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For Hari

My love for you knew no limits, nor has it dimmed with time. 
I miss you more than words can ever say.
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Map 1. China
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Map 2. East Asia




Note on Transliteration, Names and Currency

The Pinyin system of transliteration, adopted in the People’s Republic of China in the 1950s and now generally used worldwide, has been employed in this book, with the exception of some names which are most familiar in the older Wade-Giles system (for example, Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-shek).

Chinese names are generally written in English style, with the family name first, except in those few cases where they are usually written in Western form with the family name second. Japanese names vary, with the family name sometimes written first (as in Japan), but where they are usually written in English with the family name second, as is often the practice, the same approach has been followed.

The Chinese currency, often known as the yuan, is referred to in this book as the renminbi.




Major Periods in Imperial China
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1

The Changing of the Guard

Since 1945 the United States has been the world’s dominant power. Even during the Cold War its economy was far more advanced than, and more than twice as large as, that of the Soviet Union, while its military capability and technological sophistication were much superior.1 Following the Second World War, the US was the prime mover in the creation of a range of multinational and global institutions, such as the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund and NATO, which were testament to its new-found global power and authority. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 greatly enhanced America’s pre-eminent position, eliminating its main adversary and resulting in the territories and countries of the former Soviet bloc opening their markets and turning in many cases to the US for aid and support. Never before, not even in the heyday of the British Empire, had a nation’s power enjoyed such a wide reach. The dollar became the world’s preferred currency, with most trade being conducted in it and most reserves held in it. The US dominated all the key global institutions bar the UN, and enjoyed a military presence in every part of the world. Its global position seemed unassailable, and at the turn of the millennium terms like ‘hyperpower’ and ‘unipolarity’ were coined to describe what appeared to be a new and unique form of power.

The baton of pre-eminence, before being passed to the United States, had been held by Europe, especially the major European nations like Britain, France and Germany, and previously, to a much lesser extent, Spain, Portugal and the Netherlands. From the beginning of Britain’s Industrial Revolution in the late eighteenth century until the mid twentieth century, Europe was to shape global history in a most profound manner. The engine of Europe’s dynamism was industrialization and its mode of expansion colonial conquest. Even as Europe’s position began to decline after the First  World War, and precipitously after 1945, the fact that America, the new rising power, was a product of European civilization served as a source of empathy and affinity between the Old World and the New World, giving rise to ties which found expression in the idea of the West2 while serving to mitigate the effects of latent imperial rivalry between Britain and the United States. For over two centuries the West, first in the form of Europe and subsequently the United States, has dominated the world.

We are now witnessing an historic change which, though still relatively in its infancy, is destined to transform the world. The developed world - which for over a century has meant the West (namely, the United States, Canada, Western Europe, Australia and New Zealand) plus Japan - is rapidly being overhauled in terms of economic size by the developing world.3 In 2001 the developed countries accounted for just over half the world’s GDP, compared with around 60 per cent in 1973. It will be a long time, of course, before even the most advanced of the developing countries acquires the economic and technological sophistication of the developed, but because they collectively account for the overwhelming majority of the world’s population and their economic growth rate has been rather greater than that of the developed world, their rise has already resulted in a significant shift in the balance of global economic power. There have been several contemporary illustrations of this realignment. After declining for over two decades, commodity prices began to increase around the turn of the century, driven by buoyant economic growth in the developing world, above all from China, until the onset of a global recession reversed this trend, at least in the short run.4 Meanwhile, the stellar economic performance of the East Asian economies, with their resulting huge trade surpluses, has enormously swollen their foreign exchange reserves. A proportion of these have been invested, notably in the case of China and Singapore, in state-controlled sovereign wealth funds whose purpose is to seek profitable investments in other countries, including the West. Commodity-producing countries, notably the oil-rich states in the Middle East, have similarly invested part of their newly expanded income in such funds. Sovereign wealth funds acquired powerful new leverage as a result of the credit crunch, commanding resources which the major Western financial institutions palpably lacked.5 The meltdown of some of Wall Street’s largest financial institutions in September 2008 underlined the shift in economic power from the West, with some of the fallen giants seeking support from sovereign wealth funds and the US government stepping in to save the mortgage titans Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae partly in order to reassure countries like China, which had invested huge sums of money in them: if they had withdrawn these, it would almost certainly have precipitated a collapse in the value of the dollar. The financial crisis has graphically illustrated the disparity between an East Asia cash-rich from decades of surpluses and a United States cash-poor following many years of deficits.

According to projections by Goldman Sachs, as shown in Figure 1, the three largest economies in the world by 2050 will be China, followed by a closely matched America and India some way behind, and then Brazil, Mexico, Russia and Indonesia.6 Only two European countries feature in the top ten, namely the UK and Germany in ninth and tenth place respectively. Of the present G7, only four appear in the top ten. In similar forecasts, PricewaterhouseCoopers suggest that the Brazilian economy could be larger than Japan’s, and that the Russian, Mexican and Indonesian economies could each be bigger than the German, French and UK economies by 2050.7 If these projections, or something similar, are borne out in practice, then during the next four decades the world will come to look like a very different place indeed.
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Figure 1. Projected size of national economies.

 

Such a scenario was far from people’s minds in 2001. Following 9/11, the United States not only saw itself as the sole superpower but attempted to establish a new global role which reflected that pre-eminence. The neo-conservative think-tank Project for the New American Century, established in 1997 by, amongst others, Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz, adopted a statement of principles which articulated the new doctrine and helped prepare the ground for the Bush administration:

 

As the 20th century draws to a close, the United States stands as the world’s pre-eminent power. Having led the West to victory in the Cold War, America faces an opportunity and a challenge: Does the United States have the vision to build upon the achievements of past decades? Does the United States have the resolve to shape a new century favorable to American principles and interests?8

 

 

In 2004 the influential neo-conservative Charles Krauthammer wrote:

 

On December 26, 1991, the Soviet Union died and something new was born, something utterly new - a unipolar world dominated by a single superpower unchecked by any rival and with decisive reach in every corner of the globe. This is a staggering development in history, not seen since the fall of Rome.9

 

 

The new century dawned with the world deeply aware of and preoccupied by the prospect of what appeared to be overwhelming American power. The neo-conservatives chose to interpret the world through the prism of the defeat of the Soviet Union and the overwhelming military superiority enjoyed by the United States, rather than in terms of the underlying trend towards economic multipolarity, which was downplayed. The new doctrine placed a premium on the importance of the United States maintaining a huge military lead over other countries in order to deter potential rivals, and on the US pursuing its own interests rather than being constrained either by its allies or international agreements.10 In the post-Cold War era, US military expenditure was almost as great as that of all the other nations of the world combined: never in the history of the human race has the military inequality between one nation and all others been so great.11 The Bush presidency’s foreign policy marked an important shift compared with that of previous administrations: the war on terror became the new imperative, America’s relations with Western Europe were accorded reduced significance, the  principle of national sovereignty was denigrated and that of regime-change affirmed,12 culminating in the invasion of Iraq. Far from the United States presiding over a reshaping of global affairs, however, it rapidly found itself beleaguered in Iraq and enjoying less global support than at any time since 1945.13 The exercise of overwhelming military power proved of little effect in Iraq but served to squander the reserves of soft power - in Joseph S. Nye’s words, ‘the attractiveness of a country’s culture, political ideals and policies’14  - that the United States had accumulated since 1945.15 Failing to comprehend the significance of deeper economic trends, as well as misreading the situation in Iraq, the Bush administration overestimated American power and thereby overplayed its hand, with the consequence that its policies had exactly the opposite effect to that which had been intended: instead of enhancing the US’s position in the world, Bush’s foreign policy seriously weakened it. The neo-conservative position represented a catastrophic misreading of history.
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Figure 2. Global distribution of military expenditure in 2008 (billions of U.S. dollars).

 

Military and political power rest on economic strength. As Paul Kennedy argued in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, the ability of nations to exercise and sustain global hegemony has ultimately depended on their productive capacity.16 America’s present superpower status is a product of its rapid economic growth between 1870 and 1950 and the fact that during the second half of the twentieth century it was the world’s largest and often  most dynamic economy. This economic strength underpinned and made possible its astonishing political, cultural and military power from 1945 onwards. According to the economic historian Angus Maddison, the US economy accounted for 8.8 per cent of global GDP in 1870. There then followed a spectacular period of growth during which the proportion rose to 18.9 per cent in 1913 and 27.3 per cent in 1950. This was followed by a slow and steady decline to 22.1 per cent in 1973, with the figure now hovering around 20 per cent.17 This still represents a formidable proportion, given that the US accounts for only 4.6 per cent of the world’s population, but the long-run trend is unmistakable.18 One could make a similar point in relation to Victorian Britain’s imperial reach between 1850 and 1914. This was made possible because Britain accomplished the world’s first industrial revolution and, as a consequence, came to enjoy a big economic lead over all other countries. Compared with the United States, however, whose share of global GDP peaked at 35 per cent in 1944 (albeit in a war-ravaged world), the highest figure for the UK was a much smaller 9 per cent in 1899. The precipitous decline of Britain as a global power over the last half century has been the predictable result of its deteriorating relative economic position, its share of global GDP having sunk to a mere 3.3 per cent by 1998.19 If Britain took its place alongside the United States in Iraq, its military contribution was largely cosmetic. The precondition for being a hegemonic power, including the ability or otherwise to preside over a formal or informal empire, is economic strength. In the long run at least, it is a merciless measure. Notwithstanding this, imperial powers in decline are almost invariably in denial of the fact. That was the case with Britain from 1918 onwards and, to judge by the behaviour of the Bush administration (though perhaps not Obama’s) - which failed to read the runes, preferring to believe that the US was about to rule the world in a new American century when the country was actually in decline and on the eve of a world in which it would find its authority considerably diminished - the US may well make the same mistake, perhaps on a much grander scale. The financial meltdown in 2008 belatedly persuaded a growing number of American commentators that the United States might after all be in decline, but that was still a far cry from a general recognition of the extent and irreversibility of that decline and how it might diminish American power and influence in the future.

It has been estimated that the total budgetary and economic cost to the United States of the Iraq war will turn out to be around $3 trillion.20 Even  with this level of expenditure, the armed forces have come under huge strain as a result of the war. Deployments have got steadily longer and redeployments more frequent, retention rates and recruitment standards have fallen, while the army has lost many of its brightest and best, with a remorseless rise in the number of officers choosing to leave at the earliest opportunity.21 Such has been the inordinate cost of the Iraqi occupation that, regardless of political considerations, the financial burden of any similar proposed invasion of Iran - in practice likely to be much higher - would always have been too large: for military as well as political reasons, the Bush administration was unable to seriously contemplate similar military action against Iran and North Korea, the other two members of its ‘axis of evil’.22 The United States is, thus, already beginning to face the classic problems of imperial overreach. The burden of maintaining a huge global military presence, with over 800 American bases dotted around the world, has been one of the causes of the US’s enormous current account deficit, which in 2006 accounted for 6.5 per cent of US GDP.23 In future the American economy will find it increasingly difficult to support such a military commitment.24 The United States has ceased to be a major manufacturer or a large-scale exporter of manufactured goods, having steadily ceded that position to East Asia.25 In recent times it has persistently been living beyond its means: the government has been spending more than it saves, households have been doing likewise, and since 1982, apart from one year, the country has been buying more from foreigners than it sells to them, with a consequent huge current account deficit and a growing volume of IOUs. Current account deficits can of course be rectified, but only by reducing growth and accepting a lower level of economic activity. Growing concern on the part of foreign institutions about these deficits led to a steady fall in the value of the dollar until 2008, and this could well be resumed at some point, further threatening the dollar’s role as the world’s reserve currency and American financial power.26 The credit rating agency Moody’s warned in 2008 that the US faced the prospect within a decade of losing its top-notch triple-A credit rating, first granted to US government debt when it was assessed in 1917, unless it took radical action to curb government expenditure.27 And this was before the financial meltdown in 2008, which, with the huge taxpayer-funded government bail-out of the financial sector, will greatly increase the size of the US national debt. This is not to suggest that, in the short run, the US will be required to reduce its military expenditure for reasons of financial restraint: indeed, given the  position that the US military occupies in the national psyche, and the primary emphasis that US foreign policy has traditionally placed on military power, this seems most unlikely.28 Being an imperial power, however, is a hugely expensive business and, peering into the future, as its relative economic power declines, the United States will no longer be able to sustain the military commitments and military superiority that it presently enjoys.29




A NEW KIND OF WORLD

We stand on the eve of a different kind of world, but comprehending it is difficult: we are so accustomed to dealing with the paradigms and parameters of the contemporary world that we inevitably take them for granted, believing that they are set in concrete rather than themselves being the subject of longer-run cycles of historical change. Given that American global hegemony has held sway for almost a lifetime, and that Western supremacy transcends many lifetimes, this is not surprising. We are so used to the world being Western, even American, that we have little idea what it would be like if it was not. The West, moreover, has a strong vested interest in the world being cast in its image, because this brings multifarious benefits. As a matter of course, hegemonic powers seek to project their values and institutions on to subordinate nations and the latter, in response, will, depending on circumstances, adapt or genuflect towards their ways; if they don’t, hegemonic powers generally seek to impose those values and arrangements on them, even in extremis by force. For reasons of both mindset and interest, therefore, the United States, and the West more generally, finds it difficult to visualize, or accept, a world that involves a major and continuing diminution in its influence.

