to project enormous hegemonic power.

I don’t doubt that China is going to have an enormous economy. I don’t doubt that China is going to be an enor-mous player on the world stage. The question is, will it own the 21st century, will it dominate? And I say for all those reasons it’s not going to do that.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: David, come back to the Japanese example; it was a subject of a lot of debate. The years of GDP growth, the close state co-ordination of their economy, and more than that the sense in the 1980s that Japan was a lot like China — a society with a lot of homogeneity, a lot of energy. Why isn’t Japan’s recent past China’s near future?

DAVID LI: Let me respond to your question, and to Fareed’s points, and to Dr. Kissinger’s points altogether. Your arguments are correct. These points are even stronger if we are talking about China twenty or even thirty years ago. Despite all these claims, China has been growing. China has been changing for the past thirty years. And my point is that today’s China, despite all the mounting challenges, is still changing.

Let’s compare China and Japan. I don’t think that there had been any fundamental changes in Japan before the collapse starting in the early 1990s. In China we do see fundamental changes. Also, Japan has been learning from China. I would not argue that Japan was one of the primary cultures in the world where China is concerned, at least until the spectacular financial crash took place in Western countries.

On Fareed’s point about the economic growth rate, I fully agree that an economy as large as China’s can never have double digit GDP growth indefinitely. It will slow down. But when the United States was emerging, it wasn’t growing nearly as fast as China is currently. The United States slowed down significantly, long before it became the world’s dominant power. And yet it kept growing. In today’s China, I see energy, I see ongoing changes.

Finally, I would like to address one of Dr. Kiss- inger’s points. He has been referring back to the past eighteen centuries in China. I completely agree with him, but there is one difference. In today’s China, we have been sending a huge number of young kids to study abroad. How many? Imagine six times the size of the student population at the University of Toronto, that’s the number of Chinese students studying in the United States and in Canada. These are sources of change. These kids are learning. So I do think China’s emergence will be different from that of the United States, and I also think it will not face the same problems as Japan faced.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Dr. Kissinger, would you like to offer a rebuttal?

HENRY KISSINGER: That China is changing — that is undoubtedly the case. If one compares what China looked like in 1971 to what it looks like today, it has changed physically and it has changed demographically in a fundamental way through the one child per family policy. The latter has also, in a way, changed the values in China. In about thirty years, there will be only about two people who are of working age for every person of retirement age. In 2005, there were 9.2 people that were able to take care of retirement-age people, so this creates a different set of attitudes.

But one must not confuse magnitude with global influ-ence.China will have to be preoccupied with the adjustments to urbanization, with the adjustments to demography, and with the adjustments to an international system in which it will be a permanent participant rather than the centre of the universe, as it has historically conceived of itself. These are soluble problems, but they should not be compared to Western notions of imperialism.

Historically, China’s role internationally has been based on gaining respect for its conduct. It has not been geared culturally for a global role. I believe that for China to manage its environment and its domestic situation, co-operation with the West — rather than attempts to dominate the West — will be required.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed, would you like to weigh in on this point also?

FAREED ZAKARIA: I want to ask Niall a question. I suppose I could have read all of Niall’s forty-six books to find quotations that contradict his current position, but instead I’m going to put this very simply. Niall is a very keen student of geopolitics, and I wondered what he made of the fact that China is rising — and it is undoubtedly rising — but not in a geopolitical vacuum. If you consider the past year, China had a good year. It had a financial crisis and it came out of it feeling confident. And consider China’s behaviour. In Copenhagen, China humiliated the United States and humiliated the president of the United States, and refused to sign up for a deal. It angered Japan enormously with its position on the issue of the Senkaku Islands
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 . When the North Koreans sank a South Korean boat, and the South Koreans asked the Chinese to condemn the action, they refused, which enraged the South Koreans. The Vietnamese and Filipinos were also enraged because China asserted sovereignty over the South China Sea. That’s just in one year! And those instances occurred when China hadn’t even gotten to the point where it is considered the dominant economic power in the world.

Do you think that all these countries are going to sim-ply accept Chinese domination? Or are we likely to see a spirited response from the Indias, Vietnams, South Koreas, Japans, and Indonesias of the world? All of a sudden this proposition of a dominant China doesn’t look as rosy as it did.

NIALL FERGUSON: Thanks, Fareed, for that question. I’ve noticed in your recent columns in Time magazine you’ve been dabbling in economics. So this gives me an opportunity to help you out. The thing about China’s growth during the financial crisis is that it fundamentally altered China’s role in the world economy. Up until the financial crisis the main story was that China was competing with other emerging markets for market share in developed economies like Canada’s or the United States’. China was an exporter of cheap goods, and essentially it was able to beat out most of its emerging market competitors with the so-called “China price.” And then the financial crisis struck and those developed economies went into recession or near depression.

What happened? China engaged in the biggest and most successful stimulus in the world, and in so doing, its role changed. It ceased to be a competitor with other emerging markets, and it became their market of first resort. They found that the most dynamic market they could sell to was China’s. And so, in an amazing reversal of fortune, trade patterns around the world shifted, and China’s Asian neighbours — including India, where you were born — discovered a new China that was not a competitor, but a market to which they could sell.

That trend is going to continue because the whole aim of China’s latest five-year plan is to shift from exports to domestic demand to consumption. That’s why the idea that all these Asian countries are going to band together against nasty China is a total fantasy. They depend on China economically more now than they ever have. And if you go to Seoul and talk to people there, or if you talk to Mukesh Ambani, India’s richest man, he’ll tell you just how big China’s business is for the rest of Asia now. And that seems to me to be a very good reason why the 21st century is going to belong to China, because all of those Asian markets are going to belong to China.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I’m going to go to you, David, and then back to Fareed, and finish with Dr. Kissinger before we take a couple of questions from the audience.

DAVID LI: Fareed was absolutely right in observing the tensions during the past year. But we have to go deeper. We don’t have to stay on the surface, as they do on television. I’m sorry, television is important, especially Fareed’s program, which I like very much. But we have to go beyond the surface. Who are the aggressors? Who were the provocative parties? It was never China.

For example, take the issue of the Senkaku Islands and Japan’s involvement. The Japanese government arrested and used domestic law against Chinese sailors. The Chinese side was trying to make peace. Consider the Copenhagen negotiations — China was trying to come to a meaningful agreement with other countries. The Chinese side is extremely handicapped because whatever the Chinese government promises today, the Chinese government has to honour in the future, because we cannot claim we have changed our parliament and that the new parliament has nullified the agreement.

In the case of negotiations with the United States, it was a show for the new president, Barack Obama. The president was trying to negotiate, but the deal would have been killed by Congress. That tactic would never work in China. I would suggest you look at other evidence. For almost three years during the financial crisis, China was trying to stabilize the global financial system.Unlike many other currencies, the renminbi (RMB)
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 did not depreciate against the U.S. dollar during the peak days of the crisis.

Also, China did not sell massive amounts of Treasury bond holdings during the financial crisis. China has been the most patient long-term investor supporting today’s Europe and supporting the U.S. government today. So I suggest looking at the big picture.

