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Back to Basics: The U.S. Perspective
on Taiwan-PRC Relations

by Arthur Waldron

It is now 25 years since Richard Nixon’s announcement that he
would visit the People’s Republic of China (PRC). In that time every-
thing, and nothing, has changed. With respect to American relations
with the PRC, change has been near total in most dimensions. But,
despite some alterations in protocol, things have changed relatively
little with respect to Taiwan—-certainly less than was expected in the
1970s. Taiwan and mainland China are still two distinct political
regimes (and they are growing more distinct) and neither shows any
sign of packing up- Mosl importantly, as the March 1996 Straits crisis—
with its echoes of 1958—reminded all, the U nited States still has a strong
security relationship with Taiwan.

Thinking about the real future of China, Taiwan, and the United
States, however, 1§ remarkably undeveloped. There will, of course, be
one “real future” unfolded over days and wecks and years in events and
news reports, It is likely that this ceal future will be rather different
from any of the scenarios currently popular, such as peaceful reunifica-
tion or disastrous conflict. All sorts of reasons conspire to prevent the
sort of open and speculative discussion required. These reasons range
from political sensitivities to a desire to speak diplomatically, to an
understandable unwillingness to increase already difficult problems.
Nevertheless, there is a need for unconstrained discussion.

Protocol—A Starting Point

Perhaps the largest single objective difference between the situation
today and that of 25 years ago s in the forms of language and diplo-
macy used. In essence, the taboos that were applied to the PRC in the
1950s and 1960s are now applied to Taipei. But the difference does not
end there, for as is true of taboos generally, an associated way of think-
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between the United States and China. It is also a key symbolic issue in
Chinese domestic politics. And it remains, as March 1996 showed, a
potential flashpoint for serious crises. But, contrary to widespread
expectations in the 1970s and 1980s, issues associated with Taiwan are
not “self-liquidating”; they are not going to go away, and to pretend
they will is to forfeit the opportunity to think and act effectively, and
fritter away precious opportunities for action. The United States needs
to consider the real future of PRC-Taiwan relations as opposed to the
diplomatic rhetoric; to develop a policy approach that serves U.S. and
allied interests, and to work hard to bring the PRC along in its imple-

mentation.

Great Expections

Wisdom about U.S. policy toward China begins with the funda-
mental political [act that although an overwhelmingly large constituen-
cy exists here for good relations with PRC, effectively no constituency
supports hurting Taiwan. This was abundantly clear in the U.S.
Congress during 1978 as the diplomatic break with Taipei approached
and shows up dramatically in the legislative history of the Taiwan
Relations Act.3 Taiwan’s democratization and the PRC’s turn toward
repression since 1989 have only reinforced the fact. Asa result, what-
ever the United States does with tespect to the PRC and Taiwan must
be accompanied by strong and clear reassurances, such as fimmy
Carter’s, at the time relations were broken with Taipei, that “The
United States is confident that the people of Taiwan face a peaceful and
prosperous future.”4

Yet for all this reassurance, a quite different set of expectations has
existed since the 1970s in some Western policy circles, and in Beijing—
that, in fact, Taiwan was not going to survive indefinitely. Some
Americans seem to have expected that China’s opening and liberaliza-
tion would lead naturally to negotiations, while Beijing saw the Nixon
diplomacy as the first step in a gradual process of cutting official U.S.
ties with Taipei that would eventually force Taipei to come to terms.

Because Beijing expected the United States to assist in this process,
Ruan Ming, the distinguished former PRC official, has labeled this the

policy of ZanMei zAiTai [uniting with America to control Taiwan].5
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Deng’ i
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communiqué, which implied that, after a “decent interval,” Taiwan
would simply cease to have the means to protect herself. The United
States stated that it intended “to reduce gradually its sales of arms to
Taiwan, leading over a period of time to a final resolution.”1! This
sounded very much like saying that the United States would permit
Taiwan’s forces to become obsolete: where, after all, was she going to
obtain the new navy and air force she would soon require? (The
United States had just relused to permit sale of the Northrop F-20,
specifically designed for the island, to Taiwan).

