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Congressman John Katko (R-NY-24) wrote to President Biden suggesting 
boycotting the 2022 Winter Olympics in Beijing. Senator Mitt Romney (R-Utah) 
opposed athletes boycotting but not other form of boycotting Olympics. This 
prompted me to write this column, Apply Olympic Spirit to Global Competition and 
International Relations.

"What does the USA want from China and what does China want from the U.S. 
when they talked in Alaska (March 18-19, 2021)?" was posted on Quora. It received 
many responses, but not many specific answers. Understandably it is a tough question 
to answer, even for seasoned international relations experts. Nations usually discloses, 
through white papers, regarding general national security issues, defense concerns, 
and national development plan but rarely identifies specific demands on specific 
nation. The specifics are national secrets, highly variable as strategic situation varies 
in real time. Therefore, the answer to the above question depends intimately on the 
events happened prior to the meeting, including the history of the US-China relations 
up to the new Biden Administration's tentative 'China Strategy', still experimental and 
evolving to be a firm 'China Policy'. From this angle, a foreign affairs observer could 
only speculate an answer to the above question based on known facts and his logical 
interpretation. Hopefully such an exercise may shed some light on how the two great 
nations may repair and improve their competitive relations.

The U.S. (Secretary of State, Antony Blinken and WH National Security Adviser, 
Jack Sullivan) invited China (Yang Jiechi, Central Committee/ Foreign Affairs and 
Wang Yi, National Affairs Adviser/Foreign Minister) to have a high level 2+2 meeting 
at Anchorage following two similar 2+2 meetings held in Tokyo (U.S. and Japan) and 
in Soul (U.S. and South Korea). The purpose and significance of these two meetings 
were revealed as U.S. attempt to solidify a 'Quad' alliance (US-Australia-Japan-S. 
Korea or quad+ including India, Vietnam and others) targeting at suppressing China's 
rise. These meetings were first step to assess the likelihood of building the 'Alliance' 
model to confront China.

Judging from the Pre-meeting announcement, events happened at Anchorage and 
post 2+2 press conferences, we may deduce an answer for 'What the U.S. wanted from 
China at the Anchorage meeting' as follows:

I. China's concession on trade issues.
II. China's pledge in slowing down development including China's agreement on 

stopping technology challenge (competition such as 5G, etc.).
III. Pushing China's red-lines in SCS, ECS and the Taiwan Strait.
IV. Reaching a currency policy agreement with China to avoid a currency war.
On the question, 'What China wanted from the U.S. at the Anchorage meeting?', 

we may deduce the following answer:
I. Renewing a cordial dialogue which was destroyed by the Trump Administration.

II. Stopping smearing and rhetoric against China.
III. Expressing each other's main concerns and red-lines.
IV. Defining method and schedule for broad communication channels between 

the two nations.
China came to Anchorage with low expectation but sincere hope to return the 

U.S.-China relation to a normal state rather than enduring a hostile 'blame game' or 
a Cold War. However, the other 2+2 meetings especially the Tokyo one raised a big 
red flag. Japan touched China's sovereignty issue with Japan's ambitious claim of 
the Diaoyu Islands (Senkaku). The U.S. had long been neutral on this touchy issue 
but this time she said that the US-Japan Mutual Defense Treaty would apply to 
those islands. In addition, the day before the Anchorage meeting, the U.S. 
announced sanctions against a few Hong Kong (HK) officials for their role in 
maintaining law and order during HK riots, a slap on the 2+2 guests' faces.

The last straw breaking the camel's back was Blinken and Sullivan's opening 
remarks, sparing any pleasantry and openly charging China violating human rights, 
using Xinjiang, HK, Tibet and Taiwan in a vicious manner with no concrete 
evidence. This not only angered the Chinese delegates but totally negated what 
China had hoped to achieve at this meeting. Consequently, China unprecedentedly 
lashed out sharp counter attacks (righteously saying the U.S. has no right to lecture 
China) against the U.S. with US Human Rights violations and double standards. 
Obviously, this surprised Blinken and Sullivan; their 'overtime' response and 
manipulation of the presence of media gave the Chinese delegation further 
ammunition charging the U.S. violating democracy and freedom of speech.