Take globalization as an example. The dominant Western view has been that globalization is a process by which the rest of the world becomes - and should become - increasingly Westernized, with the adoption of free markets, the import of Western capital, privatization, the rule of law, human rights regimes and democratic norms.30 Much political effort, indeed, has been expended by the West towards this end. Competition, the market and technology, meanwhile, have been powerful and parallel pressures fostering the kind of convergence and homogeneity which is visible in many developing cities around the world in the form of high-rise buildings, expressways, mobile phones, and much else. There are, however, strong countervailing  forces, rooted in the specific history and culture of each society, that serve to shape indigenous institutions like the family, the government and the company and which pull in exactly the opposite direction.31 Furthermore, as countries grow more prosperous they become increasingly self-confident about their own culture and history, and thereby less inclined to ape the West.32 Far from being a one-way process, globalization is rather more complex: the United States may have been the single most influential player, exerting enormous power in successive rounds of global trade talks, for example, but the biggest winner has been East Asia and the greatest single beneficiary China. The process of globalization involves an unending tension between on the one hand the forces of convergence, including Western political pressure, and on the other hand the counter-trend towards divergence and indigenization.

Prior to 1960, the West and Japan enjoyed a huge economic advantage over the rest of the world, which still remained largely agrarian in character, but since then a gamut of developing countries have closed the gap with the West, especially those in East Asia. As a consequence, it is becoming increasingly difficult to distinguish between the developed world and the more advanced parts of the developing world: South Korea and Taiwan, for example, are now to be counted as developed. But as countries reach Western levels of development, do they become more like the West, or less like the West, or perhaps paradoxically a combination of the two? Clearly the pressures for convergence indicate the former but the forces of divergence and indigenization suggest the contrary. Previously, the overarching difference between the developed and the developing world was the huge disparity in their levels of economic development. It is only with the arrival of these countries at the lower reaches of Western levels of development that the question of convergence or divergence becomes pertinent. There has been an assumption by the Western mainstream that there is only one way of being modern, which involves the adoption of Western-style institutions, values, customs and beliefs, such as the rule of law, the free market and democratic norms.33 This, one might add, is an attitude typically held by peoples and cultures who regard themselves as more developed and more ‘civilized’ than others: that progress for those who are lower down on the developmental scale involves them becoming more like those who are higher up.

The significance of this debate to a world in which the developing nations are increasingly influential is far-reaching: if their end-point is similar to the  West, or, to put it another way, Western-style modernity, then the new world is unlikely to be so different from the one we inhabit now, because China, India, Indonesia and Brazil, to take four examples, will differ little in their fundamental characteristics from the West. This was the future envisaged by Francis Fukuyama, who predicted that the post-Cold War world would be based on a new universalism embodying the Western principles of the free market and democracy.34 If, on the other hand, their ways of being modern diverge significantly, even sharply, from the Western model, then a world in which they predominate is likely to look very different from the present Western-made one in which we still largely live. As I discuss in the prologue to Part I, modernity is made possible by industrialization, and until the middle of the last century this was a condition which was exclusive to a small part of the world. As a result, before the second half of the twentieth century the West enjoyed a de facto monopoly of modernity, with Japan the only exception, because these were the only countries that had experienced economic take-off. It might be argued that the Soviet Union also constituted a form of modernity, but it remained, contrary to its claims, far more backward than Western nations in terms of GDP per head, the proportion of the population living in the countryside, and its technological level. Moreover, although it was Eurasian, the USSR was always dominated by its European parts and therefore shared much of the Western tradition. Japan is a fascinating example which I will consider at length in Chapter 3. Until the Second World War it remained a relative outsider, having commenced its industrialization in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. After 1945 Japan became a powerful economic competitor to the West, and by the 1980s it had established itself as the second largest economy behind the United States. Japan, however, always sought to assert its Western credentials and play down its political and cultural distinctiveness. Defeated in the Second World War, occupied by the United States until 1951, endowed with a constitution written by the Americans, disqualified from maintaining a significant military force (and thereby dependent on the US-Japan security pact first signed in 1951 for its defence), Japan, if not a vassal state of the Americans, certainly enjoyed an attenuated sovereignty.35 It is this which largely explains why, although it is a highly distinctive country which culturally shares little with the West, it has nonetheless persistently sought to emphasize its Western characteristics.

With the exception of Japan, the modern world has thus until recently  been exclusively Western, comprising Europe, the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand; in other words, Europe plus those countries to which European settlers migrated and which they subsequently conquered, or, as the economic historian Angus Maddison chooses to describe them, the ‘European offshoots’. Western modernity - or modernity as we have hitherto known it - rests, therefore, on a relatively small fragment of human experience. In every instance, that experience is either European or comes from Europe, sharing wholly or largely the cultural, political, intellectual, racial and ethnic characteristics of that continent. The narrowness, and consequent unrepresentativeness, of the Western experience is often overlooked, such has been the dominance that the West has enjoyed over the last two centuries. But as other countries, with very different cultures and histories, and contrasting civilizational inheritances, embark on the process of modernization, the particularism and exceptionalism of the Western experience will become increasingly apparent. In historical terms, we are still at the very beginning of this process. It was only in the late 1950s that the first Asian tigers - South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore - began their economic take-offs, to be joined in the 1970s by Malaysia, Thailand, Indonesia and others, followed by China.36 And what was once more or less confined to East Asia - by which I mean Japan, China, Taiwan, Hong Kong and South Korea in North-East Asia, and countries like the Philippines, Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand and Vietnam in South-East Asia - has more recently spread to other regions and continents, most notably India. In 1950 the US GDP was almost three times that of East Asia and almost twice that of Asia. By 2001 US GDP was only two-thirds that of Asia, and rather less than that of East Asia.37 In Part I, I will discuss more fully the nature of modernity, arguing that rather than there being a single way of being modern, we are witnessing the birth of a world of multiple and competing modernities. This will be a quite new and novel feature of the twenty-first century, ushering in an era of what I characterize as contested modernity.38

Although we are witnessing the rise of a growing number of developing countries, China is by far the most important economically. It is the bearer and driver of the new world, with which it enjoys an increasingly hegemonic relationship, its tentacles having stretched across East Asia, Central Asia, South Asia, Latin America and Africa in little more than a decade. China is very different from earlier Asian tigers like South Korea and Taiwan. Unlike the latter, it has never been a vassal state of the United States;39  furthermore, it enjoys a huge population, with all that this implies. The challenge represented by China’s rise is, as a consequence, on a different scale to that of the other Asian tigers. Nonetheless, the consensus in the West, at least up until very recently, has been that China will eventually end up - as a result of its modernization, or as a precondition for it, or a combination of the two - as a Western-style country. American policy towards China over the last three decades has been informed by this belief. It has underpinned America’s willingness to cooperate with China, open its markets to Chinese exports, agree to its admission to the World Trade Organization (WTO) and allow it to become an increasingly fully-fledged member of the international community.40

The mainstream Western attitude has held that, in its fundamentals, the world will be relatively little changed by China’s rise. This is based on three key assumptions: that China’s challenge will be primarily economic in nature; that China will in due course become a typical Western nation; and that the international system will remain broadly as it now is, with China acquiescing in the status quo and becoming a compliant member of the international community. Each of these assumptions is misconceived. The rise of China will change the world in the most profound ways.

The effects of China’s economic rise are being felt around the world, most notably in the falling price of many consumer products and the rise, until the credit crunch, in commodity prices. With a population four times the size of that of the United States and a double-digit growth rate, Goldman Sachs has projected that in 2027 China will overtake the United States as the world’s largest economy,41 although even then China will still be at the relatively early stages of its transformation into a modern economy. Breathtaking as these economic forecasts are, why should we assume that the effects of China’s rise will be primarily economic in nature? Rising powers in time invariably use their new-found economic strength for wider political, cultural and military ends. That is what being a hegemonic power involves, and China will surely become one. The West, however, finds it difficult to imagine such a scenario. Having been hegemonic for so long, the West has, for the most part, become imprisoned within its own assumptions, unable to see the world other than in terms of itself. Progress is invariably defined in terms of degrees of Westernization, with the consequence that the West must always occupy the summit of human development since by definition it is the most Western, while the progress of others is measured by the extent of their  Westernization. Political and cultural differences are seen as symptoms of backwardness which will steadily disappear with economic modernization. It is inconceivable, however, that China will become a Western-style nation in the manner to which we are accustomed. China is the product of a history and culture which has little or nothing in common with that of the West. It is only by discounting the effects of history and culture and reducing the world to a matter of economics and technology that it is possible to conclude that China will become Western.

As Chapter 5 will show, it is striking how relatively little East Asia has, in fact, been Westernized, notwithstanding the effects of a century or more of European colonization followed by a half-century of American ascendancy in the region. If that is true of East Asia as a whole, it is even truer of China. There are four key themes, each rooted in Chinese history, which mark China as distinct from the West and which, far from being of diminishing significance, are likely to exercise an increasing influence over how China both sees itself and also conceives of its place and role in the world. These form the subject matter of the second part of the book, but as a taster I can outline them in brief as follows.

In the first place, China should not be seen primarily as a nation-state, even though that is how it presently describes itself and how it is seen by others. China has existed within roughly its present borders for almost two thousand years and only over the last century has it come to regard itself as a nation-state. The identity of the Chinese was formed before China assumed the status of a nation-state, unlike in the West, where the identity of people, in both Europe and the United States, is largely expressed in terms of the nation-state. The Chinese, in constantly making reference to what they describe as their 5,000-year history, are aware that what defines them is not a sense of nationhood but of civilization. In this context, China should not primarily be seen as a nation-state but rather as a civilization-state. The implications of this are far-reaching: it is simply not possible to regard China as like, or equivalent to, any other state. I will explore this question more fully during the course of the book, especially in Chapter 7.

Likewise, China has a different conception of race to that held by the other most populous nations, notably India, Indonesia and the United States, which acknowledge, in varying degrees, that they are intrinsically multiracial in character. It is self-evident that a country as vast as China, comprising a fifth of the world’s population, was originally composed of a huge  diversity of races. Yet the Han Chinese, who account for around 92 per cent of the population, believe that they comprise one race. The explanation for this lies in the unique longevity of Chinese civilization, which has engendered a strong sense of unity and common identity while also, over a period of thousands of years, enabling a mixing and melding of a multitude of diverse races. There is also an ideological component to the Chinese attitude towards race: at the end of the nineteenth century, as the dynastic state found itself increasingly beleaguered in the face of the European, American and Japanese occupying powers, the term ‘Han Chinese’ acquired widespread popularity as part of a nationalist reaction against both the invaders and also the Manchu character of the Qing dynasty. But in practice this is a far less influential factor than the effects of China’s long history. Race is rarely paid the attention it deserves in political and cultural writing, but attitudes towards race and ethnicity are integral to understanding all societies. As I demonstrate in Chapter 8, they shape and define how the Chinese see the non-Chinese, whether within China or the rest of the world. The Chinese attitude towards difference will be a powerful factor in determining how China behaves as a global power.