FAREED ZAKARIA: Niall is, of course, an incredibly accomplished economic historian, and he understands the economics of Asia. But I would point out that throughout history people have gone to war and countries have had spirited geopolitical rivalries despite the fact that they have been economically interdependent.

The first great historian, Thucydides, talked about the Peloponnesian War, and his first explanation for the rea-son that war occurred was honour and dignity. That war had nothing to do with economics. Look at Europe on the eve of the First World War — it was a continent that was economically more interdependent by some measures than the countries of the world today. The level of economic interdependence between Britain and Germany at that time was such that it was in some ways madness that these two countries went to war, but still they did. There was a very famous book written by a young historian who talked about the fact that perhaps Britain should not have gone to war, because that was insanity. That book was called The Pity of War. Oh, wait a minute! That historian was Niall Ferguson.

NIALL FERGUSON: So you’ve read one of my books, then.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Before we end the rebuttal part of this debate, I’d like to allow Dr. Kissinger to have the last word.

HENRY KISSINGER: I think it’s three to one against my friend Niall. Our Chinese friend is saying that China has suffered a great deal, has been provoked during a century of Western exploitation, and that it’s not trying to dominate the world. As I understand it, he is saying this: when the West wants to discuss climate or the financial system, our tendency is to say that China can be a stakeholder, it can be a participant in a system that they did not participate in creating. So the issue is whether or not it is possible to create an international system with China as a participant without dominating it. This is really what we are debating.

If I understand the observations of our Chinese col-league, he’s not saying that China will dominate the world. He’s saying that China is making great progress and that China wants to be heard, and that the United States should not present them with a finished product and ask for their agreement on such issues as climate change. All of this we agree upon, on this side of the aisle. So, David, if you would like to move your chair over to our side, we will welcome you.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: We’re going to move into the question and answer portion of the debate now. We’re going to break it down into the following subjects. The subjects are economic, political and cultural, and of course geopolitical. To begin with the section on the economy, I want to go to someone in the audience who’s written a number of best-selling books on economic themes, including Dead Aid: Why Aid Is Not Working and How There Is a Better Way for Africa, a bestseller in Canada, and How the West Was Lost: Fifty Years of Economic Folly — and the Stark Choices Ahead, and she is Dambisa Moyo.

DAMBISA MOYO: My question is for Mr. Li and Mr. Ferguson. Until now, a key piece of China’s development strategy has been to use soft power, vast resources, to accumulate and access natural resources such as land, water, energy, and minerals. And effectively, China’s been freeloading off the United States, which has been underwriting public goods such as national security around the world. As we head toward a world population of nine billion people in 2050, and add two billion into the middle class in 2030, my question to you is, how aggressive do you think China will become in her efforts to secure natural resources? In other words, what is the likelihood that China moves from the soft power strategy of accumulating resources to one where she depends more aggressively on hard power and, therefore, adopts more military and colonial-like strategies of accumulating resources, particularly in the context of Africa?

NIALL FERGUSON: Dambisa, it’s great to have you here, and I hesitate to answer a question from you on the subject of Africa. But it seems to me, having recently vis-ited Zambia and having been to Senegal and Namibia last year, that something very important is happening in sub-Saharan Africa. China is leading a whole new developmental push, which is radically different in its nature from the aid programs you persuasively argued had been a failure when the West tried them. This is a developmental strategy based on self-interest. China is developing natural resources such as copper in the Zambian copper belt because it desperately needs copper to wire its vast new cities. But the effect in Africa is by no means all bad, and I think it’s a really big misrepresentation to suggest that this is a rerun of 19th-century colonialism. That wasn’t the question in my mind when I went to Zambia. It wasn’t the answer that I found.

That wasn’t the Chinese approach, and in many ways I think what they are doing is in line with what you argued in Dead Aid. The Chinese are investing. They’re trying to make money. They’re letting the market drive African economic development rather than handouts and a culture of dependency. Would this ultimately lead to conflict of the sort that you suggest, a sort of scramble for Africa, as it did in the late 19th century? It’s conceivable, but I see absolutely no sign of it at the moment. There’s only one country scrambling for Africa right now, and that country is China.

DAVID LI: Let me follow Niall’s great points by adding three simple observations. The first observation has to do with intention. China doesn’t have the intention of repeating the colonialism of previous centuries. On the contrary, China has been working hard to collaborate with African countries. Consider the African Union Summit, which took place about three years ago. Most African leaders and business people were very enthusiastic about Chinese investments there. 

The second observation relates to capacity. Consider the Chinese reality. We are still an extremely poor economy — the GDP per capita is around 4,000 U.S. dollars — so there’s a long way to go for economic growth. Meanwhile, that implies that there is absolutely no capacity to colonize all of the African countries, even if China wanted to do so.

My third observation is more generally about China itself. Within China there have been tremendous efforts to push for new technologies to conserve resources, new technologies to promote energy efficiency, and new policies to encourage conservation. So I think it is clear that China is trying to develop a new pattern of modernization that will give hope to those in the world’s poor nations.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I want to ask you, Dr. Kissinger, isn’t this one of the traps that nations that begin to assume global power fall into? Do you think China is at risk of reaching beyond itself to defend these resources?

HENRY KISSINGER: That China will want to acquire resources for its industry is a natural evolution. Whether it believes that in order to have the access to its resources it must also be militarily dominant, that’s another decision. If you consider Germany before World War I, the world would probably have been able to live with the idea that Germany had the largest land army. But when it tried to develop the world’s largest naval force on top of that, it began to threaten the long-term existence of Great Britain. So there were two challenges.

We have to understand that China will get stronger, and that we cannot react neurologically to every indication of Chinese strength. But China has to learn some self-limitation in the way it vindicates its interests around the world. Both of these ideas have to exist and cannot be done by one nation alone. It has to be done collaboratively.

FAREED ZAKARIA: Can I add just one comment, which is I think that David said that China’s investments in Africa are very popular; I think it would be more accurate to say that China’s investments in Africa are very popular with [Africa’s] dictators. I was in Kenya a year ago and I asked a group of Kenyan parliamentarians what their main concern was — we were talking about democracy and human rights — and they said the single biggest concern they have is that China is going around Africa’s governments to make deals with Africa’s dictators, and there are no questions asked and there is no accountability on any human rights issues. I would argue that that is possibly an exaggeration, but certainly something they have to be worried about in a long-term geopolitical sense. We thought we had very stable relations with many of the countries in the Middle East; it turns out we had very stable relations with all of the dictators in the Middle East.

NIALL FERGUSON: Hang on a second, Fareed. I’m an historian more than I am an economist. Remind me, are you saying that Western powers never did deals with Western dictators, and that this is some new and terrible deformity of Chinese policy? I go to Africa, too, and I spoke to the miners in the copper belt who had no jobs when the stateowned mining system collapsed and have jobs now because the Chinese reopened the mines. And they not only reopened them but extended them. It’s not fair to say that China only deals with African dictators. It deals with African democracies. It deals with the governments it finds in Africa, including the governments that Western powers have propped up for too many years.