The closed- door sessions later might have calmed the dialogue down judging 
from the mild press statements at the end. China explicitly denied the US 
condescending manner thus no concrete positive agreement was no surprise. As a 
US citizen-observer of foreign affairs, relying less on 'inside' information but more 
'historical' data and pure common 'justice' sense, I would say that the U.S. erred in 
poking those decade/century old red-line issues  Tibet was a seven-decade charge 
led by the West; each decade past, Tibetans' lives got better. Only the cult-like 
monks lost their political power. The U.S. is barking uselessly as China has 
successfully lifted poverty in Tibet making its neighbors in India envious. Xinjiang 
HR issue was hyped by former SOS Pompeo using 'possibly' CIA stories to pin 
horrible charges like "concentration camp" and "genocide" on China. The fact that 
the Uighur population grew 25% (vs 2% for the Han),  the Xinjiang cotton 

industry became the top cotton producer in the world in two decades and 
China maintained a good relation with most Muslim countries simply blew 
the fabricated story (such as one admitted by BBC) out of the water.

HK is another ridiculous issue that the U.S. and the U.K. shamelessly 
lecture on a moral pedestal. Legally HK belongs to China after its return to 
China in 1997. HK people from having zero political rights to having the 
most autonomous local government in the world, except military defense, she 
even has control of her currency. When HK riots happened and threatened 
her security, China did not sent troops to suppress but simply legislated 
national security laws to manage the riots successfully. No country had 
managed riots better than HK, including the U.S. dealing with her Wall Street 
and Capitol riots.

Taiwan is another seven decade issue, rightly classified as China's 
domestic problem. Why must the U.S., a giant nation and superpower, use 
alliance, particularly Taiwan, a small island, to deal with China's rising 
competitive power?  The U.S. strategists thought they could use Taiwan to 
pressure China, but what really happened was that the pro-independence 
political faction in Taiwan was manipulating the U.S. government for the 
benefit of power-hunger Taiwanese politicians. They lobbied and bribed 
foreign politicians to support their cause (some got caught). Strangely, the 
U.S. would play along with Taiwan's 'diplomacy rescue' game (desperately 
trying to hold on the 15 small countries' wavering diplomatic relation with 
Taiwan) by sneaking an US ambassador to Palau in Palau President's travel 
team to visit Taiwan. Does the U.S. really believe that to provoke China to 
use force to unite Taiwan is the solution to stopping the U.S. decline on the 
world stage?

What are the above events telling us Americans? Any patriotic American 
can see that, the U.S. seems to be losing her marbles; she is losing prestige 
and respect world wide. We raise the big flags of Democracy, Freedom and 
HR; they actually cover our shadows so we can shout slogans and doing the 
opposite at the same time. What we Americans should do is standing in front 
of a big flag of Justice; honoring justice is righteously preaching: 'do what we 
say and do' not 'do what we say but don't do what we do'. Hypocrisy and 
double standards are not on the flag of Justice.

Boycotting Olympics to be held in China is a cowardly idea, Americans 
have performed very well in Olympics and Americans can compete and win 
gold medals. In fact, we should all treasure the real spirit of Olympics: 
Everyone competes honorably and fairly obeying rules defined by all 
participating nations. We should cooperate in training and development so 
that we all improve in our ability and performance. When we compete, we 
produce winners, Champions and runner ups. Competitions raise everyone's 
performance level, not just the winner's. If we are champions we should try 
to defend them by working and training harder, if we lost, we would try again 
next turn and win back our titles. That is the Olympic spirit. That spirit 
should be applied to global competition and international relations.