Until little more than a century ago, China’s hinterland - what we know today as East Asia - was organized on the basis of tributary relationships which involved neighbouring states acknowledging China’s cultural superiority and its overwhelming power by paying tribute to the Middle Kingdom (which is the Mandarin Chinese name for China, namely Zhōngguó) in return for benevolence and protection. The tributary system, as it was known, fell victim to the colonization of East Asia by the European powers, and was replaced by the Westphalian nation-state system. Is it possible that the tributary system could return to the region? China, as before, is set to economically dwarf the rest of the region. The Europeans have long since departed East Asia, while the American position is progressively weakening. It should not be taken for granted that the interstate system that prevails in the region will continue to be a version of the Westphalian. If, with the rise of China, we are entering a different world, then that is even truer of East Asia, which is already in the process of being reconfigured in terms of a renascent China. I consider the nature of the tributary state system, past and possible future, in Chapter 9.

Finally, the most single important characteristic of China concerns its unity. In the aftermath of the Tiananmen Square repression it was widely  believed in the West that China would fracture in a manner similar to the Soviet Union. This was based on a fundamental misreading of China. The latter has occupied roughly similar territory - certainly in terms of where the great majority of the population live - for almost two millennia. When the Roman Empire was in the process of fragmenting into many smaller states, China was moving in the opposite direction, acquiring a unity which has, despite long periods of Balkanization, lasted until the present. The result is a single country that is home to a huge slice of humanity. This profoundly affects how it sees the rest of the world as well as providing it with - potentially at least - exceptional power. The sheer size of China defines it as different from all other countries, bar India. The nature and ramifications of China’s unity are considered at various stages in the book, notably in Chapters 4, 7, 8 and 11.

It is obvious from the profundity of these four points - civilization-state, race, tributary state, and unity - let alone many others that I will consider during the course of the book - that China has enjoyed a quite different history to that of the West. Countries invariably see the world in terms of their own experience. As they become hegemonic powers - as China will - they seek to shape the world in the light of their own values and priorities. It is banal, therefore, to believe that China’s influence on the world will be mainly and overwhelmingly economic: on the contrary, its political and cultural effects are likely to be at least as far-reaching. The underlying argument of the book is that China’s impact on the world will be as great as that of the United States over the last century, probably far greater.

This brings us to the question of whether, in the long run, China will accept the international system as presently constituted or seek a fundamental change in that system. It is an impossible question to answer with any certainty because we are still at such an early stage of China’s rise. Since 1978 China has progressively sought to become a fully-fledged member of the international community and has gone to considerable lengths to reassure the West that it is a ‘responsible power’, as it likes to describe itself. John Ikenberry, an influential American writer on international relations, has argued that:

 

The postwar Western order is historically unique. Any international order dominated by a powerful state is based on a mix of coercion and consent, but the US-led order is distinctive in that it has been more liberal than imperial - and so unusually  accessible, legitimate, and durable. Its rules and institutions are rooted in, and thus reinforced by, the evolving global forces of democracy and capitalism. It is expansive, with a wide and widening array of participants and stakeholders. It is capable of generating tremendous economic growth and power while also signalling restraint - all of which make it hard to overturn and easy to join.42

 

 

Ikenberry argues that the present American-created international order has the potential to integrate and absorb China rather than instead being replaced in the long run by a Chinese-led order. This is a crucial barometer of what the rise of China might mean. Hitherto, the arrival of a new global hegemon has ushered in a major change in the international order, as was the case with both Britain and then the United States. Given that China promises to be so inordinately powerful and different, it is difficult to resist the idea that in time its rise will herald the birth of a new international order. It is a question I will return to towards the end of the book.




I

The End of the Western World

Until the second half of the eighteenth century, life was conceived of largely in terms of the past. The present was seen as no more than the latest version of what had gone before. Similarly, the future, rather than being a separate and distinct idea, was regarded as a repetition or re-creation of the past. In a world in which the overwhelming majority worked on the land and where change was glacial, this is understandable. Material circumstance and daily experience complemented a philosophy and religious belief that reproduced and venerated the past. The values that counted - in everyday life, art, literature - were those of experience, age, wisdom, hierarchy and tradition. Change was acceptable and legitimate as long as it did not threaten the cherished ideas of the past. Even the Renaissance and the Reformation, two great efflorescences of European life, were, as their names suggest, couched in terms of the past, despite the fact that they contained much that was forward-looking and novel.1 Scholars of Renaissance Europe believed that the learning of classical antiquity was being restored even while they were busy transforming the very manner in which people understood history.2  From the sixteenth century, this retrospective way of thinking gradually began to subside, not just in Europe but also in China, India, Japan and the Islamic world, though the process has been best chronicled in Europe. The growth of scientific knowledge, the expanding influence of the scientific method, the spread of secularism, and the burgeoning importance of the market and commerce slowly eroded the idea that the present and the future were little more than replays of the past.

From the late eighteenth century, a fundamentally different outlook began to take root with the arrival of modernity. Instead of the present being lived as the past, it became increasingly orientated towards the future. From change being seen as so many variants of the past, it acquired a quite new  power and promise as a way of making a different future. A new set of words and concepts became the bearers of the values that were intrinsic to modernity: progress, change, modernization, reason, enlightenment, development and emancipation. There was growing conflict between these attitudes and those - such as tradition, custom, heritage, experience and conservative - associated with the old modes of thinking. The modernity-tradition divide became a new central organizing principle of social life.

The coming of modernity cannot be considered in neat chronological terms like the reign of a king, or the period of a dynasty, or the duration of a war, or (though with less precision) the boundaries of an industrial revolution. Its inception cannot be given a date, only a period; while there appears, as yet at least, to be no obvious end but more a process akin to perpetual motion. It was the onset of industrialization that marked the arrival and diffusion of modernity and, rather like the ever-expanding universe, modernity has relentlessly kept on moving ever since. According to Göran Therborn, modernity marked the arrival of ‘an epoch turned to the future’.3 Christopher Bayly argues that modernity should be seen as an open-ended process, ‘which began at the end of the eighteenth century and has continued up to the present day’.4 If modernity was a novelty at the time of the British Industrial Revolution, it has since become a compelling and seemingly omnipotent narrative, sweeping all before it, with the ‘new’ exercising a magnetic attraction on the popular imagination from North America to Europe, from China to Japan. The extent to which so many contemporary conflicts are fought out between ‘progressive’ on the one hand and ‘conservative’ or ‘traditional ist’ on the other underlines the degree to which the language of modernity has insinuated itself into the bloodstream of societies.

The decisive moment for modernity was, and remains, economic take-off and the coming of industrialization. This is when the new mentality - the orientation towards change and uncertainty, the belief that the future will be different from the past - slowly moves from being the preserve of a few elites to eventually infecting the psyche of the entire population. The locus of economic activity shifts from the field to the factory, and that of residence from the countryside to the cities. Every aspect of human life is progressively transformed: living standards, family structure, working conditions, skills and knowledge, self-organization, political representation, the relationship with the natural environment, the idea of time, and the perception of human existence. Like modernity itself, and as its key driver, the industrial revolution  unleashed a process of economic transformation which continues unabated to this day.5

Even though one can trace some of the origins of the modern in Europe back to the sixteenth century, the decisive period of change was the nineteenth century, when industrialization swept across north-west Europe, the economic power of European nations was transformed, the modern nation-state was born, and virtually the entire world was brought into a global system dominated by Europe. The merging of all these trends marked a qualitative shift in human organization. This was the period when modernity began to acquire a global reach, and people aspired to be modern and to think of themselves as modern - from dress and ways of being named to the possession of objects like fob watches and umbrellas - not only in Europe and North America, but also even amongst elite groups, though not amongst the masses (with the exception of Japan), in Asia and Africa.6

This process has been gathering speed ever since. By previous standards, Britain’s Industrial Revolution between 1780 and 1840 was breathtakingly rapid, but, when judged by later examples, especially those of the Asian tigers, it was, paradoxically, extremely slow. Each successive economic take-off has got faster and faster, the process of modernization, with its attendant urbanization and rapid decline in agrarian employment, steadily accelerating. Although Europe has, in the debates about post-modernity, recently expressed qualms about modernity, seen from a global perspective, it is abundantly clear - as it sweeps across the Asian continent, home to 60 per cent of the world’s population - that the insatiable desire for modernity is still the dominant force of our time; far more, in fact, than ever before. Europe’s confidence and belief in the future may have dimmed compared with that of Victorian Britain, but the United States is still restlessly committed to notions of progress and the future. And if one wants to understand what ‘the embrace of the future’ means in practice, then there is no better vantage point than China.

Europe was the birthplace of modernity. As its tentacles stretched around the globe during the course of the two centuries after 1750, so its ideas, institutions, values, religion, languages, ideologies, customs and armies left a huge and indelible imprint on the rest of the world. Modernity and Europe became inseparable, seemingly fused, the one inconceivable without the other: they appeared synonymous. But though modernity was conceived in Europe, there is nothing intrinsically European about it: apart from an accident of birth it  had, and has, no special connection to that continent and its civilization. Over the last half-century, as modernity has taken root in East Asia, it has drawn on the experience of European - or, more precisely, Western - modernity. However, rather than simply being clones of it, East Asian modernities are highly distinctive, spawning institutions, customs, values and ideologies shaped by their own histories and cultures. In Part I, I will explore how modernity came to be indelibly associated with Europe, and more broadly the West, and how East Asia is now in the process of prising that relationship apart.




2

The Rise of the West

By the mid nineteenth century, European supremacy over East Asia had been clearly established, most graphically in Britain’s defeat of China in the First Opium War in 1839- 42. But when did it start? There is a temptation to date it from considerably earlier. Part of the reason for this, perhaps, is that China’s history after the Ming dynasty (1368-1644), and especially after the genius of the Song dynasty (960-1279), was to blaze an altogether less innovative trail. Writing of the Qing dynasty (1644-1912), for example, the historian David Landes suggests that: ‘China had long slipped into technological and scientific torpor, coasting along on previous gains and losing speed as talent yielded to gentility.’ As a result, he argues: ‘So the years passed and the decades and the centuries. Europe left China far behind.’1

As China disappointed compared with its previous record, Europe, on the other hand, grew steadily more dynamic. From around 1400, parts of it began to display steady economic growth, while the intellectual ferment of the Renaissance provided some of the foundations for its later scientific and industrial revolutions. The longer-term significance of these developments, though, has probably been exaggerated by what might be described as hindsight thinking: the belief that because of the dazzling success and extraordinary domination of Europe from the beginning of the nineteenth century, the roots of that success must date back rather longer than they actually did. The result has been a tendency - by no means universal - to believe that Europe’s lead over China, and China’s own decline, commenced rather earlier than was in fact the case.2

The idea that Europe enjoyed a comfortable lead over China and Japan in 1800 has been subject to growing challenge by historians. Kaoru Sugihara has argued that, far from going into decline after 1600, over the course of the  next three centuries there was an ‘East Asian miracle’ based on the intensive use of labour and market-based growth - which he describes as an ‘industri ous revolution’ - that was comparable as an economic achievement to the subsequent ‘European miracle’ of industrialization. He shows that Japanese agriculture displayed a strong capacity for innovation long before the Meiji Restoration in 1868, with major improvements in crops and productivity helping to support a growing population.3 It is clear, as Adam Smith pointed out, that in the late eighteenth century China enjoyed a rather more developed and sophisticated market than Europe.4 The share of the Chinese harvest that was marketed over long distances, for example, was considerably higher than in Europe. A key reason for the early development of the market in China was the absence of feudalism. In medieval Europe the serf was bound to the land and could neither leave it nor dispose of it, whereas the Chinese peasant, both legally and in reality, was free, provided he had the wherewithal, to buy and sell land and the produce of that land.5

In 1800 China was at least as urbanized as Western Europe, while it has been estimated that 22 per cent of Japan’s eighteenth-century population lived in cities compared with 10-15 per cent in Western Europe. Nor did Western Europe enjoy a decisive advantage over China and Japan before 1800 in terms of capital stock or economic institutions, with plenty of Chinese companies being organized along joint-stock lines. Even in technology, there appears to have been little to choose between Europe and China, and in some fields, like irrigation, textile weaving and dyeing, medicine and porcelain manufacture, the Europeans were behind. China had long used textile machines that differed in only one key detail from the spinning jenny and the flying shuttle which were to power Britain’s textile-led Industrial Revolution. China had long been familiar with the steam engine and had developed various versions of it; compared with James Watt’s subsequent invention, the piston needed to turn the wheel rather than the other way round.6 What is certainly true, however, is that once Britain embarked on its Industrial Revolution, investment in capital- and energy-intensive processes rapidly raised productivity levels and created a virtuous circle of technology, innovation and growth that was able to draw on an ever-growing body of science in which Britain enjoyed a significant lead over China.7 For China, in contrast, its ‘industrious revolution’ did not prove the prelude to an industrial revolution.