FAREED ZAKARIA: I make no apologies for the West on this issue. I’m simply pointing out that China is doing what it is doing with the leadership class, and that that leadership may not reflect the wishes of the entire African public.

NIALL FERGUSON: Would you say that Africa would be better off if China didn’t invest there?

FAREED ZAKARIA: I’m not saying that at all.

NIALL FERGUSON: Would Africa be better off if China weren’t its biggest trading partner? I think that’s the kind of hypocritical argument that I’d find quite annoying if I were Chinese. 

FAREED ZAKARIA: You’re obviously finding it annoying even though you are not Chinese.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Staying on the theme of economics, I’m holding in my hand what many people consider to be the quintessential consumer success product of the last decade, the Apple iPhone. This phone is manufactured in China. It is however, designed in California. The software that powers it was conceived by Steve Jobs and his team at Apple. And that wow factor that makes this such a coveted device leads me to ask both Niall and David, can China innovate in the same way, on the same scale as Apple, as Google, or as RIM has here in Canada? Because they’ve got to do it if you think that they can own the 21st century.

DAVID LI: The answer is, yes, they can. Remember, no very poor country could innovate overnight. It’s a learning process. As I said before, it’s about opening up, learning what works in the West, sending hundreds of thousands of students to the West to learn and then gradually innovate. Nearly thirty years ago, China couldn’t innovate. Now we have rapid trans-railroads while the United States is still struggling. Today we have cars which are not only cheaper but also more efficient than those built by General Motors. Remember, most of GM’s profit comes from China today. If it were not for Chinese operations, GM would have used more U.S. government money for its bailout. It’s a simple fact.

I’m sure China will innovate in the long run. It’s a gradual learning process. But whether or not China will have an iPhone in the future is a different issue. It’s a different level of innovation — iPhones and iPads could only be invented in the United States. China has different economic and social institutions; it will not be on the cutting edge of innovation. But you don’t need to be on the cutting edge of innovation in order to be a respected and important country in the world. 

NIALL FERGUSON: You know, I’ve heard that story about the iPhone so many times, and it’s a symptom of Western complacency. As if we’ll always have the cool ideas and they’ll always do the assembly line. That idea is ten years out of date. We’re not talking about the future here. China is going to overtake Germany in terms of internationally recognized patents in the next couple of years, and that is because of a huge effort on the part of China’s educational institutions, like the one where David works, to raise the game in research and development, in producing people with Ph.D.’s. And I’m not talking about Ph.D.’s in media studies, but Ph.D.’s in engineering and in physics.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed, I’d like to come to you on this point as well. Can China innovate without a free and open society?

FAREED ZAKARIA: First, let me say that I agree with Niall and David on this issue. It is a mistake to believe that there is some sort of genetic deformation that doesn’t allow the Chinese to innovate. Of course they’re going to innovate, of course they’re going to do things that are interesting. The point that Henry and I keep making is, they’re going to innovate, we’re going to innovate, this is going to be a world of multiplicities. That’s why I didn’t call my book The Chinese World or The Indian World. It is genuinely a post-American world. There will be a lot of innovation.

But I do have one qualifying thought: if you look at Apple and think about what constitutes innovation, Apple is generally regarded as the most innovative company in the world right now. It tops all the lists. Apple spends as much money on research and development in one decade as Microsoft spends in one year. If you look at the lists of research and development spending, Apple is ranked 82nd. It spends 50 percent of what most computer companies spend. Apple’s innovations are designed with the ways human beings use technology in mind. That may be something you learn when you get a Ph.D. in media studies.

And by the way, this is true throughout history. With the invention of the sewing machine, Singer’s great skill was not coming up with the best machine. It was that he figured out that he could sell it to women on an instalment plan. Nobody had ever sold machinery to women before. Google’s great innovation may not actually be the search engine. It may be the advertising program that goes along with it. So part of what innovation is, is this strange combination of science and consumer behaviour. I mean the great invention that launched capitalism was double-entry bookkeeping. It wasn’t some scientific gizmo.

Of course, China will innovate in its own way, but there is something about the ecosystem of America that has all of the things that we all know. Also, I think most importantly, Americans have the ability to question hierarchy, which is absolutely key. I hear people talking about Asian education and the Tiger Mom style of parenting
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 . You know, I went through an Asian education system. I think it’s pretty lousy. It’s rote memorization toward some big exam, and when you’ve taken the exam you promptly forget everything you’ve learned.

The American system is much better in that it teaches students to think, it teaches students to problem-solve, it teaches students to love learning for the rest of their lives, it is a continuous process, and it doesn’t make anyone feel ashamed of failure. The ability to fail efficiently is an incredibly powerful part of innovation. So China will innovate, but I think that is something very special about the United States.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I want to move on to the second part of the question and answer session, which is politics and culture. To kick us off, I’d like to call on Janice Stein, the head of the Munk School of Global Affairs.

JANICE STEIN: This question is for David Li and Fareed Zakaria. The world watched recently with astonishment as young people streamed into the squares in Tunisia and in Egypt to demand political rights, and to demand that authoritarian and corrupt leaders leave the scene. Now, the parallels between the Arab world and China are far from perfect. China is a mature society, the Arab world is young. China has created hundreds of millions of jobs, Arab governments have not. But China, like the Arab world, tolerates almost no dissent, and again, like the Arab world, there is growing income inequality within China. So my question is, as China is about to undergo a leadership transition
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 , will there be growing demand for political rights in China, and how will the leadership cope?

DAVID LI: Thank you for asking this question. I knew it would come up. I don’t need to be reminded of the Arab Spring — we knew it would happen from day one. After economic success, people in China knew that there would be more voices, there would be more demand for the right to express opinions and political participation in decision-making.

From day one, people in China knew that economic institutional change would go hand in hand with politi-cal institutional change. I think the biggest misunder-standing about China is the idea that we don’t have political institutional change. We do, starting with the way leaders are being selected. Today, the way leaders are being selected and the way public decisions are being made is much, much more sophisticated than it was before. Young people in China are able to express their opinions on the Internet and in most cases their voices are being heard and public decisions are being changed. So I would invite you all to go to China, to talk to young people, to visit Chinese web sites, to understand the new method reform, to understand the new ways in which people express their opinions and express their dissidence. And you will also see a new way in which public decision-makers are taking into account the opinions of people, especially young people.

FAREED ZAKARIA: I would have agreed with David five years ago. It was very clear that there was a movement toward very gradual and very limited, but also very real, political reform. I think that over the last five years we have seen that economic reform and economic growth have proceeded apace, but there has been a drawing back of any kind of political reform. And with events around the world such as the Arab Spring, this makes it more difficult for China to maintain political control. What we don’t see in China is a willingness to open up, and an attempt to announce a series of ambitious political reforms. In fact, there is a closing down. If you type the word “jasmine” into Google in China you will come up against a blank page, because of a fear that somehow the Jasmine Revolution
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 will take root in China. If you look at the Internet in general, China has, by some accounts, a million people monitoring the Internet. Text phone messages are also monitored.