Mainstream Media and Organic Views
Dr. Wordman

Apply Olympic Spirit to Global Competition and International Relations

自從1949年中共建國以來，美國
一直對中國進行不同程度的打壓，
制裁和圍堵。建國之後，中共立刻
捲入了一場抗美援朝戰爭，其後就
遭到西方的全面封鎖；1972年尼克
森破冰之旅打開了"竹幕"，中美關
係大幅度改善；1978年，小平同志
的改革開放政策實施以後，中美建
交，情況又進一步好轉。到了
2001年中國加入世貿組織，中美關
係乃進入了一段黃金時期，貿易量
大增，中國的廉價商品紓解了美國
的通貨膨脹壓力，而美國的跨國公
司在大陸也賺的盆滿鉢滿，同時也
對中國的工業化做出了巨大貢獻。
可是，2010年，當中國的GDP超過
了日本時，華府感到了威脅，乃開
始嚴肅對待中國的崛起。

那是在奧巴馬當政而希拉莉主導
美國外交關係的時候。從那時開
始，我們可以把美國的對華政策以
三個總統劃分爲三個階段，即奧巴
馬/希拉莉階段；川普階段；拜登
階段。

奧巴馬/希拉莉階段

奧巴馬於2009年進入白宮，國
内，他面對的是2008年末才爆發
的，大蕭條以來最嚴重的金融風
暴；國外，他面對的是中東亂局
（阿拉伯之春不久後爆發）。在美
國歷任總統中，奧巴馬屬於智商與
學養都非常高，但是缺乏行政經驗
的一位，與他的偶像甘乃迪相似。 
他治理的特點是理性，不走極端和
信任各部門的負責人，讓他們各司
其職。對於外交，他把主要責任交
給了政治經驗和人際關係都遠遠超
過他的希拉莉。希拉莉屬於民主黨
内的鷹派，相信美國應當向全世界
推銷美式民主，支持各國的民主運
動和打擊威權政府。她在政策上仰
賴美國龐大的智庫體系和知名學
者。

希拉莉處理中東亂局非常失敗，
尤其是製造了利比亞的内戰，并導
致駐該國的美國大使被殺。這證
明，豐富的經驗并不等於能夠對危
機的處理作出正確的政策選擇。在
歐洲，她鼓勵并實際支持烏克蘭的
反政府運動，推翻了親俄政權（當
時的操盤手是主管歐洲事務的助理
國務卿  Victoria Nuland），這導致
普京介入和收回蘇聯時期送給烏克
蘭的克里米亞。從戰略角度來看，
在俄國的家門口一再鼓動顔色革
命，不但過於霸道，并且也很愚
蠢，因爲它必然會引起反彈。針對
普京拿走克里米亞，美國對俄國施
加嚴厲制裁，幾乎導致俄國經濟崩
盤，也促使普京跟中國簽訂爲期
30年的油氣管道合同和戰略合作協
定，從而鞏固了中俄兩國之間的關
係。

另外值得一提的是，俄國2013年
的總統選舉中，希拉莉公然發表支
持反對派示威活動的言論，從此跟
普京結下了個人之間的深仇大恨，
促使普京在美國2016年的大選中利
用社交媒體詆毀希拉莉，替川普助
選，居然把穩操勝算的她給拉了下
來。這可説是一報還一報了。

針對中國，她基本上仰賴哈佛名
教授約瑟夫·奈的觀點，即中國的鄰
國很多，并且幾乎都有歷史恩怨，
所以對付中國最有效的辦法就是離
間它與周邊國家間的關係。實際政
策的參與者是主管亞洲事務助理國
務卿坎培爾（Kurt Campbell）。這
位坎培爾就是在2012年暗中慫恿菲
律賓把南海糾紛告到國際仲裁法院
的操盤手。這是離間中國與東盟國
家的一個毒招。如果中國示弱，接
受了這個仲裁結果，那麽越南會馬
上跟進，甚至馬來西亞，印尼和文

