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─司会　はい。それでは、武漢大学の周長
城先生、お願いします。
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─司会　それでは、カリフォルニア大学サ
ンディエゴ校のリチャード・マドソン先生、
お願いします。
─リチャード・マドソン　Professor Kaga-

mi’s paper offers an extraordinarily thoughtful 

critique of contemporary Chinese studies, 

particularly as practiced in Japan and the United 

States, and it presents us with an inspiring vision 

of how area studies might be reformed and 

renewed in the 21st century.

 The paper is especially timely. Because of the 

rise of Chinese wealth and power, the structure of 

Asian economic and political relationships is 

being reconfigured. At the same time, both the 

hard power, that is, the effective military power, 

and economic power, and the soft power, global 

moral authority, of the United States has 

deteriorated, particularly because of the Iraq war. 

And all this takes place in the context of 

intensifying globalization. In this new situation, 

to help find the way toward mutually beneficial 

and peaceful global interdependency, we will 

need new intellectual disciplines. Professor 

Kagami points us toward a new type of area 

studies.

 There are two parts to his paper. The first and 

by far the longest is a critical account of the 

history of the development of Chinese area 

studies in Japan and the United States. The 

second is a vision for a new way for doing China 

s tudies .  This  vis ion is  der ived f rom the 

implications of the historical critique, in the light 

of a philosophy of intersubjectivity. I will briefly 

discuss these in turn.

 I learned a great deal from Professor Kagami’s

account of the development of China studies in 

Japan, a subject about which I knew very little. I 

will limit my remarks here to a subject with 

which I am more familiar, the development of 

China studies in the United States.

 As Professor Kagami says, China studies in the 

USA was a product of the Cold War. The 

programs and eventually research centers for 

China studies established at Harvard, Columbia 

and the University of Washington in the late 

1940s, eventually joined by other important 

centers at the University of Michigan, the 

University of California, and so forth, were 

oriented toward state policy research in the sense 

that  their  leaders wanted to help the US 

government construct more effective policies 

toward China. But because they were located in 

universities, these centers had only an indirect 

and sometimes tension-filled relationship with the 

government. Their initial funding came not from 

the government but from private foundations, 

such as the Rockefeller and Ford Foundation. The 