On both sides, these expectations formed a crucial but largely unac-
knowledged sublext to the whole process of “normalization,” and the
complete failure of these expectations is a basic problem today. (Oficial
media in the PRC increasingly express outrage at the not-so-residual
American support [or Taiwan and are upset to discover that
Washington meant what it said when it insisted, in the negotiation of
the three communiqués, on peaceful means only. According lo one
Asian diplomat, the Chinese were “shocked by the U.S. reaction
during the Taiwan Strait crisis.” 12 In the West, what lan Buruma terms
“peevishness” can be detected among some China hands, confronted
by Taiwan’s increasing tendency not to follow their scripts but rather to

go its own, democratic way.13

Half the Communiqués’ Meaning?

In fact, the wording of the three communiqués defining U.S.-PRC
relations (1972, 1979, 1982) presented Beijing with the proverbial
poisoned chalice. The United States would end official relations with
Taiwan if, and only if, they would effcctively renounce the use of force
against the island. An expectation about peaceful means was woven
tightly and inextricably into the fabric of each of the communiqués;
American concessions were carefully balanced by Chinese assurances.
Indeed even the 1982 negotiations, which looked like a real change
in the American approach, rested on Chinese assurances that their
“fundamental” policy toward Taiwan was peaceful. In other words,
U.S. withdrawal of troops from Taiwan and restraint on arms sales did
not mean the United States was abandoning the island; rather, they
meant that the PRC had authoritatively committed itself not to threat-
enil. As the Taiwan Relations Act put it, “the United States decision to
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orated the political process in Taiwan and increased popular identifica-
tion with the state, which worries Beijing just as much as democracy did
and does.

On the American side, various nuances of the communiqués’
Janguage began to be lost in the early 1990s. Thus, in August 1995,
after the meeting of Qian Qichen and Warren Christopher in Brunei,
the Chinese foreign minister reported that Washington had “reaffirmed
in specific terms that the United States recognized Beijing as the sole
legitimate government of China, including Taiwan.” 16 If true, the
American statement had made a hash of the careful diplomacy of the
1970s, which “acknowledged” but did not endorse, Chinese claims. It
is, after all, not very difficult to say: “fine, Taiwan is yours.” What took
skill in the 1970s was coming close enough to saying that to permit U.S.-
PRC relations to develop, but still to reserve the United States position.

Fqually important, the credibility of America’s subtly-expressed
but real commitment to Taiwan’s security began to erode. Chinese
ed by the mild language with which the United

expectations were fi
States responded to a series of East Asian security challenges during

jate 1994 and 1995, notably the Kitty Hawk and Mischief Reef inci-
dents. When PRC fired ballistic missiles into waters near Taiwan in
1995, the State Department noted only that they were “not conducive
to peace and stability in the area of the Taiwan Strait.”1”

From the Chinese side, statements and signals about non-use of
force became similarly muddy. PRC began acquiring more advanced
weaponry and, breaking with previous practice, deployed it near
Taiwan. Rhetoric changed as well: force, it turned out, was actually a
necessary ingredient in dealing with Tatwan. As Jiang Zemin told the
publisher of the Asahi Shimbun at Beidaihe on August 12, 1995, “If we
abandon the threat of force against Taiwan, then it &5 not possible that

peaceful reunification will be achieved.” 18

Experiments with Coercion

The PRC missile tests near Taiwan in March 1996 finally brought
these problems into the open. Under the communiqués’ rules such an
action was completely out of bounds: can one imagine Nixon or Carter,
not to mention Reagan, signing a communiqué with a China that was
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an ultimatum might be enough to compel Taipei to come to terms.
What would the United States be able to do? One can imagine strong
internal pressure in Taiwan for acceptance of terms, or if that was not
forthcoming, then a sort of Eastern Munich, with Taiwan’s president
cast as Benes, and the Powers instructing Taipei to give in.

What is the military answer to the scenario spelled out above if not
missile defense? Unfortunately, it is deterrence. I say unfortunately,
because the logic of strike, counter-strike, and mutually assured
destruction cannot hold any appeal to anyone who grasps the horrors
of war. But no substitute has been found for deterrence in the mainte-
nance of peace, and a China that even toys with ideas such as the one
just presented will elicit a good deal of deterrence.