萊都會插上一脚，這麽以來，整個
東盟都可能跟中國對著幹，南海糾
紛將沒完沒了，而中國與東盟之間
的關係就會被徹底破壞了。

2016年6月，就在仲裁案的決定
宣佈之前，美國兩大航母戰鬥群浩
浩蕩蕩地進入了南海，目的當然是
威懾中國，并且在6月底，爲了隱
藏身份，撤到菲律賓東邊佈陣。這
是中國國運的一個關鍵時刻。習近
平下令三大艦隊向南海集合，就在
仲裁案出爐前 一周，7月5日起，
展開軍演，并且大陸的網站突然出
現了幾十輛載有反艦導彈東風
21D的車輛在公路行駛的視頻，還
有習近平向軍中的發言，宣佈：
"不惜一戰！"美國的太平洋艦隊司
令哈里斯也向艦上官兵宣佈："今
晚準備戰鬥！"現在許多視頻詳細
報導了這次中美處於核戰邊緣的故
事。據事後透露的消息，奧巴馬在
最最緊張時刻發出"Stand Down"的
命令，航母戰鬥群乃撤退到菲律賓
的東邊。

這次觸碰到戰爭邊緣的對抗雖然
已經成爲歷史，可是它的後果卻是
異常深遠的。整個南海，以及爭端
的核心，黃岩島，已在中國的掌控
之下，無論美國拉動多少國家的艦
隊來南海"自由航行"，中國在南海
的地位已經無法撼動。在承認了這
個現實的基礎之上，東盟與中國之
間的關係不但沒有破裂，并且正在
逐步加强。

這個以軍事威脅配合法律訴訟的
毒招，美國沒有得手，可是在商業
貿易上，奧巴馬任内還推出了泛太
平洋貿易夥伴關係（TPP）的方
案，一份把中國排除在外的，美國
與其他亞洲與拉丁美洲國家之間貿
易協定。如果這項協定成功落實的
話，也可以達到孤立中國的目的。
對美國而言，非常遺憾，這項協定
才剛剛簽訂，川普就上臺了。他一
上臺就把它給廢了。

還值得一提的是，上面提到的兩
位，即在奧巴馬期間激烈反俄的
Nuland， 和 參 與 反 中 規 劃 的
Campbell，都被延攬到拜登的外交
團隊中，并且都從助理國務卿升爲
副國務卿。這也可以看出，拜登早
已決定，準備跟中俄兩國硬幹一
場。

川普階段

川普是隻黑天鵝，是美國政壇異
數——在最成熟的民主制度中選出
一位毫無執政經驗，思想膚淺，病
態自戀的謊言大師。他對美國造成
的傷害還在繼續——多國領袖都擔
心他可能會在四年後復出，所以對
拜登政府的承諾持保留態度。除了
"美國第一"的口號之外，川普有幾
個堅定的信念：第一，美國對外國
的貿易逆差證明，外國在占美國的
便宜；第二，美國在世界各地駐軍
是賠本生意，駐軍所在國應當交更
多的保護費；第三，美國在中東打
仗，花錢太多，不划算，應該撤回
來；第四，國際組織都是在浪費美
國的錢，最好都退出來。他的信念
跟美國二次戰後的通盤設計和做法
形成了强烈的對立面。

美國跟中國貿易，多年來都有巨
量的逆差，所以川普相信，擡高中
國進口產品關稅，鼓勵美國企業回
美生產，并强迫中國購買美國產
品，可以縮減逆差。所以他要跟中
國打一場貿易戰。他的名言是：
"貿易戰是好事，容易贏"。

他在2018年3月發動了對中國的
貿易戰，提出了許多要求，除了削
減逆差之外，主要的還有知識產權

保護，技術轉讓，政府補貼等，條
件相當苛刻，如果北京答應了所有
要求，那麽具有社會主義特色的經
濟制度就不復存在，這當然是不可
能的，所以就開始了長達一年的
13輪談判。北京用打太極拳的方式
談判：拖，終於逼得急於宣佈勝利
的川普作出讓步，答應簽訂局部協
議。局部協議沒有觸及到中國經濟
體制的筋骨。