I can tell you about my one, personal slice of this. I got an interview with Wen Jiabao for my program, and it was a very important interview that I was honoured to get. The Chinese government announced that it was taking place because it was seen as very important. Premier Wen made some fairly harmless comments about how China would eventually evolve politically. The interview was banned on Chinese TV, it was taken off Chinese web sites. Then a group of Chinese journalists protested the fact that the interview had been censored, and their protest letter was promptly taken off of their web site. This does not strike me as political reform. This strikes me as a kind of circling of the wagons, a fear of what might happen next. Clearly China has been giving greater and greater freedom to its people. I don’t doubt that at all. But they have to figure out how they are going to create a political system that accommodates this rising middle class in a world where people are demanding greater and greater accountability from their leaders.

When I compare India and China I think to myself, China has solved all the small problems. They’ve built the best roads and the best highways and the best high-speed rail, and they’ve done this so magnificently that it puts India to shame. But India has solved one big problem, which is what it will look like twenty-five years from now politically. It will be the same crazy, chaotic democracy it is today. What will China be twenty-five years from now, politically? Will there still be a mandarin elite? The Communist Party of China is the most elite political organization in the world today. Everybody looks like David, they all have Ph.D.’s and they’re engineers, but that’s not China. The people they rule are this vast mass of peasantry, and those people are not reflected in the political system. Their views, to a large extent, are filtered through many mechanisms. That strikes me as a huge political challenge for China going forward.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Dr. Kissinger, I think the audience wants to hear you on this question, too.

HENRY KISSINGER: I believe that the next decade will see China wrestling with the problem of how it will bring its political institutions in line with its economic development. When there are vast economic changes, the migration of people, the spread of education, it is absolutely inevitable that that question will be one of the dominant issues of the new leadership, and that question is coming up in a year and a half. Whatever form it will take, whether it will be in the form of Western parliamentary democracy or some new form that we haven’t seen yet, the outcome will have to include more transparency and more participation. And I believe the next leadership change will reflect this. This is also why I do not believe that a country that will be so preoccupied with fundamental change will also have time to concentrate on dominating the world.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I’m going to let Niall respond.

NIALL FERGUSON: I remember reading a book a few years back with a title like The Future of Freedom in which a brilliant young journalist argued that there were problems with Western democracy, and especially with American democracy, that were only going to get worse. Hey, that was you, Fareed!

I know that Dr. Kissinger will agree with me on this, though he doesn’t need to move over to the pro side yet — we are making a big mistake if we think there is one universal model of Western democracy that absolutely everybody is going to adopt at some point between now and 2050. If you think that that is what the future of the world is going to look like, you are going to be one very, very disappointed person. Starting in the Middle East, the chances of Western-style democracy emerging in any of these countries has to be between 0 and 5 percent at best. David raised the possibility of alternative models for democracy at the beginning of his thoughtful opening remarks. And I want you to think very seriously about what that implies. Singapore’s government is not worried about a Jasmine Revolution. Singapore is the model. Think of China as a giant, technocratic Singapore, in which the one-party state evolves itself to avoid the catastrophe, or a collapse similar to that of the Soviet experience.

My second point, and this is where Dr. Kissinger and I differ, is that it is precisely when nations are struggling with internal political problems and challenges from below that they are most likely to pursue a more assertive and aggressive foreign policy. This must be one of the lessons of modern history, indeed of ancient history. And that is one of the reasons why I think it is precisely at this time of political stress that we are likely to see a more nationalistic and a more assertive China. That is one of the reasons I’m arguing for this motion.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: To start off our final portion of this question and answer period, I want to call on someone who’s thought long and hard about the practicalities of China’s rise. He’s the former U.S. secretary of defence, William Cohen.

WILLIAM COHEN: If I could, I’d like to respond to Mr. Ferguson’s comments in reference to Singapore. I was there a couple of weeks ago for the so-called Shangri-La Dialogues
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 . Secretary [Robert] Gates was there, and he made a very strong statement about the need for the United States to remain deeply engaged in the Asia-Pacific region. And he made the statement to satisfy the Asian nations, many of which are anxious about China. One young man I talked to — you quoted him in your book, Fareed — said that no one in Asia wants to be dominated by China. There is no aspiration for the Chinese dream, as there might be for the American dream. But there is a growing concern that as China continues to expand its economy it is also expanding its military. And there is a concern that the United States perhaps is looking inwardly now because of our debt problems, and that we will not be there in sufficient numbers. So they would like for the United States to become even more engaged.

Fareed, you said in your book that the United States must look for ways to co-operate with China. And there are a number of things that we can always co-operate on, and the list is pretty public. But there are also areas of friction, be it Taiwan, or the South China Sea. And you suggest that we need to draw lines. Now, we can’t draw them everywhere, but the matter of the South China Sea does raise questions in terms of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, and other nations in the region. Most ironically, Vietnam is asking the United States to play a role in helping to solve the issues of sovereignty and territorial integrity. So the question I have for you or Dr. Kissinger is, would you suggest or support drawing the line at China’s assertion of sovereignty over the South China Sea?

HENRY KISSINGER: To answer your specific question, I think freedom of the seas is a fundamental principle of American policy, and it has been a fundamental principle of the international system. So I would oppose the notion that any sea should be treated as a territorial issue. Next, there are a series of specific issues about the possession of a group of islands and rocks, and that should be dealt with through negotiation. But on this fundamental issue, I would apply the principle of freedom of the seas to the South China Sea, as I would to any other open ocean. The second point I want to make, however, is this: while we can define the emerging relationship with China as an ability to draw lines, I believe it would be extraordinarily dangerous to begin thinking of international relations as a question of the military containment of China. It is not a question of military containment. It is a question of dealing with China’s inevitable rise. China has to restrain itself, within definable limits.

The United States cannot ask China to solve all of our internal problems for us. We have to remain competitive. If we remain competitive, then the next challenge is to see whether a dialogue can develop between China and the United States, and other countries that share the same view on what we intend the world to look like five to ten years from now. I keep asking the question that Niall asked in his first book, which is this: if the leaders of Europe had known in 1914 what the world would look like in 1990, would they have believed that what happened in Sarajevo
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 justified the tens of millions of casualties that resulted? Similarly, I believe the leaders of the world now have to ask themselves, and the leaders of China have to ask themselves, how the evolution should be managed in a way that is co-operative rather than confrontational. I conducted foreign policy on balance of power principles. I know how to play that game. So it’s not that I wouldn’t know how the United States should play it.

I once spoke to a Chinese group, and somebody got up and said, “You’re a great friend of China, but we also read your books. And in your books you talk about the balance of power. How are you going to manage the balance of power?” And I said, “Look around. Look at the countries that border China. Ask yourself whether or not this is a problem that is conceivable.” What I’m suggesting is that the South China Sea is a clear case: it should not be claimed by any nation.