At present, the PRC is the only nuclear power in Fast Asia; the
task of deterring China (not to be confused with “containment”) falls
to the United States. If China continues to develop its missile forces,
however, that task will become more difficult. Carriers may work now,
but they are likely to be vulnerable in the future. Deterring the USSR
required not just a short term naval presence, but rather a whole struc-
wure of alliances, deployed forces overseas, and constant vigilance.
Without a change in behavior, nothing less is likely to deter the PRC.
Furthermore the problem of extended deterrence will become more
acute, and states such as Japan and Korea will want to develop their

own deterrent forces, as our closer allies France, Britain, and Israel
have.

What about Taiwan? Objectively speaking, unless the situation can
be stabilized and pacified, they need a deterrent. The PRC has warned
Taiwan specifically against a nuclear program, as has the United States,
and I doubt this will change. However, deterrence need not be nuclear
and Taiwan has considerable resources. As President Lee Teng-hui put
it in a speech to 700 military officers in early July 1996, “We have to
make the Chinese Communists realize that if they use force against us,
they will suffer unbearable damage, which could jeopardize the very

foundation of their survival and development.”23
A Peaceful Solution? Or More Crises?

But how can the situation be stabilized and pacified? This question
should be a primary focus of American planning. The ultimate
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answer, I expect, will be through an intra-Chinese “normalization”
comparable to the Ostpolitik that reduced tensions in Cold 1\2711
Germa:ny (and eventually brought unification).2* Something al ar‘
these 111:185 is possible between Taipei and Beijing: people on bogtha 'Odng
of -the‘btrait get along; they share a great deal culturally as well 2s in
objective interests; their disagrecments are political yThe ot
Arabs and Israelis and they understand that. Rhetm:ic asid)fz o o
has been killed in PRC-Taiwan fighting since the 1960s. S =t1}110 oy
material exists for a brea,kthrough.r S e
The alternative is not pleasant to consider. If Beijing and Taipei d
not secure a peaceful settlement, and particularly as long as Tai\lzr'l ”
s)e.e.n‘ to be making a reasonable good faith effort toward that end (gll .
PRC attempts to push the process along by threats and coercio;l eﬁ
only pf)ison Beijing’s relations with Washington as well as (ﬁlth “l'h
.thcy will avoid saying as much) with her Asian neighbors 'Th' Ougi 1
jeopardize both the PRC’s economie future and the p(*a('(;(')f theli Co'u L
Thc road oI force will lead only to tension and crisis ’bl;t‘ not to egﬂin-
umT. \Vifshlul planners may cook up beguiling scjcnarios invrcflSO; “‘
cruise missile strikes against the Presidential building iﬁ T;l' i1 by V_H}t“’-
with Isracl and the Palestinians, or India and Pakistan nl(r))u '11'1t ‘“
answer exists o the basic problem lor either side. J e
But the obstacles to peaceful settlement are deeply entrenched. As
.there‘was in Germany, so there exists in the PRC today (it disa e.aLrj ;
1:1 Tauyan only a few years ago), a complete unwillingness to HEEHO\S
;) ge th real 'sta{uslquo. K(-mrad Adenauer supported the Hallstein
octrine (refusing diplomatic relations to states that recognized East
germimy) and referred to the German Democratic Repuﬁjllic as “tzll:c-
l(g)ne Brandi, who entered the grand coalition as foreign minister il-l
‘-()f), r-ecalIs how “My’ Federal Chancellor |Kurt Kiesenger] di
bring himself to answer letters from the other German gebr ll(l
w:ould rather have had half the world laugh at him tha);l d1 ‘nifuttln-‘
GDI}”;; the name of a state; he insisted on calling it a ‘pa(}%len)(])mil
non. American officials do much the same when it ¢ ‘
Taiwan and this is not cost-free, for such a U.S. policy can onlyofr::m[:')

1 g

Chian i- ' tnsi
g Kai-shek, after all, used to insist on absolnle denial of il

Back to Basics: The ULS. Perspective on Taiwan-PRC Relations 337

mainland, and the United States went along {otherwise he could never
have managed it as long as he did). The policy caused terrible misjudg-
ments and lost opportunities. Thus, in 1964 Paris agreed to recognize
Beijing, but drove a hard but judicious bargain that was difficult for the
PRC to accept because, among other things, it did not break Trench rela-
tions with Taipei. Beijing swallowed hard and agreed. Had Taipei
accepted the deal, the whole course of diplomacy would probably have
been different. But Taipei completed the breach with Paris, withdrawing
its ambassador, in a move later much regretted, on February 10, 1964.26