考察貿易戰結果的評論幾乎都認
爲，貿易戰的勝方是中國。彭博社
於今年初的一篇分析，題目是"中國
怎麽贏了川普的貿易戰，讓美國人
付錢"，從幾個方面討論了貿易戰的
結果。其中指出，如果是爲了縮減
逆差的話，川普失敗了，因爲逆差
在2019年稍稍降低，可是2020年卻
創下新高。如果是强迫中國增加購
買美國貨，貿易戰算是局部成功，
因爲中國答應超額購買美國的農產
品，衹是，可能由於疫情，中國僅
僅購買了它所承諾的一半。如果是
鼓勵美國企業回國生產，那貿易戰
失敗了，因爲根據訪問結果，有
80%的企業表示，它們無意離開中
國。即使少數企業決定離開中國，
它們也不準備回美。此外，90%的
新增關稅實際上是由美國的消費者
承擔。

儘管如此，根據一項研究，由於
貿易戰，2019年中國的GDP 減少了
0.3%，美國減少了0.8%，是一個兩
敗俱傷的局面。

川普取得成功的是科技戰，特別
是在高端芯片的製造方面，他終於
部分遏制了華爲的5G在全球的發
展，和迫使華爲退出手機市場。此
外，他以美國國家安全受到威脅爲
理由，將上百家中國科技公司納入
實體清單，嚴重打擊了中國芯片的
供應量和產業鏈。

拜登階段

上臺後，拜登沒有撤銷川普向中
國加徵的關稅。他也維持了川普對
中國科技企業的制裁，并且還在實
體清單上增列了59家科技公司。川
普下臺前大規模增加了美軍在南海
和臺灣海峽的自由航行活動，還提
高了訪臺官員的等級，拜登不但沒
有減少這種挑戰行爲，還邀請了
英，法，德，澳，日的艦隊都來南
海秀肌肉。這還不夠，最近他不肯
接受世衛組織的調查結果，拾起了
川普的陰謀論，命令中情局進行對
病毒來源的調查，90天後提出報
告。也就是説，拜登全盤接受了川
普的反華政策。

北京對拜登的表現顯然不樂，所
以不主動跟美國聯係，而美國看來
有點急了，貿易代表戴琪，商務部
長Rainmondo 和財政部長耶倫在兩
周的時間裏主動聯係她們的中國對
口官員劉鶴與王文濤，舉行視頻會
談，雙方都强調中美之間的貿易非
常重要，必須保持聯係。這些話真
的是不疼不癢，就好像說，今天天
氣真好一樣。什麽意思，中國方面
的意思相當明白：你不放棄制裁，
還把我當敵人，咱們就耗著吧!

拜登與川普之間最大的不同是對
盟友的態度。他要團結盟友，共同
對付中國。所有美國精英都知道，
美國最大的優勢就是它在二戰後建
立起來的聯盟體系，這是它維持霸
權和國際秩序的基石。川普對盟友
加徵關稅，增收保護費，并且態度
傲慢，做決定時不與盟國協商，完
全顛倒了美國的外交傳統。拜登瞭
解聯盟體系的重要性，所以一上臺
就對盟國說，"美國回來了！"

簡言之，一方面拜登不放棄川普
對中國蠻橫的打壓手段，另一方面
要修復遭到川普嚴重破壞的聯盟體

制，然後在這兩方面都加碼。這就
是美國制中的第三階段。

他爲什麽這麽做？簡單地說，第
一，從美國國防部發表的白皮書，
參議院的一系列對中國不友好的法
案和智庫的分析，我們都可以看
到，美國精英階層已經取得了一個
共識，那就是，中國超越美國的大
勢已經形成，必須加以阻止；第
二，單憑美國自己的力量已經無法
阻止中國的進程，必須聯合所有可
以聯合的國家，作最後一搏。