But what we really have to ask is that the top leaders begin to ask some of the same questions that have been asked during this debate — to look at where we want to be five to ten years from now and work back from that, rather than deal with crisis management month by month and be in a situation when every time the leaders meet there is a terrific communiqué, and then two months later someone is asking, “Where did the Chinese go wrong, where did the West go wrong?” That is my fundamental view, so on the South China Sea it’s clear where we should come out with respect to freedom of navigation. But that’s just a symptom. What is required is an understanding that we are heading into a new world order with universal issues, and that this world order cannot be organized using the same principles as our customary, conventional thinking. And this is when the relationship with China will become important, because China is rising. The question is, can China learn restraint? And can the United States learn to accommodate a reduction of our previous influence? It is that with which we need to deal.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed, can America learn a pattern of restraint in this new phase? Give us your sense of where the American polity is at vis-à-vis China. Are they willing to accommodate its rise?

FAREED ZAKARIA: Everybody tends to view the United States as having this vacillating foreign policy — that it’s unable to get its act together and the policy is constantly shifting. And on China, I have to say that I think that the opposite is the case. Since Henry Kissinger opened China to the world, and opened U.S. relations with China, the United States has had a remarkably consistent policy toward China. That policy has been to integrate China into the world, to help China gain the knowledge, the know-how, the technology, the capital, and the institutional frameworks that will help it become a productive, thriving member of the international community. We have followed that under Democratic presidents and under Republican presidents. We have maintained an extraordinary consistency of policy, even on issues such as red lines, such as our relationship with Taiwan, and our relationship with the Dalai Lama. Every president has maintained a very strong, co-operative relationship with China while also maintaining some core interests and values that were important for the United States.

My greatest worry about U.S.-Chinese relations right now isn’t the United States. I think the United States will continue to play the same role, and has been trying to do so. The United States has been willing to reform the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, and all the international institutions, to properly reflect the rise of China and other emerging market countries. Let’s be honest, the countries that haven’t wanted to do it are the Europeans, because their voting will be diluted in this process.

The greater danger is that as China undergoes the kind of political transformation that Henry has been talking about, it might find itself on a very different road. And here I’m quoting Niall Ferguson, who has said, quite rightly, China is becoming more nationalistic, more assertive, and more arrogant. There is a growing sense in China that the policies that Deng Xiaoping outlined — hide your light under a bushel, co-operate with the United States — are not relevant. People openly say that was at a time when China had the Soviet Union as an enemy, China needed the United States for technology and for capital. China also needed the United States for World Trade Organization (WTO) membership, and now China has all of those things. So the great discon-tinuity is more likely to be from the Chinese rather than from the United States.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: So, David, that poses a vital question for your side of the motion, which is, will China push on certain red lines?

DAVID LI: Well, my observation is that the Chinese side is willing to work on these difficult issues. The Chinese side has always said that, and we are not making new claims. We are willing to work with multiple parties. However, we are not willing to work with interventionist American policy. The essence of the problem is that after the global financial crisis, the confidence level went down in the United States. As a result, the United States has been giving China mixed signals, even though the White House has been very clear in its policy. The Congress, as well as the candidates for the U.S. presidency, have been giving very mixed signals, and many Chinese people do not fully understand American politics. So the Chinese take this as a signal that the outside world is becoming more and more hostile toward Chinese economic and political emergence. That is the issue.

I would suggest that people in the West try to under-stand the issues, try to put these relatively small issues in a larger context, and try to understand that the Chinese side is not changing its position. The West has to solve its problems, starting with their financial challeges, and then, when the West is more confident, it will be easier for China to work with them.

NIALL FERGUSON: You may not have heard the voice of Chinese power before, ladies and gentlemen. This is what it sounds like. Get used to it! Because this is the kind of firm, self-confident, and more assertive China that I have seen more and more of during my trips to China and in my encounters with Chinese academics and statesmen in recent years.

Going right back to the question, does the United States have the option of drawing lines anywhere in Asia in the way that it did during the Eisenhower administration or indeed during the days of the Nixon administration? I don’t think so. And the reason I don’t think so relates to David’s point. Where are the resources? Look at the Congressional Budget Office projections of where the United States is going to be. I don’t know if you saw Jim Baker’s article in the Wall Street Journal
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 . He concluded that in nine years, the United States will be spending more on the interest on the federal debt than on national security.

The Congressional Budget Office has projections for what the United States would save if it reduced its over-seas troop presence to 30,000. Thirty thousand! Now in that world — and we are racing toward that world in this decade — the idea that the United States can say to China,

　this far and no further, and adopt a realpolitik, a balance of power policy with a threat of military action, well, that idea becomes less and less plausible. And that’s precisely the point of this debate. It’s the way that power shifts. It’s somewhat imperceptible but when it shifts, ladies and gentlemen, it talks a little bit like David.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: So, ladies and gentlemen, I’m now going to call on our debaters for their closing arguments. They’re each going to be given three minutes to make their case to try to sway any final undecided votes. We’re going to have our closing remarks in the opposite order of our opening statements. So, Dr. Kissinger, if you could please begin.

HENRY KISSINGER: The issue is not whether or not China will grow in magnitude. That will clearly happen. The issue is twofold. First, how China uses its growing capacities, and secondly, whether the United States and its allies are willing to adjust to the new international environment. I see nothing organic in the situation that leads me to believe that China will dominate the 21st century. China will play a larger role in the 21st century.

The challenge is whether America can redefine itself after its century of progress, and similarly, how China redefines itself when it absorbs its economic growth. I believe the United States has the capacity to draw lines, but we have to be selective in drawing the lines. More than that, we should try to move toward a relationship in which the lines that separate us are not the crucial element, but the things we do together.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: David Li, your three minutes, please.

DAVID LI: Let me start by reiterating a remark which I made in my opening statement. That is that the changes which have been going on in China for the past three decades at most are only halfway done. The country is still changing. We still have gas in our gas tank. The changes will be more than economic. The changes will also be societal and political. Also, I would like to remind you that the destination of China’s emergence is not world dominance. By no means does China want to dominate the world. There is only one dominant country in the world: that is the United States. It is not the dream, not the aspiration of China, not the capacity of China, to emulate the success of the United States in the dominance of the world. It is simply not in the genes of our Confucian tradition.

That being understood, I urge you to think about a different perspective. Forget about the past five hundred years of Western philosophy, of Western perspective. Forget about looking at international relations in terms of winners and losers. Instead, look through the lens of traditional Chinese philosophers, the Confucians. The Confucians advocated for a harmonious world in which individuals are at peace with the outside world, and with each other, and countries are working with each other to solve international conflicts. I urge you to consider this perspective to understand the ongoing changes in the Chinese economy and society.

Finally, let me call upon you to have patience and to understand that we are not bystanders, we are participants. When we become hostile, when we worry about China’s emergence, when we worry about the relative decline of the United States, or the decline of the West, we create problems for the world, we provoke negative, suspicious forces in China. Indeed, this world could become a very uncomfortable world. So in the end I urge you to think about these issues again. China’s emergence does not imply that China will dominate the world. The 21st century will belong to China and also will belong to any countries, any nations or peoples who are willing to follow the flow. Together we all will own the century. Thank you.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Fareed Zakaria, you’re next.