Living standards in the core regions of China and Western Europe appear to have been roughly comparable in 1800, with Japan perhaps slightly ahead,  while the figures for life expectancy and calorie-intake were broadly similar.8  European life expectancy - an important measure of prosperity - did not surpass that of China until the end of the nineteenth century, except in its most affluent regions.9 Paul Bairoch has calculated figures for per capita income which put China ahead of Western Europe in 1800, with Asia as a whole behind Western Europe but in advance of Europe.10 In referring to China and Europe, of course, we need to bear in mind that we are dealing with huge land masses populated by very large numbers of people: in 1820, China’s population was 381 million while that of Western Europe was 133 million, and that of Europe as a whole 169 million. Levels of economic development and standards of living inevitably varied considerably from region to region, making comparisons between the two problematic. The key point is that the most advanced regions of China, notably the Yangzi Delta, seem to have been more or less on a par with the most prosperous parts of north-west Europe, in particular Britain, at the end of the eighteenth century.11  Given the crucial role played by the most advanced regions in pioneering industrial take-off, the decisive comparison must be that between Britain and the Yangzi Delta.

The general picture that emerges is that, far from Western Europe having established a decisive economic lead over China and Japan by 1800, there was, in fact, not that much to choose between them.12 In this light, the argument that industrialization was the product of a very long historical process that took place over several centuries, rather than a few decades, is dubious: instead, it would appear more likely that industrialization was, for the most part, a consequence of relatively contingent factors.13 This still begs the question, however, as to why Western Europe, rather than Japan or China, was able to turn its fortunes around so rapidly from around 1800 and then outdistance Japan, and especially China, by such a massive margin during the nineteenth century.

Here the fortuitous or chance factor, while by no means the sole reason, played a critical role. Around 1800 the most heavily populated regions of the Old World, including China and Europe, were finding it increasingly difficult to sustain rising populations. The basic problem was that food, fibre, fuel and building supplies were all competing for what was becoming increasingly scarce land and forest. This was particularly serious in China because its heartland, which lay between the Yellow and Yangzi rivers, had always supported a very large population as a result of its fertility; now, however, it  became increasingly exhausted through overuse.14 This, combined with the fact that new land brought under cultivation was not of a high quality, posed an increasingly acute problem.15 For two crucial reasons, Europe - or rather specifically Britain - was able to break this crucial land constraint in a way that was to elude China. First, Britain discovered large quantities of accessible coal that helped to ease the growing shortage of wood and fuel the Industrial Revolution. In contrast, although China also had very considerable deposits of coal, they lay a long way from its main centres of population, the largest being in the north-west, far from the textile industries and canals of the lower Yangzi Valley. Second, much more importantly, the colonization of the New World, namely the Caribbean and North America, was to provide huge tracts of land, a massive and very cheap source of labour in the form of slaves, and an abundant flow of food and raw materials: the early growth of Manchester, for example, would have been impossible without cheap and plentiful supplies of cotton from the slave plantations. Raising enough sheep to replace the yarn made with Britain’s New World cotton imports would have required huge quantities of land (almost 9 million acres in 1815 and over 23 million acres by 1830). Overall, it is estimated that the land required in order to grow the cotton, sugar and timber imported by Britain from the New World in 1830 would have been between 25 and 30 million acres - or more than Britain’s total arable and pasture land combined.16  The role played by colonization, in this context, is a reminder that European industrialization was far from an endogenous process.17 The New World - together with the discovery of large quantities of coal in Britain - removed the growing pressure on land that was endangering Britain’s economic development. China was to enjoy no such good fortune. The consequences were to be far-reaching: ‘England avoided becoming the Yangzi Delta,’ argues the historian Kenneth Pomeranz, ‘and the two came to look so different that it became hard to see how recently they had been quite similar.’18

The fact that the New World colonies proved a vital source of raw materials for Britain at such a critical time was a matter of chance, but there was nothing fortuitous about the way that Britain had colonized the New World over most of the two previous centuries. Colonization also provided Europe with other long-term advantages. Rivalry over colonies, as well as the many intra-European wars - combined with their obvious economic prowess - helped to hone European nation-states into veritable fighting machines, as a result of which, during the course of the nineteenth century,  they were able to establish a huge military advantage over every other region in the world, which thereby became vulnerable to European imperial expansion. The scale of this military expenditure should not be underestimated. HMS Victory, commanded by Admiral Nelson during the Battle of Trafal gar in 1805, cost five times as much as Abraham Crowley’s steelworks, one of the flagship investments of Britain’s Industrial Revolution.19 Colonial trade also provided fertile ground for innovations in both company organization and systems of financing, with the Dutch, for example, inventing the joint-stock company for this purpose. Without the slave trade and colonization, Europe could never have made the kind of breakthrough it did. It is true that China also had colonies - newly acquired territories achieved by a process of imperial expansion from 1644 until the late eighteenth century - but these were in the interior of the Eurasian continent, bereft of either large arable lands or dense populations, and were unable to provide raw materials on anything like the scale of the New World.20 South-East Asia, which was abundant in resources, would have been a more likely candidate to play the role of China’s New World. Admiral Zheng’s exploits in the early fifteenth century, with ships far larger than anything that Europe could build at the time, show that China was not lacking the technical ability or financial means, but the attitude of the Chinese state towards overseas interests and possessions was quite different from that of Europe. Although large numbers of Chinese migrated to South-East Asia, the Chinese state, unlike the European nations, showed no interest in providing military or political backing for its subjects’ overseas endeavours: in contrast, the Qing dynasty displayed great concern for its continental lands in the north and west, reflecting the fact that China saw itself as a continental rather than maritime civilization.

This raises the wider question of the extent to which the contrasting attitudes of the European and Chinese states, and their respective elites, were a factor in China’s failure to make the breakthrough that Europe achieved. The capacity of the Chinese state was certainly not in question: as we shall see in Chapter 4, it was able to achieve quite extraordinary feats when it came to the mobilization of economic and natural resources.21 The highly developed granary system, the government-built 1,400-mile-long Grand Canal and the land settlement policies on the frontiers all demonstrated a strong interventionist spirit. The imperial Chinese state also had the experience and ability to transport bulk commodities over long distances, though its priority here was not coal but grain, salt and copper, since these were  crucial for maintaining the stability, cohesion and subsistence of the population, always an overriding Chinese concern.22 Herein, in fact, lay a significant difference: the priorities of the imperial state tended to be focused on the maintenance of order and balanced development rather than narrow profit-making and industrialization. The state was resistant to excessive income differentiation and marked displays of extravagance, which were seen as inimical to Confucian values of harmony.23 The state did not block market activities and commerce - on the contrary, it strongly supported the development of an agrarian market economy - but it did not, for the most part, promote commercial capitalism, except for those merchants engaged in the monopolies for salt and foreign trade. In contrast, the European state, especially the British, tended to be more responsive to the new industrial possibilities.24 Likewise, the imperial state did not believe in pitting one province against another, which would clearly have made for instability, whereas in Europe such competition took the form of nation-state rivalry. The main reason for the different mentalities of the Chinese and Western European states was that while the rising merchant classes were eventually incorporated, in one form or another, into European governance, in China they remained firmly outside, as they have remained to this day.25 Rather than enjoying an independent power base, the merchants depended on official patronage and support to promote and protect large-scale commercial undertakings. Western European states, and in the first instance the British, were more favourably orientated towards industrial development than China, where the administrative class and landed interest still predominated.26

In 1800, therefore, Britain enjoyed two long-term - as opposed to contingent - advantages over China. The British state (and, in varying degrees, other Western European states) was more favourably disposed towards industrialization than the Chinese state, while colonization and persistent intra-European wars had furnished Western Europe with various strategic assets, notably raw materials and military capacity. The fact that colonization was to provide Britain with the means by which to side-step its growing land and resource problem towards the end of the eighteenth century, however, was entirely fortuitous. The point remains, therefore, that in 1800 China (and, indeed, Japan) found itself in a rather similar economic position to Western Europe and possessed a not dissimilar potential for economic take-off. What made the decisive difference were those contingent factors -  New World resources and, to a lesser extent, accessible supplies of coal - that enabled Britain to deal with its resource constraints, together with the supportive attitude of the British state towards industrialization. China enjoyed no such contingent salvation and, as a result, found itself in a hole from which it was unable to extricate itself, a situation that was to be exacerbated within less than half a century by the growing incursions of the European powers, especially Britain, beginning with the Opium Wars. The historical consequences were to be enormous: China was at least as agrarian in 1850 as it was in 1750 and not much less so even in 1950. According to the economic historian Angus Maddison, China’s GDP in 1820 was $228.6 billion - almost four times greater than in 1600 - but had barely increased at all by 1913, by which time it had nudged up to $241.3 billion, and actually fell to $239.9 billion in 1950.27

If the root cause of China’s catastrophic performance between 1800 and 1950 lay not circa 1600 but circa 1800, then the antecedents of China’s present economic dynamism, rather than being lost in the mists of time, are, on the contrary, relatively recent. 28 This makes China’s remarkable economic transformation since 1978 rather more explicable.29 Far from being a basket-case, the Chinese economy in 1800 remained, in many respects, very dynamic; society continued to be highly competitive, the peasantry displayed a powerful capacity to adapt and innovate, and merchants possessed considerable commercial acumen. While these characteristics may have remained relatively dormant in the inclement intervening period, after 1978 they have once again come to the fore.30 To this we might add a further contemporary point. In 1800, rather than being Eurocentric, the global economy was, in fact, polycentric, economic power being shared between Asia, Europe and the Americas, with China and India the two largest economies. The global economy is now once more becoming increasingly multipolar. Rather than regarding this as unusual, perhaps instead we should see the last two centuries, in which economic power became concentrated in the hands of a relatively small part of the world’s population, namely Europe and North America, as something of an historical aberration. Colonization, furthermore, was to play a crucial role in this outcome, by providing some of the preconditions for Europe to break into Prometh ean growth while at the same time also bestowing on it the power and opportunity to stifle and distort the economic development of much of the rest of the world for a century or more.
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Figure 3. The fall and rise of China and India: changing shares of global GDP, 1820-2001.




PRECONDITIONS OR CHARACTERISTICS?

If, towards the end of the eighteenth century, Western Europe was in a rather similar position to China, the implications for our understanding of history and subsequent events are far-reaching. It suggests that the explanation for the rise of Europe was in large part to do with relatively short-term factors rather than preordained by its slow but steady transformation over previous centuries; in other words, we need to rethink the idea that the ensemble of characteristics which Europe had been acquiring over centuries, and enjoyed on the eve of economic take-off, were, as has often been assumed, also preconditions for that take-off. They might have been desirable, they could have been advantageous, but were they also conditions without which the process would never have happened at all? Japan, China and India were not too far away from achieving a similar economic breakthrough but their political and cultural histories contrasted sharply with that of Europe. If they had succeeded and Europe failed, then the characteristics of their subsequent paths of development, and the institutions and values they would have spawned, would certainly have looked very different from those we have come to associate with Europe. Indeed, as we shall see later, as these countries have modernized they have diverged markedly from the European template.