但是，這并不是說，這樣集中全
力跟中國硬杠是好的戰略。歷史將
告訴我們它的最終結果。

G7，北約和拜普峰會

 先説説拜登和普京的峰會吧。爲
了跟普京談，美國宣佈放棄制裁北
溪2號天然氣管道的鋪設（安排了峰
會後，又恢復了部分制裁），可是
沒有事先通知最受影響的烏克蘭
（俄國輸送天然氣到歐洲可以不經
過烏克蘭了，所以烏的損失慘
重）。用美國的俗語說，這就是美
國把烏克蘭扔到巴士底下了。當
然，這是美國常做的事，并不奇
怪。

美國媒體早就預測，這個峰會不
會有實際結果。事實也是如此，兩
位領袖作秀，迎來舉世矚目，好像
是天大的事。其實呢，什麽實質進
展都沒有，就是有"建設性"，如此
而已。拜登應當老早知道，想要跟
普京和解，美國必須承認克里米亞
屬於俄國的既成事實，因而放棄制
裁，否則，他根本無法打破中俄之
間的穩固關係。          

 G7 和北約峰會才是重頭。過去
5個月布林肯和奧斯丁精心策劃，僕
僕風塵，拉攏歐盟，日本，韓國和
印度，爲的就是要在這兩個峰會中
聯合所有盟國，向中國發動總攻
擊。他們將美國的霸權保衛戰披上
了一層民主與專制之爭的意識形態
外衣，抄襲冷戰模式。那麽，成效
如何呢？

我們需要瞭解的是，二次戰後，
美國一國的GDP就相當於世界的
45%，歐洲則飽受戰爭摧殘，面對
蘇聯，急需美國作爲後盾。現在，
G7所有成員的GDP加在一起也衹有
全世界GDP的30%，并且，除了德
國以外，其餘6國都是債臺高筑。
G7 的份量，老實説，有限。CNN報
導，德國，法國和意大利不同意美
國對華的强硬立場，會場内氣氛不
好，有一段時間由於吵的太凶，還
把互聯網關掉了。最後，美國草擬
的聯合公報被逼修改，刪除過激字
眼。事後，麥克龍說，G7不是反中
俱樂部。默克爾也說，許多方面必
須與中國合作，不贊成跟中國對
抗。

它們達成的一個協議就是弄一個
世 界 級 的 B3W（Build Back Better 
World），以此跟8年前出爐的一帶
一路抗爭，初步資金是 1000億美
元。默克爾說，G7沒有這個資源。

 接下來就是在布魯塞爾舉行的北
約30國峰會，在此美國總算把它起
草的，長達數十頁的公報，改動不
大地獲得通過，其中把中國定性爲
"系統性威脅 "。中國對之嚴厲批

評。必須瞭解的是，北約是美國
捆綁歐洲的最後一道防綫，也是
它最後的堡壘。美國已經輸掉了
東盟（這次布林肯沒有去東南
亞，衹派了他的二把手Sherman去
訪問了幾個國家，結果還被柬埔
寨打臉）,也無法在非洲跟中國競
爭。它在中東的勢力已經被俄國
的介入和伊朗的抵制而大大削
弱。所以，美國必須牢牢掌控住
歐洲，抵擋東方勢力向西擴張，
具體而言，就是阻擋中國一帶一
路倡議把歐洲也整合過去。

帝國的黃昏

4月14日，拜登宣佈，在今年
9月11日之前，美軍撤出阿富汗。
這是一項充滿象徵意義的決定。
阿富汗被稱爲帝國的墳場：亞歷
山大大帝，大英帝國，蘇聯，它
們的霸業都在此遭遇巨大的挫
敗，蘇聯撤離阿富汗之後不久解
體。看來，現在輪到美國了。