But like Chiang Kai-shek or the Federal Republic of Germany
before Brandt, the PRC is simply incapable of pronouncing the words
that would open the door to a solution by establishing a status for Taipei
from which progress could be made. As with Bonn before Brandt, this
unwillingness seems Lo be in part a matter of pride and habit, as well as
the result of domestic political pressure, mixed with a sense that il only
the rival can be isolated enough then perhaps it will somehow disap-
pear or cave in. Other states of the world, the United States included,
follow that usage, which sustains the illusion.

This short-sighted PRC (and U.S.) policy is particularly inappropri-
ate today, at a time when Taiwan is changing rapidly. Time does not
favor Beijing, and if a settlement is not reached soon, Taiwan’s devel-
opment may diverge so much from China’s as to make reunification
close to impossible. Democracy challenges the anti-democratic regime
in Beijing; so too does the growing sense of Taiwan’s identity. If the
world could accord to the residents of Taiwan a functional Chinese
identity (i.e. one that would permit them to be themselves, and not
come under PRC rule, but would nevertheless affirm  their
Chineseness) then much of the steam would be taken out of moves for
Taiwan independence. The same would be true if the PRC could agree
to some sort of loose federal or “greater China” political framework.
Many in the PRC understand that these steps will have to be taken
sooner or later. Recently the PRC State Council’s Taiwan Affairs Office
explored federal solutions to the problem, far more forthcoming than
anything in the current political thetoric.27 But Jiang Zemin later
specifically ruled out such an approach in talks with Shen Junshan, the
president of {Taiwan) Ch'ing-hua University.28

Withont some sach functional solution, Taiwan will continue to
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seek a way out on its own, a process that is already destabilizing the
Prcc:frlous arrangements of the 1970s. Some policy specialists ;eeg :‘
1§nagme‘z that process can be stopped somehow, but that is unre Im' ("
People in Taiwan have resources and acumen and they underst, a;rllsltlu :
no less than their continued peaceful and frce,: Surviva{is at srtillin '}l“[
challenge is to find a middle way; a functional status that will w el'c “i.
lh.us genuinely “normalize” the situation, Hewing close to Be“'or’, ?n(
will not help, for the fact is that PR(s current policy, acquie IJmcgl's by
l!w Unlitud States and most of the world, is pushing 'lzsiwgl instcli3 c;n "
llu_m of independence. Iaced with a threatening PRC ;:hat i N lr?(‘
Tgl)j uleilling to talk; disillusioned with “Chinese” identi ifs'zncr&m
PRC citizenship, and finding international doors closed ?(; th1 me?‘}““
people of Taiwan are reacting the way numerous others h el?l’ o
past=by turning to nationalism. Polling data slﬂl show T: eam 1 0
pendence a less than preferred option, but in a recent pcrir)acllwiEtH:iilc?d'(:
10% ap.pmva], a new high29 If present trends continue 1'0,—ind o
(.lenc'v f()l.‘(i(‘.‘i may well win control of Taiwan’s governm,elljltrthr ep‘Ie“'
free clection in the nol too distant futare. Their claims 1ﬁ()rf: o ]'III
Ilanr‘zL substantial presumption of legitimacy. ’ oven
The PRC has responded o these developments with militar
threats designed to infimidate Taiwan, undermine 'lhe u.s ot It?] ‘
’cfnnmitnwnt, and drive a wedge between Taipei and V.\fa.s}f?cm'”y
Fhey ]12!.-\/(-? enjoyed some success, reflected in the widespread ¢ ncligtm']-
to explain problems by blaming Taiwan for “vaokir;P‘” Be:i'ien e%‘-}'
\f:']m!: would Washington do if Taiwan did declare indepe%ldencjenag-d t'l“l‘
I l{-(, lhqn attempted a military operation? Try to visnalize the . "“
as it unfolds: there would have been an election campai 'S(?Ellla““
over the world and covered at least as thoroughly as thst 11%1119‘32 E a'”
would have been bellicose PRC statemments and threats; a ten i )‘th c'l )
U‘u.‘. returns came in, then tears and celebration and a (’:{rarnE:tE:nllg'fl o
Taiwan’s proclaimed identity,. What would follow next? ;/J%H 't"ll]l
d.cp]oyments and an ultimatum? The world would do ever thi. t 15}:‘ .
tImle, by creating a commission of some sort, or negotiati):)nsr—lg ; B
V\ﬁnch would Produce the clean resolution desired. Would the?t(: Ijlft: :l
%e)i;i:; v:;ﬁglzt alnd c.Illsorder, possibly propagating and escalating ?
g ! bpp Y ug Xpressure on Washington to stand aside, but in
E won e difficult for any American administration o declre
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that Taiwan’s elected government was wrong and Beijing’s dictatorship
held the moral high ground—cven if we had spoken out strongly against
independence; even if we had tried to influence the election (as we did
recently in Isracl). We have here the makings of a crisis that would
dwarf that of March 1996.