It is clear from the experience of the last half-century, during which a growing number of countries have achieved rapid industrialization, that the processes and conditions that characterized European take-off, and particularly that of Britain, were largely peculiar to Western Europe and that there are, in fact, many ways of achieving take-off. As the historian Peter Perdue writes: ‘Industrial growth does not have to be an outcome of a centuries-long accumulation of the particular skills found in north-west Europe; there are numerous paths to economic modernity, and England followed only one of them.’31 As a small example, the nature of class differentiation in the English countryside, including the rapid decline of the peasantry, has not been repeated in the case of China’s industrialization nor, indeed, many others as well.32

This brings us to the broader political, cultural and intellectual framework of Europe’s passage to modernity. The roots of European civilization are usually traced back to Greek democracy, Roman law and Judaeo-Christian religion. It has been commonplace to regard these as preconditions for, as well as characteristics of, European modernity. Although the impact of democracy in ancient Greece has been exaggerated, with the West not adopting it, except for small minorities, until the late nineteenth century at the earliest, there is no mistaking the broad influence that Greek civilization has exercised on European history down the ages, including the way we think about right and wrong, the tradition of debate and oratory, the notion of independent citizenship, and the idea of democracy. A more prosaic example is the constant recycling of mainly Doric but also Ionic and, via the Roman Empire, Corinthian columns as the preferred architectural style for buildings that seek to convey a sense of eternal authority, from the Bank of England to the Supreme Court.33 Similarly, the development of Roman-inspired law - essentially through Christianity in the eleventh and twelfth centuries - helped to establish the concept and reality of an independent legal system, which played a significant role in the subsequent entrenchment of property rights.34 Finally, Christianity was to imbue Europe with a powerful sense of universalism, which was to shape the continent’s attitudes towards not only itself but also other cultures and races, playing an important role in moulding the colonial mentality and the notion of a civilizing mission.35

It is not difficult, then, to see the lines of continuity, but it is rather more difficult to argue that they were necessary conditions for take-off. These  cultural characteristics certainly helped to shape European modernity, but that is not the same as them being preconditions. Something similar can be said of Western individualism and the Western family. It would appear, with the benefit of hindsight, for example, that many different types of family are compatible with the process of industrialization. A significant area of European advantage was in the field of science, based on the growing autonomy of intellectual inquiry, spreading networks of scientific activity, and the routinization of research and its diffusion.36 But other intellectual traditions, notably the Chinese during the Qing dynasty and the Islamic, also gave rise to forms of debate, argument and empirical observation that stand comparison with the emerging scientific rationalism of Western Europe. The rider - and a very important one - is that in these other traditions there was still a strong tendency to seek to reconcile new arguments with those of older authorities, instead of rejecting them.37

By 1800 Europe had accumulated various cultural assets, such as the rule of law and the beginnings of parliamentary government, but these were not the key to its economic breakthrough. They should be seen as characteristics of European modernity rather than as preconditions for it.38 There is no reason to believe that other cultures - with their own diverse characteristics - were not capable of achieving the breakthrough into modernity: this, after all, is precisely what has been happening since 1960. Fundamental to an understanding of why Europe succeeded and China failed at the end of the eighteenth century are conjunctural factors rather than long-run cultural characteristics. Christopher Bayly draws the following conclusion: ‘If, in terms of economic growth, what distinguished Europe from China before 1800 was only its intensive use of coal and the existence of a vast American hinterland to Europe, then a lot of cultural baggage about inherent European political superiorities looks ready to be jettisoned.’39




EUROPEAN EXCEPTIONALISM

Far from Europe being the template of modernity which every subsequent transformation should conform to and be measured by, the European experience must be regarded - notwithstanding the fact that it was the first - as highly specific and particular.40 In practice, however, it has seen itself, and often been seen as, the defining model. This is not surprising. The extraordinary global hegemony enjoyed by Europe for almost two centuries has made the particular seem universal. What, then, have been the peculiar characteristics of Europe’s passage to, and through, modernity?

Although European nations spent an extraordinary amount of time and energy fighting each other, the European passage to modernity from the mid sixteenth century onwards was achieved without, for the most part, a persistent threat from outside, with the exception of the Ottoman Empire in the south-east. By the seventeenth century, however, the latter was progressively being rolled back, though it was not until the nineteenth century that it was finally excluded from the Balkans.41 Europe was the only continent to enjoy this privilege. Every subsequent aspirant for modernity - Asia, Africa, Latin America - had to confront and deal with an outside predator in the form of the modern European nations. Even the European settlers in North America had to fight the British in the American War of Independence to establish their sovereignty and thereby create the conditions for economic take-off. A consequence of this is that Europe has been little concerned in recent centuries with dealing with the Other, or seeking to understand the Other, except on very much its own, frequently colonial, terms. Only relatively recently did this begin to change.

Europe’s colonial history, in fact, is a further distinguishing characteristic. From the sixteenth century to the 1930s European nations, in a remarkable display of expansion and conquest, almost uniquely (the only other instance being Japan) built seaborne empires that stretched around the world. The colonies, especially those in the New World and, in the case of Britain, India and the Malay Peninsula,42 were to be the source of huge resources and riches for the imperial powers. Without them, as we have seen, Europe could not have achieved its economic take-off in the way that it did. No non-European country, bar Japan after 1868, was to achieve take-off in the nineteenth century: as a result, a majority found themselves colonized by the European powers.

Although the passage through modernity universally involves the transition from an agrarian to a service-based society via an industrial one, here we find another instance of European exceptionalism. European countries (sixteen in all) - with Britain, Belgium and Germany (in that order) at the head - are the only ones in the world that have been through a phase in which the relative size of industrial employment was larger than either agrarian or service employment.43 In Britain, industrial employment reached its peak in  1911, when it accounted for 52.2 per cent of the total labour force: by way of contrast, the peak figure for the United States was 35.8 per cent in 1967 and for Japan 37.1 per cent in 1973. It was the sheer weight of industrial society that was to lend modern Europe many of its most distinctive characteristics, notably the centrality of class conflict and importance of trade unions. From a global perspective, a different and far more common path has been to move directly, in terms of employment, from a largely agrarian to a mainly service society, without a predominantly industrial phase, a route that has been followed by the United States, Canada, Japan and South Korea.44

Although the pace of European industrialization was extremely rapid by the standards of previous economic change, it was slow compared with subsequent take-offs, the United States included, but especially East Asia.45  The transformation of Western Europe was a long and protracted affair: it took Britain, after all, over two centuries to get where it is now. One consequence has been that the conflict between modernity and tradition has been relatively muted. The European city neatly illustrates this point: it is like a geological formation, one era of architecture existing cheek by jowl with another, a living museum embracing centuries of history, in contrast to North America, where cities were newly created, and East Asia, where little survives from the past in places like Tokyo, Seoul, Singapore, Shanghai, Kuala Lumpur and Hong Kong.

Another peculiar characteristic of Europe has been a succession of intra-continental conflicts or what might be described as internal wars.46 Perhaps this was in part due to the relative lack of an external threat, which meant that the dominant fault lines were national or intra-European rather than to do with the outside, as was to be the case, in varying degrees, with colonized societies. The initial cause of these internal wars was religious conflict, starting in 1054 with the struggle between eastern and western Christianity followed, after 1517, by the division between Catholicism and Protestantism, which was to split the continent largely on a north-south axis. The persistence of these religious conflicts was to lend Europe a strongly doctrinal way of thinking which was initially expressed in theological and then later ideological forms. This was to be a far more pronounced characteristic than in any other continent: most of the major non-religious ‘isms’ - for example, liberalism, anarchism, socialism, communism, republicanism, monarchism, Protestantism and fascism - were European in origin.47 From the 1540s to the 1690s Europe’s internal wars were largely concerned with the consolidation of the early modern states. After the French Revolution, class assumed growing importance, and from the early nineteenth century until the late twentieth century it formed the overarching language of European politics and society in a way that was never to be the case anywhere else in the world. From 1792 through to around 1870 the establishment of nation-states was to play a fundamental role in Europe’s internal wars. By the late nineteenth century these national rivalries were to be increasingly transposed on to the global stage, with the struggle over colonies, notably in Africa, contributing to the First World War. The Second World War started as a further instalment of Europe’s internal wars but rapidly spread to engulf most of the world, although its heartland remained in Europe. This penchant for internal war found global projection in the very European phenomenon of the Cold War, in which the fundamental divide was ideological, with the two great ‘isms’ of the time - capitalism and communism - ranged against each other. Ultimately, this appetite for internal war was to prove near-fatal for Europe: it fought itself to a standstill in the two world wars of the twentieth century and thereby rendered itself both exhausted and, in terms of global power, largely a spent force.48

Finally, the transformation of Europe has also been differentiated by individualism. The historian and anthropologist Alan Macfarlane has described individualism as ‘the view that society is constituted of autonomous, equal units, namely separate individuals, and that such individuals are more important, ultimately, than any larger constituent group.’49 This is very different from East and South Asian cultures, where group rather than individual identity is central. Take the family, for example. The English family system had its origins in the thirteenth century and, courtesy of the Pilgrims, it also became the basis of the family system in North America. This individualistic system, with its emphasis on the nuclear family, stands in stark contrast to the traditional extended-household, arranged-marriage, kinship-based systems to be found in societies like China and India, whose values and distinctive characteristics persist to this day, notwithstanding urbanization and a dramatic fall in the size of the nuclear family.50 Thus, while marriage in the West is essentially a union of two individuals, in Chinese and Indian culture it involves the conjoining of two families.

Europe’s journey to and through modernity took highly specific and unique forms - the relative absence of an external threat, colonialism, the preponderance of industry, relatively slow growth, a pattern of intra-European conflict  (or what I have termed ‘internal wars’), and individualism. We should not therefore be surprised that the characteristics of its modernity are also more distinctive than is often admitted. Since Europe has enjoyed such a huge influence on the rest of the world, however, distinguishing between the specific and the universal is often difficult and elusive. Europeans, unsurprisingly, have long believed that what they have achieved must be of universal application, by force if necessary. It is only with the rise of a range of new modernities that it is becoming possible to distinguish between what is universal and what is specific about the European experience.




THE DOMINANCE OF EUROPE

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, GDP per head in Western Europe and on the North American seaboard was perhaps twice that of South Asia and roughly on a par with Japan and the southern and eastern seaboard of China. By 1900, income per head in Western Europe and the North American seaboard dwarfed that of China by a margin of at least ten times. China was to pay dearly for its inability to overcome the economic constraints that began to bear down on it during the late eighteenth century; in contrast, Europe luxuriated in its good fortune. The key to Europe’s transformation was the Industrial Revolution. Britain’s was well under way before 1800; by the second half of the nineteenth century, it had been joined by much of Western Europe. Previously economic growth was of a glacial speed; now compound rates of growth ensured that Western Europe far outdistanced every other part of the world, the United States being the most important exception. Apart from North America, the old white settler colonies 51 and Japan after 1868, Europe enjoyed a more or less total monopoly of industrialization during the nineteenth century, a scenario with profound consequences for everyone else.