這跟他所高舉的民主大旗沒有
太大關係。美國是一個正在衰落
的國家，中國是一個正在振興的
國家，兩國的體量已接近旗鼓相
當，拜登希望盟國來扶持美國，
一起壓制蒸蒸日上的中國，這是
違背人性的。中國越强，吸引力
就越大，越多的國家就不願意跟
它對著幹。除了排在第三位的日
本，願意跟美國聯合制中，其他
國家，除了五眼聯盟之外，要嘛
就拒絕選邊站隊，要嘛就按照自
己的利益選擇，而它們的利益越
來越多地會向强者的方向移動。
這是一。

對於歐盟和東盟而言，它們最
擔心的是核戰。對此，李顯龍最
近就他拒絕在中美之間選邊站所
作的論述頗具代表性。它們知
道，如果世界再度陷入兩大陣營
的冷戰格局，那麽發生核戰的可
能性就會無限擴大。最好的對策
就是建立多極世界。這是二。

由於一連串的政策錯誤，美國
不但在多次戰爭中元氣大傷，并
且把原來非常認同西方的俄國和
伊朗逼到了對立面，與中國建立
了長期合作的戰略關係。現在，
中俄伊三國在反美的基礎上形成
了一個鐵三角。整片歐亞大陸，
在一帶一路的鏈接下，很可能逐
步走向一體化。相對而言，美
國，日本，澳洲和英國，尤其在
英國脫歐之後，變成了邊緣國
家。這樣就出現了大陸島對分散
在不同海域的島國之間互相競爭
格局。今後最根本的變化可能就
是陸權國家崛起，海權國家衰
退。這是三。

如果我們整體來看上述三個階
段，或者說辯證來看，那麽，拜
登階段應當是這個周期的結束。
什麽周期呢？應該說是美國感到
中國崛起的速度太快，威脅到它
的霸權，因而設法阻擾中國發展
的周期。這個阻擾的力道是越來
越大，範圍越來越廣，很可能會
破壞世界的穩定。會不會引發戰
爭呢？不是不可能。《經濟學
人》將臺灣定爲世界上最危險的
地方，不是完全沒有道理。

美國制㆗的㆔個階段
◎㈬秉和

In October 24, 2020, the author published a column, entitled, Time to 
Establish a World Media Organization (WMO), (  www.US-Chinaforum.org
and ) proposing that the UN needs to establish a www.US-Chinaforum.com
WMO to define rules about public media and to regulate its operation and 
propagation in the domestic and international community for the benefit of 
maintaining a peaceful and culturally enriched global community. World 
media has blossomed tremendously in multimedia since the Chinese first 
invented the printing and German first created the printer machine; the world 
media industry has made a quantitative assault of the explosive information 
revolution on human being, unfortunately coming with many pitfalls and a 
giant devil being released in the explosion. The author had characterized the 
problematic media into four categories: 1, rhetoric (between nations and 
social communities), 2, fake news (openly generating false information), 3, 
dangerous speech (inciting hate crimes and terrorism) and 4, information 
security (media collection of private and personal data for illegal use across 
national boundaries). The author argued that the above concerns (their impact 
on world peace caused by world media, for example the amount of fake news 
regarding corona virus and vaccines had led to bad decisions causing 
thousands of unnecessary deaths) dictate the establishment of a WMO in no 
less importance than WTO and WHO.

In this article, the author shall plead again to establish a WMO urgently 
based on recent development of 'media' crisis such as the clash of national 
media organizations (and national government) with the conglomerate cross-
nation socio-media platform and services. These incidences and their 
underlining causes not only reinforces the author's argument in his previous 
article for establishing a WMO, but also presented strong evidence in terms of 
economic instability between the national media and conglomerate media 
services in their long term interest in serving the national and global 
communities. The incidence may seem to be simple as the Australian national 
news media demanding a fee from the social media for their news items based 
on a national law passed by Australia, but the social media platforms offer 
their services to users free of charge and would not like to pay a fee if not 
justified. The two giant conglomerate media companies involved are 