This is a problem in whose solution the United States and the world
should have a role. The weak political leadership in Beijing is simply
incapable, at least for now, of doing what has to be done. But that is no
reason for us to postpone dealing with the issue, which is real and high-

ly volatile.

The Current Situation

The basic issucs of U.S. policy toward the PRC and Taiwan in
the years ahcad are political and diplomatic, but whatever we do
will require a credible military postare as well. The March 1996
confrontation revealed glaring weaknesses in U.S. capabilities and
plans. These began with intelligence. The United States failed to
detect or take seriously the threat until it was upon us; this despite a
whole serics of telling indications in the previous year. As the crisis
developed, the gaps in our knowledge of and ability to monitor both
PRC and Taiwan forces became clear as well, Finally, there was a lack
of operational plans. Taiwan and the United States had a certain
amount of informal contact, but questions such as communications and
joint operations had simply not been addressed. The March crisis
galvanized American thinking about all these issues.

The crisis also cnergized Taiwan, where problems of demoraliza-
tion and complacency had been undermining the readiness of forces.
The same sorts of illusions about an all-economic conflict-free future
that had been accepted in Washington had also made headway in
Taiwan. The mainlander-dominated military was resented by opposi-
tion political parties, and scandals attended many major foreign arms
purchases. But now a broad consensus is beginning to emerge in favor
of a formidable national defense. As popular identification with the

state increases, more and more of Taiwan’s abundant technical exper-
tise is likely to be turned to the issues of defense: witness here the
powetul DPP concern with seeurity. A 10-year program is already in
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I)Iace to improve training and to rationalize the structure of the military.
Recently a major shakeup of command brought new officers to 10 higH
mnking positions, among them Lt. Gen. Tan Yau-ming, the first-ever
Taiwan-born commander-in-chief of the Taiwan army.30

. In fact, Taiwan is rather secure today against the standard scenario
ol an attempted cross-strait invasion. Some PRC observers see the
military gap opening rather than closing.3! Taiwan’s navy is bein;
trupsformcd by the acquisition of new craft, including the Frencﬁ
Lafayctte-class frigates; the window of vulnerability of her air force is
heing closed by deliveries of the Mirage 2000 and the F-16.  So fd.l
pressure from the PRC has picked off, one by one, each country that
has considered supplying submarines to Taiwan, creating a weakness
But with all the new hardware being supplied, the biggest challen t\
that Taiwan faces in conventional military operations are in personi;l
fmd logistics. Where will the highly-skilled manpower come from tha'i
is necessary for this equipment? And how will the several distinct logiq.-
1.1(121,1 trains for the new 1S, and Irench systems be maintained? h

Nevertheless, Taiwan lacks the power to deter on its own; T.;hat job
must still be done by the United States. The carriers did it,in 19J9(i
but only for the short ran. The political problem remains, for thcr(:
has heen no return, on the PRC side to the communique’ policy of
not threatening Taiwan.  Quite the opposite: the PRC now seem); to
be preparing to deploy as many as 100 Su27 aircraft at two fortified
airfields within 250 nautical miles of Taiwan.32 Rather than reassuring
Taiwan and the United States, the PRC seems to have decided t:
entrench the threat. Coping with such conventional developments will
require a higher level of 11.5.-Taiwan military cooperation than we have
scen over the past two decades. We should bring Taiwan into theates
missile defense consultations, and ensure that we supply them Wi[il
weapons that can realistically deal with PRC threats short of the stratc
glC.