The economic chasm that opened up between Europe and nearly everywhere else greatly enhanced its ability to dominate the world.52 The colonial era had started in the seventeenth century, but from the middle of the eighteenth century onwards, with the progressive acquisition of India, it rapidly expanded. In the name of Christianity, civilization and racial superiority, and possessed of armies and navies without peer, the European nations, led by Britain and France, subjugated large swathes of the world, culminating in the  scramble for Africa in the decades immediately prior to 1914.53 Savage wars took place between whites and non-whites as Chinese, Indians and native peoples in North America, Australasia and southern Africa made their last stand against European assaults on their religions, rulers, land and resources.54  Niall Ferguson writes:

 

Western hegemony was one of the great asymmetries of world history. Taken together, the metropoles of all the Western empires - the American, Belgian, British, Dutch, French, German, Italian, Portuguese, and Spanish - accounted for 7% of the world’s land surface and just 18% of its population. Their possessions, however, amounted to 37% of global territory and 28% of mankind. And if we regard the Russian empire as effectively another European empire extending into Asia, the total share of these Western empires rises to more than half the world’s area and population.55

 

 

As the world’s leading power, Britain sought to shape the new global trading system according to its interests. Its national wealth depended on exporting its manufacturing products to as many markets as possible while importing food and raw materials at the lowest possible prices. Laissez-faire was not simply an abstract principle or a disinterested policy. It was the means by which Britain tried to take advantage of its overwhelming advantage in manufacturing and prevent others from seeking to erect tariffs to protect their nascent industries. The international free trade regime championed by Britain had a stifling effect on much of the rest of the world outside north-west Europe and North America. Industrial development in the colonial world was for the most part to prove desperately slow, or non-existent, as the European powers tried to prevent or forestall direct competition for their domestic producers. ‘Whatever the official rhetoric,’ writes Eric Hobsbawm, ‘the function of colonies and informal dependencies was to complement metropolitan economies and not to compete with them.’56 The urban population - a key measure of industrialization - in the British and French empires in Asia and North Africa remained stuck at around 10 per cent of the total in 1900, which was barely different from the pre-colonial period, while standards of living may even have fallen over the course of the nineteenth century.57 India - by far Britain’s most important colony (it was colonized by the East India Company from the mid eighteenth century, and formally annexed by Britain in 1857)58 - had a per capita GDP of $550 in 1700, $533 in 1820, and $533 in 1870. In other words, it was lower in 1870 than it had been in 1700, or even 1600. It then rose to $673 in 1914 but fell back to $619 in 1950. Over a period of 250 years, most of it under some form of British rule, India’s per capita GDP increased by a mere 5.5 per cent. Compare that with India’s fortunes after independence: by 1973 its per capita GDP had risen to $853 and by 2001 to $1,957.59 [image: 010]
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Map 3. The Overseas Empires of the European Powers, 1914



 

Not only did Europe take off in a manner that eluded Asia after 1800, but it forcibly sought to prevent - by a combination of economic and military means - Asia from taking the same route. China was a classic case in point. The British fought the Chinese in the First Opium War of 1839-42 over the right to sell Indian-grown opium to the Chinese market, which proved a highly profitable trade both for Britain and its Indian colony. The increasingly widespread sale and use of opium following China’s defeat predict-ably had a debilitating effect on the population, but in the eyes of the British the matter of ‘free trade’ was an altogether higher principle. China’s ensuing inability to prevent the West from prising open the Chinese market hastened the decline of the Qing dynasty, which by the turn of the century was hopelessly enfeebled. When European and American expeditionary forces invaded China in 1900 to crush the Boxer Uprising, it was evident that little, other than imperial rivalry, stood in the way of China being partitioned in a similar manner to Africa.60

Paradoxically, nothing serves to illustrate the overwhelming power of Europe more vividly than the rise of Japan. Stalked by the threat of Western invasion and fearful that it might meet the same fate as China, following the Meiji Restoration in 1868 Japan embarked on a carefully calculated process of rapid modernization. It sent teams of specialists to study the European systems of education, their armies and navies, railways, postal systems and much else. It rejected the idea that it was any longer a meaningful part of Asia and instead coveted acceptance as a Western power. It even emulated the Western model of colonialism, occupying Taiwan, Korea and part of China. The Meiji project of modernization was testament to the comprehensive character of European hegemony. Every other country lived in the shadow of Europe and was obliged, willingly or unwillingly, to adapt and adopt some of its characteristics, or face the threat of colonization. The rise of Europe changed the rules of the game for everyone else. The consequences were by no means exclusively negative: above all, Europe demonstrated what was possible through industrialization and thereby confronted the world with the ineluctable choice of modernization. Although imperial  powers saw their colonies as the servant of their needs, and prohibited them from competing with their masters, some, nonetheless, acquired from their colonizers a few of the building blocks of their subsequent development. India obtained a widely shared language in English, Taiwan inherited the Japanese education system, and the Chinese in the treaty ports, especially Shanghai, learnt about Western commerce.61 But the balance of outcome was largely negative, as reflected in the economic evidence presented earlier as well as the profound popular hostility towards what was perceived by the great majority in the colonial world, then and now, as alien rule; in some cases, notably Africa, moreover, it was almost entirely negative. The one great exception was the white settler colonies of Australia, Canada and New Zealand: these were always treated entirely differently - for straightforward racial and ethnic reasons - and prospered greatly as a consequence.62

The high-point of European power was probably just before the First World War, although as late as the 1930s Italy still managed to annex Abys sinia. By then, however, the United States had begun to emerge as the successor power, enjoying not only great economic strength but also growing cultural and intellectual influence. The full impact of its rise, though, continued to be obscured by a combination of its isolationism and its obvious affinity with Europe. This latter perception was reinforced by the huge scale of migration from Europe to the United States between 1850 and 1930, amounting to 12 per cent of Europe’s own population by 1900.63 The decline of Europe became manifest after 1945 with the rapid and dramatic collapse of its empires, with the Indian subcontinent, Indonesia, much of Africa, IndoChina and Malaysia, for example, all gaining independence. The number of nation-states grew by three times.64 The global map was once again redrawn, as it had been in the nineteenth century - but this time far more rapidly and in the opposite direction. Independence opened up new possibilities, although these proved to be extremely diverse and uneven. India’s performance was transformed, as the figures cited earlier for its economic growth illustrate, but Africa was left debilitated by the experience of the slave trade and then colonialism. It has been estimated that the slave trade may have reduced Africa’s population by up to a half as a result of the forcible export of people combined with deaths on the continent itself.65 In contrast East Asia, which was far less affected by colonialism and never suffered slavery (though it did experience indentured labour), was much less disadvantaged. In the light of the economic transformation of so many former colonies after  1950, it is clear that the significance of decolonization and national liberation in the first two decades after the Second World War has been greatly underestimated in the West, especially Europe. Arguably it was, bar none, the most important event of the twentieth century, creating the conditions for the majority of the world’s population to become the dominant players of the twenty-first century. As Adam Smith wrote presciently of the European discovery of the Americas and the so-called East Indies:

 

To the natives, however, both of the East and West Indies, all the commercial benefits which can have resulted from these events have been sunk and lost in the dreadful misfortunes which they have occasioned . . . At the particular time when these discoveries were made, the superiority of force happened to be so great on the side of the Europeans, that they were enabled to commit with impunity every sort of injustice in those remote countries. Hereafter, perhaps, the natives of those countries may grow stronger, or those of Europe may grow weaker, and the inhabitants of all the different quarters of the world may arrive at that equality of courage and force which, by inspiring mutual fear, can alone overawe the injustice of independent nations into some sort of respect for the rights of one another.66




THE RISE OF THE UNITED STATES

Although American and European modernity are often conflated into a single Western modernity, they are in fact rather different.67 The point of commonality was that the settlers, who first arrived in 1607, were Europeans. By 1790 the total population of the United States was 3,929,000, of whom 698,000 were slaves and thereby not regarded as part of American society: of the white population, 80 per cent were British (the rest being largely German and Dutch).68 Successive waves of European settlers brought with them the values, beliefs, customs, knowledge and culture with which they had grown up. Their intention was to re-create the Old World in the New World.69 In contrast to Europe, however, where capitalism was shaped by its feudal antecedents, the settlers were not constrained by pre-existing social structures or customs. In effect, they could start afresh, unencumbered by the past. This, of course, entailed the destruction of the native population of Amerindians in what we would now describe as a most brutal act of ethnic cleansing.70 While Europe was mired in time-worn patterns of  land tenure, the American settlers faced no such constraints and, with the decimation of the native population, enjoyed constantly expanding territory as the mythical frontier moved ever westwards. Where Europeans possessed a strong sense of place and territory, the Americans, in contrast, formed no such attachment because they had no need of it. The fact that the United States started as a blank piece of paper enabled it to write its own rules and design its own institutions: from the outset, steeped in Protestant doctrine, Americans were attracted to the idea of abstract principles, which was to find expression in the Constitution and, subsequently, in a strong sense of a universalizing and global mission.

The fact that the European settlers brought with them a powerful body of values and religious beliefs but were devoid of the class attitudes of their ancestral homes lent the white American population a feeling of homogeneity. The exclusion of African slaves from American society together with the destruction of the Amerindians imbued their identity with a strongly racial dimension. The boundless opportunities presented by a huge and well-endowed territory and a constantly moving frontier instilled the nation with a powerful sense of optimism and a restless commitment to change. The domestic market was unconstrained by the local and regional preferences and the class and status distinctions that prevailed in Europe and, being relatively homogeneous, was much more receptive to standardized products.71  The relative scarcity of labour stimulated a constant desire to introduce labour-saving machinery and improve productivity. Unlike in Europe, there was little resistance to the process of deskilling and the routinization of tasks. The result was an economy which showed a far greater proclivity for technological innovation, mechanization, the standardization of products, constant improvement in the labour process, economies of scale and mass production than was the case in Europe. The American model was distinguished by a new kind of mass market and mass consumer, with all the attendant innovations in areas such as advertising. As a result, from the late nineteenth century American capitalism was to prove far more dynamic and innovative than its European counterparts.

In 1820, the US economy accounted for a mere 1.8% of world GDP compared with 5.2% and 3.9% for the UK and Germany respectively. As indicated in the last chapter, by 1870, the US share of world GDP had risen to 8.8% while the equivalent figures for the UK and Germany were 9.0% and 6.5% respectively. By 1914, the US had pulled well ahead with a share of  18.9% compared with 8.2% for the UK and 8.7% for Germany. In 1950, America’s economic high noon, its share of world GDP was 27.3%, compared with 6.5% for the UK, 5.0% for Germany and 26.2% for the whole of Western Europe.72 The damage wrought by two world wars notwithstanding, the American economy hugely outperformed the European economies in the period 1870-1950 and this underpinned the emergence of the United States as the premier global power after 1945. Largely eschewing the formal colonies which had been the characteristic form of European global influence, 73 the United States became the first truly global power: the dollar was enshrined as the world’s currency, a new constellation of global institutions, like the IMF, the World Bank and GATT, gave expression to the US’s economic hegemony, while its military superiority, based on airpower, far exceeded anything that had previously been seen. The United States succeeded in creating a world system of which it was the undisputed hegemon but which was also open and inclusive, finally reaching fruition after the collapse of the Soviet bloc and with the progressive inclusion of China.74 By 1960, if not earlier, the United States had supplanted Europe as the global exemplar to which other societies and peoples aspired. It demonstrated a new kind of cultural power and influence, through Hollywood and its television soaps, and also through such icons of its consumer industry as Coca-Cola and Levi jeans. Its universities increasingly became magnets for the best scholars and students from all over the world. It dominated the list of Nobel Prize winners. And it was the power and appeal of the United States that lay behind the rise of English as the world’s first true lingua franca.

The United States became the new metaphor for modernity: untrammelled by the baggage of the past, gravity-free, in perpetual motion, and possessed of the spirit of the new frontier. It was born in the present and has never grown old, its lodestar an abstract set of principles enshrined in a constitution, the whole society committed to a non-stop process of reinvention, a flow of immigration constantly shifting the composition and identity of the population. The rise of Silicon Valley, the penchant for cosmetic surgery and the growing importance of the Hispanic minority are all, in their different ways, but the latest expressions of the American psyche. This is so different from Europe as to be quite alien; and yet the fact that modern America literally comes from Europe has meant that the bond between the two, that sense of affinity, particularly in the global context, has always been very powerful and is likely to remain so. Ancestry, race, history, culture, religion,  beliefs and a sense of shared interest have prevailed over profound differences, as evinced by the pervasiveness of the term ‘West’, whose meaning is not simply geopolitical but more importantly cultural, racial and ethnic, as personified in the word ‘Westerner’.75 Whatever the differences between Europe and the United States, the West is likely to retain a powerful sense of meaning and identity: indeed, it may be that the rise of non-Western countries and cultures will serve to reinforce that sense of affinity.76 It is true, of course, that the growth of new ethnic minorities in Europe and the increasing importance of non-white minorities in the United States, epitomized by Barack Obama’s election, is steadily changing these societies, but the extent of this process should not be exaggerated. It will be a very long time, if ever, before the still overwhelming white majorities on either side of the Atlantic cease to dominate their societies.