FAREED ZAKARIA: We are going through a crisis of confidence in the Western world, and this has been true when we have been faced with these kinds of new and different challenges and when we have faced nations that seem to be on the rise and on the march. George Kennan, the great American statesman and writer
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 , used to write routinely about how he thought the United States would never be able to withstand the Soviet challenge, because we were weak and fickle and we changed our minds and they were far-sighted and strategic. We were tactical and stupid. Yet somehow it worked out all right. There is a tendency to think the same of China — that they have this incredible long-term vision and that Americans are bumbling idiots.

There is a wonderful story that encapsulates this: Zhou Enlai is supposed to have said, I think actually in a conversation with Henry Kissinger, when asked what he thought of the French Revolution, “It’s too soon to tell.” And everyone thought, oh, my goodness, he’s a genius, he is so far-sighted, he thinks in centuries. Well, it turns out he meant — this was in 1973 — the French revolution of 1968, the student revolution. And it was perfectly rational at that point to say that it was too soon to tell.

So don’t believe that the Chinese are strategic mas-terminds and the United States are bumbling. We have managed to bumble our way through a rather advanced position despite the challenges from the Kaiser’s Germany, from the Soviet Union, from Nazi Germany, and I think what you will find is that the United States — North America, even — are creating an extraordinary model in this new world. We are becoming the first universal nation, a country that draws people from all parts of the world, people of all colours, creeds, and religions, and finds a way to harness their talent and build a kind of universal dream. It happens here, and it draws together people from all over the world.

Look at this panel: three of the people on this panel, Niall Ferguson, myself, and Henry Kissinger, are immi-grants who’ve come and found their fortune in the United States because it welcomed the most talented people in the world and allowed them to flourish in whatever they wanted, even to denounce the United States, as Niall Ferguson is now doing. So I urge you to think about this: if we lose faith in ourselves, if we lose faith in the power of free and open societies, we do more damage than anything else we could do. We need to fix our economy, yes. We need to fix all these things. The Congressional Budget Office used to predict that we were going to pay off our debt in fifteen years, and that was ten years ago. Now they predict that we are going to be immiserated. We’ll see how it works. My point is — don’t lose faith in free and open societies, vote with your heart.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Niall, your final, closing remarks, please.

NIALL FERGUSON: Well, ladies and gentlemen, we’ve heard that China is likely to repeat the experience of other Asian countries, and run out of steam, maybe. But thus far it has done far better than these other Asian countries. China has achieved the biggest and fastest industrial revolution of them all, lifting hundreds of millions of people out of poverty. I don’t agree with David. I think this story isn’t half over. It’s maybe a quarter over. There’s a lot more still to come.

The second point I want to make to you is that the West’s problems are far more serious than we have just heard from Fareed. And one of the biggest problems is that kind of complacency. As we speak, the Eurozone is falling apart, an experiment with a single currency is disintegrating mainly because of the insolvency of the cradle of democracy, Greece. As we speak, the public finances of the United States are — if you do the math, which I do — more or less in the same position as they were in Greece two years ago. The trajectory of the debt is not different. It may only be a matter of time before a fiscal crisis strikes the United States, the magnitude of which we will never have seen before.

You know what? If we’d had this debate a hundred years ago, and the motion had been that the 20th century would belong to the United States, who would have voted for it? It would have seemed, certainly to any British debater, preposterous. A British debater would have said, “Those Yanks, with their trivially small military forces... Yeah, they have a big economy, but look at all their social problems. Look at the squalor and poverty in their cities. It would have been very easy to make the case in 1911 that America would falter as we’ve heard China will falter during this debate. And yet it happened. Economic power came first, and then geopolitical power.

I want to conclude with a quotation. “What if China gradually expands its economic ties, acts calmly and moderately, and slowly enlarges its sphere of influence, seeking only greater friendship and influence in the world? What if it quietly positions itself as the alternative to a hectoring and arrogant America? How will America cope? This is a new challenge for the United States, one for which it is largely unprepared.” They are the words of Fareed Zakaria, ladies and gentlemen. And that is precisely why China will own the 21st century, and you should vote for this motion.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: This was an exceedingly hard-fought and well-contested debate, and let me reiterate something that Peter Munk has said of past Munk Debates. It’s one thing for any one of these individuals to get up on a stage in front of an audience and give a set-piece speech. It’s something quite different to have this sparring, this meeting of minds, and to do it with the eloquence and conviction that our debaters have shown during this debate.

One final comment, Dr. Kissinger: I think you have denied your public some very special talents that you’ve had in waiting until your eighty-eighth year to engage in a public debate. You were absolutely outstanding, sir. Thank you.

SUMMARY: At evening’s start, the pre-debate vote was 39 percent in favour of the resolution and 40 percent against, and 21 percent were undecided. The final vote showed a shift and a disappearance of the undecided voters, with 38 percent in favour of the resolution and 62 percent against.

HENRY KISSINGER IN CONVERSATION

WITH JOHN GEIGER

JOHN GEIGER: I’ve just finished reading your book On China. It’s fascinating reading, and it had me wondering whether the ancient Chinese strategy of “five baits for barbarian management” [a Han dynasty practice of lav-ishing clothes, carriages, fine food, music, slaves, etc. on invaders in order to ‘corrupt’ them] is still being practised today?

HENRY KISSINGER: To some extent, yes. I frankly don’t remember what all the five baits are; it was put forward in the 19th century when Europeans were beginning to invade China, but it harkens back to more ancient Chinese tradition. The fundamental difference between the Chinese and Western approach to strategy is that the Western approach is aimed at the capability of the other side; the Chinese is aimed at the psychology of the other side. So they pay a lot of attention to intangibles of hospitality, forms of dealing with the interlocutor.

JOHN GEIGER: Economic power and geopolitical influence often go hand in hand.

HENRY KISSINGER: But not always. For example, you take Saudi Arabia — that’s a lot of economic power, but not a conventional geopolitical influence.

JOHN GEIGER: In 2020 China will have surpassed the United States’GDP,so with this in mind why wouldn’t the following eighty years of this century belong to China?

HENRY KISSINGER: For one thing, the Chinese have to distribute that GDP to a lot more people than the United States. They have to distribute it among 1.3 billion people, so that the per capita income of China will be considerably below the per capita income of the United States. So many of the indices that people cite, like the Chinese have better high-speed trains — well, that means Chinese travellers are more comfortable than American travellers insofar as they use railways. But it doesn’t necessarily translate into international influence.

There are many other aspects to international influ-ence which have to do with the structure of diplomacy. So I do not think it is at all foreordained that China will be the dominant country. And, in fact, I would go a step further. I would say we have to get to the point where the issue of dominance does not overshadow the whole relationship. Because neither side will be able to achieve dominance, and the effort to achieve it might lead to clashes that undermine the whole international system.

JOHN GEIGER: Arising from that, will China only be an economic challenger to the United States? You refer to clashes. Is it also possible there will be cultural or military challenges?

HENRY KISSINGER: I think China will certainly be an economic competitor. It will almost certainly, and I would say certainly, have its own political view on international affairs. I would like to think that a potential military clash is way down the list of priorities, and that the leaders of both sides can get to a state of mind where they can fundamentally exclude that from their relationship.

JOHN GEIGER: The United States has such tremendous soft power advantages in the world. Its ability to sell its value system abroad. Obviously its immense cultural impact globally. Can you see China ever challenging the United States in those respects?