Only the United States, though, has the reconnaissance and intelli
gence capability to pick up PRC deployments or missile launches dec)
inland. Only the United States has the capacity, through stealth an’ll
RMA capabilities, to counter a massive conventional attack. Only the
United States can counter a blockade of Taiwan. Only the Uii[(-(l
States may be able to deal with ballistic missiles. These are scarcely the
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sorts of military questions that the United States has been considering
in connection with Taiwan for the past 20 years, but until the PRC
makes some clear and binding renunciation of force, we will have to
assess them.

Deterrence should not be a matter of waiting for an emergency and
then sending in carriers or stealth aircraft or even threatening nuclear
strikes. The fundamental problem with Taiwan is not its military capa-
bility but rather the lack of the rest of the framework that usually
accompanies it. The best deterrence is that which is incorporated into
the daily structures of activity, as, for example, in the relations of the
United States with its NATO allies. Constructing such a relationship
with Taiwan today is made difficult by the pretense of non-officiality.
Oddly, we have a military policy for Taiwan, but not a political policy.
Still, a great deal is possible even within the current framework.

It is important that Taiwan be brought, in whatever way, into inter-
national security discussions. Again, the obstacles are formidable. At
the insistence of the PRC, the Regional Forum of ASEAN (which has
91 members including India and Burma) excludes Taiwan—even from
its unofficial parallel meetings. As Michael Liefer of the London School
of Economics observes, this means that the ARF goal of building an
offective multilateral security mechanism “faces the same order of diffi-
culty as the biblical Hebrew slaves in Egypt who were obliged to make
bricks without straw.”33

The obvious answer to these problems is to bring Taiwan back inlo
the international system but within a framework of Chineseness. As the
example of Brandt’s Ostpolitik discussed above makes clear, doing this
need not jeopardize eventual Chinese unification. It might even bring
it closer.

Certainly bringing Taiwan back into the world as a “China” is the
best structural guarantee for the PRC against independence, as many in
the PRC understand. Beijing believes that military threats are the only
way to prevent independence, but recognizes that the sort of military
Taiwan is now creating will actually be so strong as to make indepen-
dence militarily plausible. This leads to talk of preemptive attack.34

One goal of American diplomacy should be to persuade Beijing
that the best way to bao Tai [protect Taiwan—i.e. as part of China] is not
throuph military threats, which are counterproductive, but rather by
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bringing Taipei back into the world within a greater-China framewo k.
Such cross-recognition—“baptism of the status que” in effect- would
naturally be called “unification” and it would provide enormous politi
cal payofls to whoever in the PRC brought it about.

Obviously the great powers should take the lead—if only in privale
in urging this approach. Unfortunately that is not happening. 1t i
[alling Lo states of the second and third rank, from Africa and Central
Amnerica, to state certain obvious facls--such as that everyone, the PRC
included, would be better off if Taipei could “participate” in the UN.

The problem is that Beijing still has not abandoned its belief tha
somchow the rest of the world will solve their problem for them. Recent
activity has sought to render Taiwan’s isolation even more complete.
Thus Beijing recently protested at the participation of European
Indusirial Affairs Commissioner Martin Bangemann in a roundiable
with Furopean industrialists held in Taipei on June 24 and 25, 1990,
causing him to cancel un upcoming visit to the PRC. “It was just a mect
ing of business leaders and there’s no ban on Furopean economic il
cultnral contacts with Taiwan™ an official in Brussels commented,35

LS, diplomacy since the March crisis may have provided unwit
ling eucouragement, for instead of beginning to explain to the PRC tha
some sort of chunge is unavoidable, Washington has atternpted (o
soothe Beijing by appearing to cooperate with the renewed lignMer
zhi'lai policy- by means of assarunces on UN membership, arms sales
official visits, and so forth. This may buy calm in the short term, but ir‘
pays an opportunily cost,

