Department of East Asian Studies

Entrance Test for MA in East Asian Studies Programme, 2013

Time: 2 hours









Maximum Marks: 70

Part I: General Knowledge









(10 marks)

1. In which country the game of Taekwando originated? 

2. What was the name of Chinese Prime Minister, who visited India in 1954? 

3. What is the name shrine in Japan where Japanese Prime Ministers’ visit have caused uproar in neighbouring countries?

4. What is the name of current leader in North Korea?

5. What is the capital of Taiwan?

6. Who is Li Keqiang?

7. What is the official name of Taiwan?

8. Shinjo Abe belongs to which party of Japan?

9. What is the name of North Korean currency?

10. Japan calls it as Senkaku Islands. What is the Chinese name of it?

Part II: Essay











(30 marks) 

Write an essay of 800-1000 words on any ONE of the following topics:

1. Write an essay about the role of Confucianism in the making of Chinese civilization?

2. Evaluate territorial claims of China and Japan in the East China Sea and make your recommendation to resolve the issue.

3. Why North Korea is adamant to possess nuclear weapons and do you feel that North Korean could be denuclearized?

4. What are the causes of economic stagnation in Japan? Do you feel that Japan would be able to come out of the situation in near future?

Part III: Comprehension
(30 marks)

Read the following passage and answer the questions at the end.

From 1368 to 1841 – from the founding of the Ming dynasty to the arrival of Western powers in Asia – there were only two wars between China, Korea, Vietnam, and Japan: China’s invasion of Vietnam (1407-28), and Japan’s invasion of Korea (1592-98). These four major territorial and centralized states developed stable, peaceful, and long-lasting relations with each other. The more powerful these states became, the more stable were their relations. China was clearly the dominant military, cultural, and economic power in the system, and it had written the international “rules of the game,” but its goals did not include expansion against its established neighboring states. These smaller states emulated Chinese practices and to varying degrees explicitly accepted Chinese centrality in the region. How did these four states craft such stable and peaceful relations for over five centuries?

Building on the “new sovereignty” research in international relations, I argue that the status quo orientation of China and established boundaries created a loose hierarchy within anarchy that had much to do with the period of peace. That is, the culmination of successful state-building produced a remarkably enduring and stable peace, much as status quo orientations and resolution of border conflicts has led to peace in contemporary Europe. Built on a mix of legitimate authority and material power, the China-derived Confucian international system provided a normative social order, clear benefits to secondary states, and also contained credible commitments by China not to exploit secondary states that accepted its authority. This order was explicitly and formally unequal, but informally equal: secondary states were not allowed to call themselves equal with China, yet had substantial latitude in their actual behavior. China stood at the top of the hierarchy, and there was no intellectual challenge to the rules of the game until the 19th century and the arrival of the Western powers. Korean, Vietnamese, and even Japanese elites consciously copied Chinese institutional and discursive practices in part to craft stable relations with China, not to challenge it. This central claim does not imply, however, that violence was rare in East Asia. There was plenty of violence, but it tended to occur between China and the semi-nomadic peoples on its northern and western borders, not between China and the other Sinicized states. In this way, I extend Iain Johnston’s (1995) pioneering work about the sources of Chinese grand strategy, where he identifies two deeply enduring Chinese worldviews that encompass central paradigmatic assumptions about the nature of conflict, the inevitability of violence, and the enemy. Calling one “Confucian,” and the other “parabellum,” he argues that China and nomads operated in a parabellum strategic culture that, “[views] the best way of dealing with security threats is to eliminate them through the use of force.” Yet important as Johnston’s work is, he does not address a key issue: why those threats arose mainly from actors on China’s northern and western frontiers, instead of arising from powerful states to the east and south such as Korea, Japan, and Vietnam. These Sinic states, which shared China’s “Confucian” worldviews, had far more stable and peaceful relations with China. Early modern East Asia – like 19th century Europe – operated in two very different international societies based on two different sets of rules: one which included the Sinicized states; and a different set of rules that regulated relations with the “uncivilized” nomadic world. 
It is theoretically important to focus on explanations for the lack of violence between the four Sinic states for four reasons. First, the early modern East Asian experience suggests that hegemony can be associated with peace across regions, and that international stability may not be a function only of the contemporary era, such as the Pax Britannica in the 19th century and the Pax Americana/long peace after 1945. After all, much of world history has involved hegemons building hierarchy and establishing order, and studying these relations in different historical contexts promises to truly universalize our theories and our evidence. Second, legitimate authority was as important as raw material power in the constitution and stability of the system itself. Leadership and hegemony result from a combination of inspiration, coercion, and incentives, and all are important factors. Third, if contemporary states also care about legitimacy in addition to power, then merely describing the world according to its power polarity is unlikely to explain the cause of potential conflict. For example, while most scholarly discussion about China’s rise has focused on whether the balance of power can remain stable, perhaps just as important is whether China finds the current U.S.-dominated order to be legitimate, and whether other major powers accept China’s place in that order.

Finally, international relations scholars have largely overlooked East Asia as they search for theoretical ideas and evidence. For example, Aaron Friedberg’s famous 1994 article compared modern Asia to the past 500 years of European history, concluding that, “for better or for worse, Europe’ s past could be Asia’s future.” Yet we know little about East Asian history itself! Thus it would be pertinent to de-universalize political analysis, because close examination reveals that the European experience was neither first, nor was it universal. As Susanne Rudolph has observed, “there appeared to be one race, and the West had strung the tape at the finish line for others to break.” Few scholars have taken East Asia on its own terms and not as a reflection of Europe, and few have crafted theories that can explain East Asia as it actually was.
Excerpted from “War and Peace in Early Modern East Asia: Hierarchy and Legitimacy in International Systems” by David C. Kang.
1. What was the Confucian international system? 





(5 marks) 

2. How was the Sino-centric international system different from the western sovereign-state-system? 












(5 marks) 

3. Do you feel that a new era of hierarchical inter-state relations might emerge in the East Asia in near future? 










(5 marks)

4. Do you feel that binary framework offered by the author is applicable to inter-state relations in South Asia? 










(5 marks) 

5. Do you agree with the author? Please give reasons for your agreement or disagreement with the author’s claims.









(10 marks)