The West has shaped the world we live in. Even now, with signs of a growing challenge from China, the West remains the dominant geopolitical and cultural force. Such has been the extent of Western influence that it is impossible to think of the world without it, or imagine what the world would have been like if it had never happened. We have come to take Western hegemony for granted. It is so deeply rooted, so ubiquitous, that we think of it as somehow natural. The historian J. M. Roberts wrote, in a somewhat triumphalist vein: ‘What seems to be clear is that the story of western civilisation is now the story of mankind, its influence so diffused that old oppositions and antitheses are now meaningless.’77 Not quite. Western hegemony is neither a product of nature nor is it eternal. On the contrary, at some point it will come to an end.




End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_011_r1.gif
OCEAN

Br), D
©* INDIAN g
OCEAN

5 8
N AR

A(Be)  (Br)
(Fe)

kkkkkk






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_034_r1.gif
Reseamounned egine Moderncomforts Istument panc
2700 dola cosine s e than alf Has o adio power Mg, with only

the e of most, With s horscpower  steeing, poner specdometer milcometce
of oo 35 The Honda Fit (150 known windows or nd o g

s the T, oneofthe smalles cars Sie<ondionin,

Lok th Unted St b 165 Windscreen wiper
horsspoes. One rthr than

th cusomary .

Tonsmission Bootn front
Uses s beldrven, continsos The boo holds bty
Variabe trsnamison, 4 s and 3 windscreen washer
oy aleenatie o 4 manual e, buthas toom for
o sunomare ik more than 4 breesse

Whed bearings Headlight evellers

Carmakersonen choose bearings rated To o S1c. Tas

fo speeds moch highe han peopl sslly ciminstd devce hat

drive 0 void wese snd e Tas chose djst he sngle o he

caings dhat e strons enovgh p 70 it depending on the

Kiomeies an oo

or 4 ik ety





OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

 
	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	    		 
	   		 
	    		 
		
	



 
	 






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_057_r1.gif
Share of toral

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

Year

3003

3004

2005





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_063_r1.gif
estimates

g0 (Demacratic Republic)

ote dvoire
Egyp
Ethiopia

Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia

Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mozambique
Namibia
Nigeria
Senegal
South Africa
Sudan
Tanzania
Togo

Uganda
Zambia

Zimbabwe

(years in parentheses)
8000+ (2006)
4000 (2007)
3,000-10,000 (2006-7)
1,000 (z007)
1,000-3,000 (2005)
6o0-1,000 (2007)
500 (2007)
10,000 (2007)
6,000-10,000 (2007)
3,000-4,000 (2006)
6000 (2005)
5,000 (2007)
5,000 (2005)
600 (2006)
60,000 (2003)
2,000 (2007)
2,000 (2007)
1500 (2006)
5,000-40,000 (2006)
100,000 (2007)
2,000 (2007)
200,000-300,000 (2007)
5.000-10,000 (2004-5)
31000-20,000 (2006)
31000 (2007)
5,000-10,000 (2007)
4:000-6,000 (2007)
5,300-10,000 (2005-7)






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_019_r1.jpg
= Great Wall
[0 Land under the rule of
the Qin Dynasty
——— Current boundaries of
China and Mongolia






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_043_r1.jpg
[0 Areas where large
numbers of Tibetans live






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_072_r1.jpg





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_028_r1.gif
1995

1990

1985





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_005_r1.gif
Kamcharka

RUSSIA B
Yitvonbk B
esheoaes Soo
N. KOREA
Japan
*horsys
sl Jaran
wqugts . KOREA .
Yellow P
S X
o Kushyhs
T S
“ghon East
China
Ses
PACIFIC OCEAN
Philippine MARIANA
o ISLANDS
iy
MARSHALL
PHILIPPNES st
M1 cCRONESIa
CAROLINE ISLANDS
Celebes
S
SULAWES!
NES A ol
NEWGUINEA SOLOMAN
i STANDS.

EASTTIMOR






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_020_r1.jpg
Great Wall
[0 Land under the rule of
the Han Dynasty
Current boundaries of
China and Mongolia






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_msr_ppl_r1.jpg





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_060_r1.gif
Former Soviet Urion 12%

Middlc Esst 38%





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_037_r1.gif
Population  Gross Regional  GDP Per Capita
(0005) Product (RMB)
(million RMB)

Beiing 15,360 et e
jin 10,430 379,762 3552
Shanghi 17,780 15418 51,486
Hebei* 440 roos.6it 14752
Shanxi 33520 417,952 12,469
Nei Monggol (lnner Mongoli) 25,860 399555 16327
Linoning 421300 So0,901 18,979
27150 s62027 13534

s8aso sstaso 14436

74680 1,830,566 st

940 L343,785 27,458

Anhi* 4o stz 8790
Fujian 330 656895 18598
Jangxi 5070 105,676 919
Shandong® 2390 1,851,687 0042
93,710 frsrens 11,298

Hubei® sno70 52014 1z
Hunan® 63,200 G514 10303
Guangdong® ousse  nesesss st
46,550 407,575 8,756

8260 o457 10830

27,970 307049 10,978

$2080 3tsun 997

37350 197,906 513

44,420 347,289 7818

2760 ssan suaox

37180 367,566 9886

25.920 193,398 761

Qinghai 5430 saas 10006
Ningxia 5,950 10 1087
Xinjang 20080 260,419 12,969
Toul Ljoha80 18,308,480 14016

© The population of cach of these nine provinces is around the same size as, or larger
than, the UK, France and Italy. Four of the provinces, namely Shandong, Henan,
Guangdong and Sichuan, are arger than any European country includin, Ger






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_081_r1.gif
g2

o






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_054_r1.gif
sp &7
R O

Submarines. o
4 China
R Jopan

o S e 750 mees  nase





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_016_r1.gif
Japan|
(tokyo)

UsA;
(NY.&LA)
England
(London)
France

(Paris)

Germany
(Berlin)

Sweden,
(Stockholm)

o% so%. 100%
Can hecome a leader of the international community






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_069_r1.gif
{

Argeina

&

Armenin
Ukrsine
Pobnd

Foonce
™

sl
Thiiland
Indis
Phiippines

]
i

I ity -

Mosily negaive

5

£l

»





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_023_r1.gif
Speakers s irst o second language (millions)
o 30 g0 6o B0  1ooo 100
o5t

Chinese, Mandarin’

Chinese, Wo.
Jasanese
Telugu,
Tamil
Chinese, Yue
Marachi
Viemamese
Turkish






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_075_r1.gif
Exxon Mobil
General Electric
icBe

PetroChina
Microsoft

China Mobile
AT&T

Royal Dutch Shell
Gazprom
Citigroup

100

200

300

400





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_048_r1.gif
&

5o

4o

30

China
. Us

I ASEAN

Ll s

Malaysia ThailandPhilippines AwstralisIndoncsia South Korea Japan,






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_040_r1.gif
China
Jordan
Pakistan
Spain
Netherlands
Great Britain
Canada
Turkey
India

Lebanon
Indonesia
France
Russia
Germany
Poland

)
)

5t
52|
55
57
5
58
|
7
7

Dissatsfed

0 st





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_002_r1.jpg
National boundary
Province boundary

= National capital

*  Provincial capital

Other city

KAZAKHSTAN

Almary
T ek

. KYRGYZSTAN

41“".;)

, N

| AFGHANISTAN
Islamabad g Yoam

New Delhim

INDIA

RUSSIA
®Urumgi \
onn i\
XINJIANG
eDunhuang
QINGHAI
TIBET

/@ Thinmphy

Kolkata®

Bay of Bengal

MONGOLIA

Xining ® h{;
“Laiizhbn

< GANSU

SICHUAN
Chengdu®

Zigong ©






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_007_r1.gif
)

i

GDP 2006 USS (b

GDP 2006 USS (bn]

“The World in 2035

% '&*’;{k{‘&y @3&1"7}1‘?‘3’“&2’2{@5@’&@

“The Worldin 2050

So000.
70000
Gooo.
soi0e0 ]
P
30000
frvess

*fg@\yg;f{{i ;f@f&@iﬁ«&ﬁsfg;f@f@\; & ﬁy





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_032_r1.gif
PC-makers® market share in Cl
Qa 2007, % of shipments

Lenovo
358

Hewlere-Packard
134

Founder

120

Dell
84

Others

Tongfang
236 8





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_061_r1.gif
USS million

so000

40000

300000

10,000

1996

1997

1998

1999 2000 2001

002 3003 3004 200





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_055_r1.gif
%
s

s007 ]

soot uef

Foor uef

Soot el

<00t ]





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_080_r1.gif
| 71ﬁ

vy ey oo oo vy mordlear
atisied  satisfied satisfied  dissatisficd






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_013_r1.gif
so% 100%
Japan = 7 s
(Tokyo).
AR ; I
NY.&LA) > 5
Fngland I8 B E
France
frme e E
Germany " o §
(Berlin 222 -
Sweden
(stockholm) | % i -
Importane | Somewhat Notvery | Notatall | No
important important | important | answer





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_049_r1.jpg
Paracel
Islands.

% South China
H Sea
i
i
!

MESARIPPARYESET A

2






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_068_r1.gif
I Ghins'scconomy will row as age [0 US wll be g

e [ 7
ey
s I 55
ey
ey ———/—
e T
Uein G 5|
vons I 6
ey T
o/
- Kore 57
T
s IS 6|
etpins I 5
P ——





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_074_r1.gif
[ [N———






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_026_r1.gif
15

25

1981

199 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_041_r1.gif
2006 USS.
53333538

Income per capita in 2025

éﬁf/wmfémwgym@y

Income per capita in 2050

ei;”y ARG OIS P I






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_010_r1.gif
ARCTIC

ewfoundland

ATLANTIC
United States OCEAN  portugal Spain

Azores (P)
Bermuda () Madeia () Ml

) Canary I 5p)
) * Bahamas (Be) )
Mexico - Wethdin s G Verdeln.