The Way Forward

As in the 1970s, modifying U.S. China policy to fit realities will nof
be easy. No obvious counterpart exists today for the Soviet threal
which then played the crucial role of persuading Beijing to chu.n,mj
course. Dangers exist to China in the current situation, chiefly, the fae
that postponing the inevitable negotiations with Taiwan guarantees {hal
the eventual bargain will be more difficult and probably less favorable
to the PRC.  Another danger arises from how the military threats
against Taiwan poison other PRC interests. But these are currently nol
cnough to olfset the powerful domestic political interests served by a
hard-line foreign policy.
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American policy must recognize that “peaceful unification” is
a mirage, absent a major political initiative from Beijing {in which case,
by baptizing the status quo, it could be achieved very easily). The
current situation, moreover, is not stable: Taiwan is a rapidly maturing
democracy and an important international player, while the PRC is
itself entering a period of volatility. But PRC policy toward Taiwan,
mirrored by the United States and other major powers, is worsening
the objective situation, while the continued tendency to follow the
map of 1970s expectations down the road to “unification” is in fact
taking us ever farther from a real solution.

The PRC is reacting to these developments in a counterproductive
way: threatening and humiliating Taiwan builds the constituency for full
independence; insisting on the Chiang Kai-shek policy of absolute denial
and non-recognition cripples those in Taiwan who want compromise. It
is important that the United Stales not become an unwitting accomplice
in this process (as it was to Chiang’s in the 1950s and 1960s).

With this in mind, we must first recognize our own strengths.
Beijing needs good relations with Washington; any real deterioration
would hurt them far more than us. We are, furthermore, a mighty
military power and likely to remain so. Our policy then should be
one of candor and firmness with the PRC, designed both to integrate the
PRC into the world system and to defer any military adventures. We
must insist on maintenance of the full communiqués’ bargain even as
we begin to look beyond it.

For example: at a time when the PRC is testing military rather than
peaceful means to deal with Taiwan, it makes no sense for us Lo realfirm
the August 1982 communiqué or give assurances that arms sales to
Taiwan will be curtailed. Rather, we should tell Beijing authoritatively
that military preparations in the Taiwan area will unravel the whole
PRC-U.S. relationship and that the use of force will continue to elicit a
strong American response. That, after all, was the deal in the 1970s.

But we must also attempt to map constructive ways to move the
PRC out of its Taiwan dilemma. We may not hear them agree much
with arguments for compromise and peaceful settlement, but we can at
least articulate those views, knowing that many Chinese share them
(but dare not speak), while we await the sorts of political changes in
China that may make them acceptable.
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As we do this, the PRC will attempt to develop leverage—for exam
ple by lobbying American interests in China, by using economic
“baits” to lure other countries, and by engaging in nuclear and missile
proliferation. More often than not, these tactics have some SUCcess,
which underlines the importance for Washington of coerdinating policy
with allies and friends. Much more effort should be devoted to consul-
tations with European states, Russia, and other Asian states regarding
the real future of China and Taiwan in the region.

Some will suggest that realistically the best answer is to return to the
implicit 1970s road map, and “make” Taiwan come to terms, perhaps by
some tough talking combined with threats (for example to withhold
military supplies). All that can be said on this is that such an approach is
not viable politically: the whole premise of Chinese relations is thai
Taiwan is not to sufler, and this is spelled out in an awful lot of commu
niqués and official statements. Nor will it enhance our general reputation
as an ally. Furthermore, such an approach probably would not work.
The example of American attempts to coerce Israel (which, like Taiwun,
has its own agenda) by withholding arms sales should always be kept in
mind. Far better is a steady, predictable, and rcliable relationship.

The moment is not ripe to push Beijing too hard on the need for
realism in connection with Taiwan; Jiang Zemin and his colleagues
have their hands full at home, and will need several years to {ry to
straighten out their political system {and even then they probably will
not be able to do so). We should begin to explain to the PRC that the
current situation cannot endure indefinitely; that although friendship
with China is favored by almost all Americans, no constituency exists
for mistreating Taiwan; that a policy of bringing Taiwan back in to the
international community serves Beijing’s interests better than thei
current policies do, and so forth.

There is still time for the PRC to reverse course and begin its own
Ostpolitik across the Strait toward Taiwan. Of course the United Stales
cannol cause this to happen, and we must prepare for the unpleasant
prospects il China does not. But we will make a beginning if it we cease
to pretend the problems do not exist.
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