Facebook social media and Google search engine
It is true that news corporations have cost collecting and producing news 

articles, hence they like to have some returns for their investment, however, 
their subscription model simply does not generate sufficient revenue 
without other supplemental income such as ads (limited scale compared to 
social media). The giant international news corporations have broader 
international news sources and audiences but the national news 
organizations have very little leveraging power compared to the 
international giants such as Murdock's News Corp. So there is no surprise 
that Google has striven a deal to pay News Corp but not likely to pay for 
Australian news. The value of news is based on two factors: 1. Truthfulness 
and quality of news and 2. Multiple varieties of sources rather than a 
monopoly for a wide international audience. Currently, the mass media's 
reputation on both is poor which is correlated to their poor subscription 
income. The giant mass media corporations have shown to be biased and 
rigidly divided as seen in the U.S. The small national news corporation such 
as Australia News tends to be nationalistically biased as seen from their 
reports on Australia-China trade issues. When news are biased and 
monopolized nationally or internationally (conglomerate), news becomes 
less valuable to the world community. For example, an Australian fake news 
on Xinjiang Uighur story will not go very far beyond Australia, certainly not 
to the 1.4 billion Chinese, so why should Facebook even allows such fake 
news never mind paying for it.

Similarly with search engines, if the search results are biased and 
monopolized by any agreement between a search engine company and 
conglomerate news corporation, global netizens will prefer to get from the 
organic media; hopefully, social media will maintain that responsibility of 
supporting only truthful postings and true users' opinions. The news media 
should be aware of the YouTube (owned by Google) model where users are 
literally free to post any authentic video news. So the various news 

corporations must compete with that free media, especially in 
'truthfulness' and 'quality' of their news item. Unfortunately, news 
media including giant corporations and YouTube have indulged in 
using fake titles to catch users eyeballs. In reality, this eventually hurts 
the news media reputation hence the value of their news products. So 
there is a real need of regulation and code of conduct for the World 
media Industry (a media morality) for their own survival and true 
usefulness.

Regarding fake news, there is definitely a need for WMO to 
regulate the world media industry. The reporting of Corona virus with 
fake news has caused many death in the world, a matter the UN WHO 
has no tool to deal with. There are other examples such as false 
accusation of genocide of Xinjiang Uighur in China or misreporting of 
the India-China Himalaya border dispute. The sensational media 
reporting were used to generate higher popularity ratings for the 
ministers at the expense of economic impact to people even their lives. 
In Australia's case, its exports to China were severely affected (China 
is Australia's number one export country) and the mobilization of tens 
of thousands of soldiers in Himalaya during winter was inhumane and 
wasteful (fortunately due to media constraint, China exercised control 
and war is avoided). If there was an organization like WMO, which 
was charged for regulating world media on their truthfulness in 
reporting, I think the behavior of journalists and world journalism will 
improve. That is the very reason, the author pleads again that we must 
urge the UN to establish a WMO, for the purposes stated above and 
hopefully will help the global media industry to prevent global 
monopoly, political interference and journalism corruption and 
encourage the world media, big and small corporations, to serve the 
global community truthfully. Most importantly, perhaps the UN will 
eventually have a voice power more useful than relying on organizing 
a UN military forces to deal with crisis or world injustice. After all, no 
matter what national government system one has, authoritarian, 
democracy or monarchy, the voice of people matters to the leader or 
ruler. The authority of WMO equipped with modern communication 
technology anticipating a direct reach to the world population may 
become the more effective regulating force to keep the world in peace 
and harmony than nuclear power.  

Ifay Chang. Ph.D., Inventor, Author, TV Game Show Host and 
Columnist ( ) as well as serving as Trustee, www.us-chinaforum.org
Somers Central School District.

Mainstream Media and Organic Views
Dr. Wordman

Plead again for Establishing a WMO by UN!

http://www.US-Chinaforum.org/
http://www.US-Chinaforum.com/
http://www.us-chinaforum.org/

	頁面 1