Jamaica (Br) (B & Fr) ®)
British / —

- ‘sm}m,

Britsh

South ®
PACIFIC America
gy G ATLANTIC
- OCEAN
Ot Pcific s
(not shown on this “(Br).
map - B, rench
and German)

= Falkland . (Bc)
(B

Map 3. The Overseas Empires of the European Powers, 1914





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_035_r1.gif
Total vehicles

[ S in Ghina

Exports

189.445

305236

326813°
2007,

“Estimate as of 31 Oct





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_083_r1.gif
Country

Chinese population

Indonesia 7,566,000
Thailand 7.153,000
Malaysia 7,070,000
Singapore (where Chinese are in the majority) 3,496,000
United States 3,376,000
Myanmar 1663000
Canada 1612,000
Peru 1,500,000
Victmam 1,264,000
Philippines 1,136,000
Russia 998,000
Australia 670000
Japan 607,000
United Kingdom 347,000
Cambodia 344000
South Africa 250000
France 231,000
India 189,000
Laos 186,000
Bl 152,000
Now Zealand 148,000
Italy 145,000
Netherlands 145,000
Nigeria 100,000
Aftica (including South Africa and Nigeria) 400,000-600,000






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_029_r1.gif
Production and consumption
(millon barees per day)

Consumption,

1986 1990 1995 000 2006

“Jan to Aug

“Top sources ofoil imports
(000 barels pe day)

167 Angola !
165 Saudi Arsbia

s T

g Rusia

84 Oman

39 Congo

5.6 Yemen

Equarorial

34 Guinea

31 Venenla e
2 L
& sharcof ol o 100 300 300 400 s00
impors (z006)

Jan to Sep





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_066_r1.gif
1884 China
Japan
Russi

India

Taiwan

257 IMF usable resources.

. Korea

$bn, August 2008

Brazil
Singapore:
Hong Kong.
Algeria





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_021_r1.jpg





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_018_r1.gif
Japan
(Tokyo)

usA
NY.&LA)

France
(Parks)

Germany
Berlin)

Sweden
(Stockhalm)

o 50% 100%
- e |ug]
- FTI
Welcome, not | Slightly opposed to | Opposed to

opposed 10






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_052_r1.jpg
z

PACIFIC
OCEAN

Minami-
Torishima
Island

o
g
S
&
CHINA
N. KOREA
Takeshima
Bland o p
S. KOREA
o Tokyo
Shanghai
Okinawa
Iwajima
Senkaku/Diaoyu Island
Islands
Okinotorishima
fand
PACIFIC
OCEAN
o 500 miles

J 1,000 km

Japanese ‘exclusive
economic zone’
Chunxiao gas field
being developed
by China






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_046_r1.gif
China B US

Malays

Thailand Phiippines  Australia Indonesia South Korea Japan





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_004_r1.jpg
RUSSIA

» Astana
KAZAKHSTAN
# Ulaanbaatar
MONGOLIA
«Urumgi
wBishek
Tl 5
“ R
Beijing®
W VIKs T,
Dushanbe
Jinane
v&yﬁ *Lanzhou
Q,Sll(zbul
& plhmabad C H I N A
PAKISTAN “Chengdu  Wuhane
eLhasa - 3
«Chonggin
New Delhin Veny, il gding
Kathmands " BHUTAN
BANGLADESH *Kunming
Dhakas
‘Guangzhoue
INDIA ko T
MYANMAR - Kong
LAOS
Mente Bay of Vienfiane HAINAN
Bengal = »
Rangoons South China
THAILAND Sea
- T Bangkoks (G annont VIETNAM
ISLANDS
PhoomPenh® G’ ok Gy
SRILANKA  NICOBAR
Colombon ISLANDS,
Brunei
)
MALAYSIA
Kuala Lumpur®
INDIAN
2,
O CE AN % BORNEO
o 1,000 miles. I N DEo
- zseokn Jakarta






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_077_r1.gif
15
1ol
55
50

B

15

" abeto  ableto become ableto become

suaramtccour 3 regional  aworkl
ownsecurty  miltary power  miltry povier

ot leae

other






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_009_r1.gif
4o

0

China






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_082_r1.gif
ST TS T





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_038_r1.jpg
)

= National capital
e Provincial capital
——————— Provincial boundaries | | RUSSIA

KAZAKHSTAN Jj<

e \V
T

INDIA

Bay of Bengal






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_053_r1.gif
South Korea
N

Force of
Army

Air

Navy
Marines
Total

troops
27,500
8700
300

36630

RUSSIA

sk

Japan
Force
Army
Air
Navy
Marines
Tousl

sa)
Number
of troops
1,900
13550
5,200
19300

59750

APAN

PACIFIC OCEAN %

Guam (USA)

T

7th Fleet & others

Number
Force of troops
ol 23,400

|
,‘[
L






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_015_r1.gif
o% so% 100%

o [ e o
usa
P o e
England = =
(London) - ~ s
France
(Paris) ) i £
Germany - —
(Berlin) - ’
Swoden . -
(Stockholm) sl .
Tesallright o break | Can'tsay which | Estblished ules| No
the ruls, dependimg hould heays | aner
e olowed






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_030_r1.gif
Billions of metric tons of CO,

%o tosy o 1992 1996 | w0 004





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_024_r1.jpg
Mandarin - 836 million (worldwide) Xiang (contains Wu substratum) - 56 million

7] Wu=77 million IS Hakka - 3.4 million (worldwide)
[ Cantonese - 7x million (worldwide) [ Gan— 31 million
Min fincluding Taiwanese) - 6o million [ Hui (usually grouped with Wu) - 5.2 million

[T1] Jin (usually geouped with Mandarin) - 45 million [JJl] Ping (usually grouped with Cantonese} - 2 million






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_047_r1.gif
s

s0

30

China
. us

“ |

Malsysia ThailandPhilippines Austeslia

doncsia South Kore

Topan






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_076_r1.gif
4

0

years

50
years

So100
years

Over 100
years

Nor






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_001_r1.jpg
MARTIN JACQUES

When China Rules the World

The End of the Western World
and the Birth of a New Global Order

THE PENGUIN PRESS
New York
2009





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_058_r1.gif
Commods N (reerves)  World rseven)  Africa e
” 1o world (%)

Vitimum group metals (1 G300 1000 B
Diamonds (millon carats) 350 st o
Cobalt (1) 31690000 7000000 55
Zisconium (1 " 5 57
Gold 9 10059 ssonn a8
Vanadiorn 1 31000000 13,000,000 5
Uraiom (1 656 haré i
su000 380000 4

100000 $10,000 -

G000 S60000 1o

Nickd ko) 4205 .

Gonl m1) 55567 SHaiss 3






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_012_r1.gif
intain the houschold

‘Gender roles should be.
determined frely

%) )
Japan
(Tokyo) 162 464
UsA
INY.&LA) 105 sis
England
(London) 105 8o
(Pars) 3 913
Germany
(Berln) 26 921
Sweden
(Stockholm) s Sou






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_033_r1.gif
o%  1o%  z0% 0%  4o%  so% 6%

United States
Britain
China
France
Japan

India
Canada
Germany
Singapore

Taly





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_064_r1.gif
Area ceded by Pakistan t0
Chin,daimed by India

CHINA

" Areas held by China,
N//// claimed by India
&

e

N

Dispured  Much of Arunachal
border Pradesh claimed
by China

MYANMAR

Bayof Bengal

Map 13. Territory Disputed by China and India






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_044_r1.gif
[ - -
el —

.
|

——
e !
-y i
- -
3% o
B kS k K 2 2 -

g 01 S0 110 Jo s ST






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_050_r1.gif
%
r3

5o

o

Both Trwancse and Chincse

R I

Year





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_msr_cvi_r1.jpg
MARTIN JACQUES

When China Rules the World

The End of the Western World
and the Birth of a New Global Order

THE PENGUIN PRESS
New York
2009





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_027_r1.gif
sk

Thina

1955 1355 1958 1961 1964 1967 1970 1375 1976 1975 1983 1985 1588 1391 1994 1997 2000 2003





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_071_r1.gif
—us

China
—— India

Pt

so30d 9007 uessuos v Ugs






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_006_r1.gif
Eastern Zhou
Warring States

ong
Southern Song
‘Yuran (Mongols)
Ming

ing (Manchus)

771-2568C
403-2218C
221-20618¢
206 5C-AD 220
618-907
96o-1125
1127-1279
1279-1368
13681644
1644-1912





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_079_r1.gif
[ e ehemomene
] terevenyyeaes

ssamod ppos 1o
15103 Arvpuiosss

Sagpe euoneussion
o o 001 pusds
100 pus sausng uno.
2110 9103 3yes e

13104 ppos s
[ ——

sam0d sess jeorios
e opos diqeiapea)

sounos Sudopsap
1o o






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_059_r1.gif
25

ull,

erude oil





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_036_r1.gif
FETa—

003

j--IIII
=

6o

s

kS q

o ssi1

W





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_065_r1.gif
GDP, % increase on a year earliee

GDP per person at 2004 PP, So00

Ching
o /

Tndia

198386 58 50 92 54 96 s¥i0000s o4

159436 83 50 93 94 56 9¥i0e00s o4

e i pove i,
iy SO i

China
‘Composition of GDF, %

India
Composition of GDP, %

Idusry Serices
5o B f/
o N
Services Agriculture
N s
Apsiculrs
% e 5 e o emsts 30 55 e o






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_017_r1.jpg
RUSSIAN EMPIRE
(USSR) 1922

SAKHALIN
(x905).
KURILE S,
OUTER sz
MONGOLIA

Sea of Japan

KOREA
Peninsula  (1910)

% >
A < 7OKINAWA
7 . (1874) NORTH PACIFIC
/ o OCEAN
. TAIWAN
© (FORMOSA)
e ) Growth of apan's Empice
(Be) 1895
= Treaty of 1905
South China =
Sea [rore
PHILIPPINE IS. [ Manchuria 1931,
(to US 1808) “Manchukuo’ 1932
< egiils [T Manchukuo, 1935
i
° Soollon [ Occupicd 1942
2 —eerns Occupied 1944






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_022_r1.jpg
° 1,000 miles N

ARAL SEA o 2,000 km

Cuttack Ma
. PACIFIC
INDIA OCEAN

CHINA
Ea  PHILIPPINES

Mogadishu MADIVE
Malindi
INDIAN OCEAN

Mombask

“—— Voyages of Zheng He,
1495733






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_051_r1.gif
= Satus o nows dcision e
e St quo ndefnicely
- Stats o nows ndependence ot

=== St guo nows nifcaion e
e —— Independene s
Unifsion 1

Soox 2003 2004 2005, 2006
Year





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_045_r1.gif
G
= | 1S
T PR e e e e TS g T R





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_070_r1.gif
No Don'eknow

Optimist Change Pessimist

% % % %
China 76 " B 5
India 75 i 5 7
United Staces - 5 o o
Torkey . s 6 1
Russia a5 1 v

Pakistan B is s 56






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_003_r1.gif
RUSSIA

HEILONGIIANG

e
DNER >
MONGOLIA| eSheayaig Sex.offapan
S
NG/ conn
il Dtese” D
s EING " b by
) . i 0
Y e g
- o
fr g R s KoRel
F e
= Sstiaxi S S1ADONG
B Yelow Sea
RS e ) SR
9 Xds HENAN.  anmur Paviing.
el Spangha
Hue & SRl
s Y 2
L R ol >
) il o aiie :
et ¥ Je %
. 1 ot PG
G N B
o Hengyang® e . i)
Gugnou o 2,
-
Guilin®. z
N eLibon | GUANGDONG ginioy
P
o S 7y SShezhen
Yuang S A
ot o
[ O
9 o
N

N

Sookm.






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_078_r1.gif
9
o

o
5o
4
30

ot ol oot r o
ot andhs oo ok
et quoacdhiohe

lonih e}






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_008_r1.gif
Latin America
S39 %)

Rusia,
S7o(s%)

ConvalSouth Asia,
S10(%)

SubSaharan Afia,
S10 (%)

Middle sy N, M,
Eeen

[ryemw——
St (%)
Unied e,
Shur (48]
China,
Stas (5%

Euope.
$189 (%]





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_056_r1.gif
Netals Wood Corton
Angola 3

Sudan 988

Nigeria 889

Congo 859

Gabon, 548 ey

DRC 96

Ghana s08

5. Afc 456

Cameroon 397

Tanzania 354 538






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_062_r1.gif
Furopean FDI
1 wea Afeican FDI
Asan incuding Chinese FDI

before 1995

19959





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_039_r1.gif





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_014_r1.gif
Opportunities for promotion Good interpersonal relations at work

s8ll| Japanfor)
US for)
UK for)
France (o1)
Germany (o1)
China (o0)
5. Korea (o0)
Thailand (o0)
Singapore (oo)

India (oo)

(%)70 60 50 40 30 20 10 © © 10 30 30 40 50 60 70 8o (%)





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_031_r1.gif
eﬁwd"@w"j\i,@@

g B 8 & & & & & °





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_msr_cvt_r1.jpg





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_025_r1.gif
Foreig diect ivestment s percentge of GDP in selecd
“Asian countries over ther fastest growing period

—— China
—— Korea

~ Japan

M ‘ - B 5 Yan

978-2004, Korea: 1971-97, Taiwan: 1963-89, Japans 195581





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_067_r1.gif
Will happen in Will not - Don’t know.

toyears  2oyears  soyears  replace

% % % % %
India 5 24 9 24 2
us n 2 10 s 9
Russia 10 7 1 s i
Japan 7 19 1 59 3

China 4 13 20 34 29






OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_073_r1.gif
S g0 1o 150 0 i 3o0 350 400 450 5
Millions of users (May 2008 1,407,724,9:20 world internet users)





OEBPS/jacq_9781101151457_oeb_042_r1.gif