HENRY KISSINGER: No. I think the structure of the Chinese language, and even the current structure of Chinese technology, makes this a very forbidding objective for China, that they should outdo us in soft power. It’s one of the reasons why I don’t accept the proposition that the next century will belong to China. All the inventions of soft power, Facebook, Google, Twitter, they all came from the United States. Of the leading twenty-five universities in the world, I think only one of them is Chinese, and the vast majority are American. So in terms of creative potential, the United States still has huge assets.

JOHN GEIGER: Can China and the United States manage the world in the 21st century, or is it going to be much more of a multipolar world; are they the only two key players?

HENRY KISSINGER: No. China and the United States should be in close consultation, and they should not drift into a position of confrontation. But they should also avoid the impression that they are trying to run the world, because there are other countries of great magnitude — for example, India — which should play a role. But the world is now so multipolar, and the issues are so global, that any attempt by two countries, no matter how powerful, to impose their preferences would create a reaction on the part of the others that would defeat its own objective.

JOHN GEIGER: You have seen so much of the world and seen the world change obviously tremendously since you were secretary of state. Do you think it’s a better world today than it was when you were in that position?

HENRY KISSINGER: It’s such a different world from the world forty years ago. Of course there were no comput-ers when I was in office. There were no cell phones. I had a radio in my car so in an emergency I could be reached, but the whole world would be reached with me. When I wrote my memoirs thirty years ago, my office did it on carbon paper. Video conferences were unknown. So I could go on and on and on. 

Some of the structure of the problem of how you relate across continents to each other, that has remained the same. Is it a better world? In the ability to collect information, there is a reach now that would have been totally out of imagination thirty or forty years ago. In the ability to synthesize what you already know, it may be precisely because you have everything at your fingertips by pressing a button that the ability to train your mind to do long-range thinking may decline. So we are now in a totally new period in human history.

JOHN GEIGER: In your experience, does Canada have a profile in China distinct from the United States, or how is Canada viewed with respect to China?

HENRY KISSINGER: My impression is that China looks at Canada as a country with which it can have strong economic relations, because they can make acquisitions here with less fear of being used for political purposes. At the same time I would assume that the Chinese, on political issues, group in their mind Canada more with the United States than with themselves, almost certainly.

JOHN GEIGER: When you first made this very critical breakthrough in terms of the United States’ relationship with China, were you aware of Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau’s overtures to China? Did Canada’s early connection —

HENRY KISSINGER: Well, actually, as it happened, Trudeau was a friend of mine, or at least somebody I regarded highly, and since I was a professor once, he treated me in a friendlier way than he treated other American officials. So I knew that China was on his mind, but for us, as Americans, as a country, the problem was different than for Canada. For us it would be a reversal of a long-held policy, but I knew that Trudeau would welcome what we did. I had frequent contact with Trudeau, even after he left office, especially after he left office.

JOHN GEIGER: Do you think that an equivalent of the current Arab Spring is possible in China, or likely in Asia?

HENRY KISSINGER: First of all, we have to see what the Arab Spring produces. Is it possible that there could be riots or demonstrations — we see it every month almost, because the process of economic change in China produces people with grievances, that’s inevitable. I don’t expect an outbreak of the magnitude of the Arab Spring.

JOHN GEIGER: Is that for cultural reasons, reasons of the Chinese culture, or are there fewer grievances?

HENRY KISSINGER: There are grievances, but there may be cause to believe that not by democratic means but over time they will be met. In any event, even the current Chinese prime minister has pointed out that some political reforms are essential.

DAVID LI IN CONVERSATION WITH JOHN GEIGER

JOHN GEIGER: In your opinion, is China likely to only ever be an economic challenger to the United States and to the West, or is there a possibility as well that it will become a cultural challenger?

DAVID LI: Well, “challenger” is the wrong word. I strongly disagree with the usage of the word challenger. China’s economic emergence actually provides overall newer and more business opportunities for people in the rest of the world. Of course, I understand that China’s economic emergence will also mean a painful adjustment process for some people, like the shoemakers in North Carolina, or maybe some steelworkers in Chicago or Illinois. That is a job that domestic governments in the United States and Canada, perhaps, will have to do. We are facing a global change in the landscape of the economy. So overall, it’s a positive force; however, it does require other parties to make some internal adjustments. That’s the economics. On the political side, I don’t think that China’s economic and political emergence will be a challenge to the U.S. dominance.

JOHN GEIGER: What about military? 

DAVID LI: I don’t think so. We have to go back into history to understand the origin of Chinese change so far in the past three decades. We have to go back to the years as early as 170 years ago. At that time, the world witnessed a spectacular clash between two civilizations. The traditional Chinese inward-looking, not so innovative culture and civilization against the very adventurous, very innovative, and sometimes aggressive Western culture. And that was no game — total failure for the Chinese culture, and the Chinese government of that time, which came down, even today, as a big humiliation and which caused actions, reactions, the overreactions on the Chinese part. So the energy of today’s Chinese change, or progress, comes from these humiliations. 

The dream has never been to seek revenge. The dream has never been to seek to ameliorate the dominance of the United States in the world. Rather it is to revive — revive the respect, the status, and the self-contented nature of the old Chinese civilization, for example in the Tang Dynasty. So it’s not a challenge to the United States; it’s more about a new pattern of collaboration in global affairs with the United States and other countries.

JOHN GEIGER: Do you think an equivalent to the Arab Spring that we’re seeing in the Middle East will eventually also affect Asia, and China — the sorts of demands from individuals for an opening, more democracy, improved and enhanced human rights? Will that likely affect China?

DAVID LI: Well,with economic development, with improvements in living standards, it is natural, it is good, that people are demanding more freedom in expressing themselves, more freedom in participating in public issues and decisions. That’s natural. That has been there despite any developments outside China. This is good. And these will to some extent — and is perhaps inevitable down the road in the coming two or three years — create some tensions, social tensions, and maybe even some small problems in certain regions in China, certain areas in China. That, I think, is fully understood by many people in China.

However, if you push people hard, if you push the young kids hard, if you tell them the big picture, which is to just talk about the past 170 years of change, they realize that China finally is on the path of revival, and this path in general is in the direction of giving people more freedom. It should not be undermined, it should not go back. So people understand, people have patience, people are looking at the changes upcoming. So I don’t see major problems down the road. I see a general trend of continued change, although I do believe there will be minor social issues or even uprisings in local regions.

JOHN GEIGER: Can China and the United States dominate in the 21st century? Are we likely to see more of a multipolar world, a world of coequals?

DAVID LI: I would say the world is changing; the dominance of the United States, arguably and most likely, is the past. In the new world there will be multiple forces, including the Chinese economic and political voices. So we’re in a new world, and China is definitely not looking for dominance, not looking for dominance together with the United States; it’s not in the cultural gene, it’s not in the tradition of the Chinese Confucianist ideology. It’s more about maintaining stable domestic issues — deal with domestic issues, and then, based on that, co-operate and work with others. That’s the Chinese perspective on these issues.

