Correspondence

China After Mao

To the Editors: Concerning the article
“China After Mao,” by Ralph Buult-
jens (Worldview, July/August). For
many, good journalism goes beyond

passive information to the ability to -

generate a dialogue—to generate con-
troversy. On this ground I suppose Mr.
Buultjens may be excused. As an aca-
demician Mr. Buultjens is not con-
strained to establish the validity of his
“opinion,” lest those who appeal to the
“ivory tower” doubt its sanctity. Mr.
Buukljens would do well to reconsider
the implications of the conviction that
“a billion Chinese living in relative pov-
erty is a national tragedy; a modernized
China with a powerful military and
industrial base—and a dynamic eco-
nomic, strategic, and ecological impact
on our planet—could cause serious
global problems.”

Is this to say that a “billion Chinese”
economically underdeveloped would be
more amenable to Western economic
and political influence than *“‘a billion
Chinese” industrially, economically,
and politically independent? Does eco-
nomic prosperity necessarily imply mili-
tary belligerency and the expansionist
designs we so readily assume of *‘non-
democratic” nations? Finally, are we
not really discussing the reduplication
of what has commonly come to be
referred to as “Japan Inc.,”” in China’s
envisaged economic takeoff?

As for Mr. Buultjens’s unseemly
comparison of China’s present course (0
the debacle of the Thermidor, it would
appear that Mr. Buulitjens is more con-
cerned with making a point than with
making sense. A rudimentary perusing
of the history of the Thermidor serious-
ly discredits the author’s conviction that
a comparative basis does exist—if only
by the slightest of threads.

In short, Mr. Buultjens’s opinion that
the present trend in China to concen-
trate on urban development to the seri-
ous detriment of the rural sector is, to
say the least, in the minority. Few stu-
dents of China seriously believe that the
Chinese will attempt to develop their
urban industrial sector without a con-
commitant investment in the economic
infrastructure of the countryside. The

Chinese themselves, after years of care-
less experimentation, readily recognize
the intrinsic danger in unbalanced eco-
nomic development and the serious so-
cial dislocation it provokes....

M.S. Breiner
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Ralph Buulitjens Responds

M.S. Breiner’s observations on my arti-
cle contain two elements: (1) a series of
heated and colorful comments on jour-
nalism, academics, and comparative
methodology, and (2) some serious
questions about China’s future. On im-
portant subjects it is perhaps better to
separate rhetoric from reason, hard is-
sues from opinionated shadings. Ac-
cordingly, I respond only to the sub-
stantive portions of Mr. Breiner’s letter.

Essentially, these concern three areas.
First, the long-term impact of a mod-
ernized China. In answer to Mr. Brein-
er’s three rather disconnected questions
on this topic, I would again suggest (as a
careful reading of my article would
indicate) that an economically and mili-
tarily powerful China would create pro-
found concerns for many nations. This
is a view often expressed by the leaders
of the United States, the Soviet Union,
India, Vietnam, and the ASEAN na-
tions, and many others. Chinese Vice
Premier Deng Xiaoping says of the
Soviet Union: ““Many people often over-
look the continual development of the
armed forces...its stockpiling of conven-
tional weaponry, including ammuni-
tion....If one has so many things in one’s
hands, the day will come when one’s fin-
gers begin to itch. You can’t eat those
materials or wear them. You must use
them somehow....”” This;surely applies
to the China of tomorrow as much as it
does to the Soviet Union today. At the
moment, for a variety of reasons, it does
seem that China sees some common
ground with Western interests. This
may not always remain so. Contrary to
Mr. Breiner’s sentiments, 1 disagree
that we are discussing the duplication
of Japanese economic development—
the historical context, the resource base,
the national interest and the ideological
{Continued on p. 59)
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Statement of Purpose

The purpose of Worldview
is to place public policies,
narticularly in international
affairs, under close ethical
scrutiny. The Council on Re-
ligion and International Af-
fairs (CRIA), which sponsors
the journal, was founded in
1914 by religious and civic
leaders brought together by
Andrew Carnegie. It was man-
dated to work toward ending
the barbarity of war, to en-
courage international cooper-
ation, and to promote justice.
CRIA is independent and non-
sectarian. Worldview is an im-
portant part of CRIA’'s wide-
ranging program in pursuit of
these goals.

Worldview is open to di-
verse viewpoints and encour-
ages dialogue and debate on
issues of public significance.
It is edited in the belief that
large political questions can-
not be considered adequately
apart from ethical and religi-
ous reflection. The opinions
expressed in Worldview do
not necessarily reflect the
positions of CRIA. Through
Worldview CRIA aims to ad-
vance the national and inter-
national exchange without
which our understanding will
be dangerously limited.
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