So far, China has been trying to help, trying to co-operate with countries in the world, including the United States during the financial crisis, for example. In the past two years, China has not sold huge volumes of U.S. Treasury bonds despite the current debate of the ceiling, of lifting the ceiling of the Treasury bond — China’s government is not selling its holding of Treasury bonds. And also during the height of the financial crisis, the renminbi did not depreciate against the U.S. dollar. It’s a fact. Many other currencies depreciated against the U.S. dollar during the height of the financial crisis. So this shows the attitude of co-operation, of understanding. So I think both sides have to work together, and there’s a hope that we will be in a co-operative and a multipolar world.

JOHN GEIGER: One of the most successful consumer products of the last decade has been the iPhone. It has obviously revolutionized the way people interact with each other and their devices. It’s manufactured in China, but its development came about in the United States, of course. China obviously is a great economic power in its capacity to manufacture, but can it innovate in a way that Apple’s Steve Jobs, and Apple Corporation, have been able to do? Is that also in the DNA of China?

DAVID LI: Well, in general, I would say you have to be patient. China’s economic emergence is only thirty-three years old. For a large country it has made progress [compared to] Western countries, perhaps in the last 150 years. It’s already huge progress, and innovation takes time. Innovation takes years of education of young people, it takes years of establishment of supporting institutions such as venture capital, private equity, so on and so forth. This is gradually coming. 

I do see among our students that urge to innovate, that urge to establish corporations like Apple, like Microsoft. So I do think, in general, innovation is coming in China, but we have to be patient. That being said, I would speculate that in China we may have a very different model of innovation, due to the nature of the management of the society and economy. That is, the most innovative, revolutionary products will continue to come from the United States, where some very creative, even crazy entrepreneurs can freely express themselves, can grow up. Whereas in China we may not have that kind of soil for these kinds of crazy, extremely innovative people. That’s the nature of the two systems.

So down the road China may provide an alternative model of social management in which, relatively speak-ing, more weight is put on social well-being, social sta-bility, rather than on individual liberty, whereas in the United States we have the opposite system. So the relative advantage of the U.S. system is to be extremely innovative. Meanwhile, don’t forget, one of the costs of [the] extreme form of innovation in the United States is also, maybe, a large number of people who may be left behind. So the extreme amount of inequality, or whatever you measure, will also be there. They are two alternative models; the two countries provide two extremes for other countries to learn from, to study.

JOHN GEIGER: Increasingly nations are understanding the importance of soft power. This is obviously something the United States does very, very well. The way in which it distributes its culture internationally, and the way in which its values become global values. Is China likely to ever fulfill a similar role internationally? Can you see China using soft power eventually in the same way the United States does?

DAVID LI: Well, I would say that China’s soft powers certainly will increase. The influence of China certainly will increase. The very fact of the Munk Debate focusing on the future of China — the very fact of me, coming from China, being invited to this very important event, and being interviewed by you — is a reflection of the relative increase of China’s influence in the world. 

That being said, I should emphasize, it is not the explicit objective of Chinese intellectuals and government to enhance, and to compete with the United States in, the area of soft power. Soft power will gradually increase when China handles its own domestic affairs properly. By doing that, it provides a kind of role model for many of the poor fellows in the world to say, look, this is a viable model for us resource-constrained, extremely poor countries to modernize. So through that, China will have more soft power. It’s not through building up military dominance, it is not through expressly making movies, expressing the cultural values of a country. Rather it’s through deeds, rather through pure voices. It’s example.

JOHN GEIGER: How is Canada perceived in China today?

DAVID LI: Canada is perceived very, very positively in China, because being an open-minded culture, being also a rich country in resources, naturally complements the economic needs of China, so that certainly is a positive side. Meanwhile I have to admit that many young people in China cannot fully separate the Canadian culture from the American culture.

JOHN GEIGER: Many Canadians cannot separate the cultures.

DAVID LI: Right, so therefore, inevitably, unfortunately, the Canadians carry some of the burden of the U.S.-Sino disputes, so I wouldn’t blame you, I would perhaps shift the blame to the United States.

JOHN GEIGER: But that perception persists in China, that Canada is too closely aligned with the United States?

DAVID LI: It’s increasing — it’s increasingly less obvious, because with the large amount of cultural and educational exchanges between the two countries, people in China realize that Canadians are different from Americans, Canada is different from the United States. For example, in China, we have a lot of very super popular comedians — Canadians — they speak Mandarin, they play funny movies and TV shows in China. So through them, people in China, on the street, now gradually know more about Canada.

JOHN GEIGER: We used to export people like Norman Bethune, now we export comedians . . .

DAVID LI: That’s right, you mention Norman Bethune. People of my age can mostly, almost all of us, memorize the article written by Chairman Mao in memory of Norman Bethune.
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　Mao Zedong, “In Memory of Norman Bethune,” originally written on December 21, 1939. During the Cultural Revolution, Mao’s tribute to the Canadian surgeon and his “spirit of absolute selflessness” was required reading in Chinese schools.






1
 Following the First Anglo–Chinese or Opium War, the Treaty of Nanking (1842) imposed a number of obligations on China, including the formal cession of Hong Kong to Britain. The financial and trade-related concessions imposed by this treaty, and by other “unequal treaties” with foreign powers, were keenly felt as a humiliation by China.
2
 A group of uninhabited islands in the East China Sea, located between Okinawa, Japan, and the island of Taiwan. The islands (known as the Diaoyu Islands in China) had been under Chinese sovereignty for several centuries, but controlled by Japan from 1895 until the end of the Second World War. The United States then administered the islands until 1972, when they reverted back to Japan under the terms of a U.S.-Japanese treaty. Since the early 1970s, however, sovereignty of the islands has been claimed by both the People’s Republic of China and the Republic of China (Taiwan).


3
 The “people’s currency” and official currency of the People’s Republic of China, introduced in 1949. The primary unit of the renminbi is the yuan.


4
 　A reference to Battle Hymn of the Tiger Mother (2011), law professor Amy Chua’s account of her attempts to raise her two daughters in the traditional, strict Chinese manner.


5
 China’s leadership is set to change in 2012 with the election of a new president and successor to Hu Jintao.


6
 The popular uprising in Tunisia that started in December 2010 and led to the ouster of president Zine El Abidine Ben Ali in January 2011. Tunisian journalist and blogger Zied El Hani has taken credit for the phrase, a reference to the country’s national flower.


7
 The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) Asia Security Summit; named for the Shangri-La Hotel in Singapore, where meetings have been held since the forum’s inception in 2002.


8
 The assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria and his wife, Sophie, in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914 — an event which led to the outbreak of the First World War.


9
 James A. Baker, “How to Deal with the Debt Limit,” Wall Street Journal, June 17, 2011.


10
 George F. Kennan (1904–2005), American diplomat, political scientist, and historian. Called “the father of containment” for his advocacy of that policy in U.S. relations with the Soviet Union.


11
 Mao Zedong, “In Memory of Norman Bethune,” originally written on December 21, 1939. During the Cultural Revolution, Mao’s tribute to the Canadian surgeon and his “spirit of absolute selflessness” was required reading in Chinese schools.：
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