Taiwan Strait Talk

Running Head:  TAIWAN STRAIT TALK II
Taiwan Strait Talk II
James M. Hancy

Troy University
Abstract
This study examines the Taiwan Issue through the lenses of two major International Relations theories, Realism and Liberalism, to see how well each describes, predicts, and prescribes solutions to the issue.  The writer concludes that both Realism and Liberalism do a good job of describing the Taiwan issue, but only partly.  One needs to look through both lenses to get the complete picture.  As for predicting the outcome and prescribing a solution, both disciplines have limited abilities.  They can each make forecasts based on various trends and scenarios, but only very broad ones.  International Relations is too dynamic a field for any theory to either predict the outcome of, or prescribe a solution to, a specific issue like this one.  
Taiwan Strait Talk II
For over fifty years now, America’s presidents, congressmen, and statesmen have been waging a continuous debate as to how to handle the growing dispute between China and Taiwan.  For most Americans, the island of Taiwan has come to evoke only one image: the standoff between the United States and China—with Taiwan stuck right in the middle.  The Chinese look upon Taiwan as a renegade province, and thus our relationship with Taiwan remains a most sensitive issue and one that many fear could lead to a U.S.-Sino military conflict.

This study examines the Taiwan Issue through the lenses of two major International Relations theories, Realism and Liberalism, to see how well each describes, predicts, and prescribes solutions to our predicament.  The writer concludes that both Realism and Liberalism do a good job of describing the Taiwan issue, but only partly.  One needs to look at the situation through both lenses to get the complete picture.  As for predicting the outcome and prescribing a solution, both disciplines have limited abilities.  They can each make forecasts based on various trends and scenarios, but only very broad ones.  International Relations is just too dynamic a field for any theory to either predict the outcome of, or prescribe a solution to, a specific issue like this one.  
The whole world can feel a growing sense of danger emanating from the Taiwan Strait.  Prospects for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue appear to be in as much doubt right now as they have ever been.  According to Quansheng Zhao, Professor and Division Director of Comparative and Regional Studies at the School of International Service at American University in Washington, D.C., Beijing faces a dilemma every time it needs to make a policy choice that involves Taiwan.
  China would prefer to reunify with Taiwan through peaceful means, but it still must prepare for war in the event Taiwan declares independence.
  Every policy choice Beijing makes must take both considerations into account.
  Every policy choice impacts the power relationships and stability in East Asia.

Still, Zhao reports that China’s elite believe economic development should be Beijing’s top priority and Taiwan reunification second.
  Economic growth is promoting greater nationalism among the Chinese people.
  As that nationalism continues to grow stronger, though, Chinese leadership will find it increasingly difficult to compromise with Taiwan on the reunification issue.

          Because Beijing is cutting against the grain, though, by stifling democracy while at the same time expanding economic freedoms within its borders, it must engage in a constant, high-maintenance battle to maintain its legitimacy.  The U.S. Department of Defense’s 2007 annual report to Congress on military power of the People’s Republic of China claims that “As a substitute for the failure of communist ideology, the [Chinese Communist Party] has based its legitimacy on the twin pillars of economic performance and nationalism.”
  These twin pillars apply particularly to China’s Taiwan objectives.
  Taiwan has already contributed a great deal to China’s modernization efforts, and Beijing would like that to continue.
  Zhao asserts that while the Chinese government continues to press its demands for Taiwan’s reunification with the mainland, it would prefer to see reunification come about via “economic integration-based unification,” rather than via “Taiwan independence-led war.”
  A war with Taiwan (and probably the U.S.) would certainly put a damper on Beijing’s modernization drive, and might start a chain reaction of unforeseeable events that could tear the country apart.
  With nationalism on the rise in China, though, Zhao stresses that “Beijing’s leadership has been acutely sensitive to the issues of [Taiwanese] sovereignty and [Chinese] regime legitimacy.”
  No Chinese leader will allow a Taiwanese declaration of independence to go unpunished.
  No Chinese leader will risk such “a negative impact upon the legitimacy of the Beijing government,” and no Chinese leader will risk having future generations refer to him as a “lishi zuiren (a person condemned by history) for not acting to prevent the split of the nation.”
  

          This tough One-China policy is bolstered by an increasingly nationalistic fervor that helps legitimize the Chinese government on the domestic front.
  Beijing should not look toward Washington for outside help in bolstering its legitimacy
.  Alastair Iain Johnston, Laine Professor of China in World Affairs at Harvard University, maintains that:

Chinese leadership has to expect that the United States should become more sympathetic to China’s legitimate interests.  Yet the U.S. policies that worry the Chinese leadership most—arms sales to Taiwan, closer U.S.-Taiwan political and military relations, National Missile Defense, the China-directed elements of U.S. bilateral alliances in Asia, among others—are issues for which there is strong support in Congress and the Pentagon.

Chinese advocates of “a strategy of cooperation with the U.S.” will be sorely disappointed when the U.S. fails to bend on the Taiwan issue.

          Zhao believes that one of Beijing’s major fears is that Taiwan’s independence might serve “as a catalyst for the independence for its other troubled regions.”
  Beijing’s leaders have a lot more riding on the Taiwan issue than it might appear to most people—not only their regime’s legitimacy, but perhaps even its survival.

Chinese nationalism is fed by our relationship with Taiwan.  The Chinese people are not altogether too fond of America.  Actually, they feel resentment toward the whole West—and Japan, too.
  We are the imperialists who attacked them and then threw salt on their wounds throughout the “Century of Humiliation.”
  And in their eyes, we continue to do so today.
  It began, of course, in the mid-nineteenth century with the Opium Wars.
  Then we, that is the West and Japan, seized Hong Kong, Macau, and over eighty other “treaty ports.”
  In 1895, Japan took Taiwan.
  In 1949, five years after Chinese sovereignty over the island was restored, Mao proclaimed the People’s Republic of China.
  Chiang Kai-shek’s U.S.-supported Republic of China government fled to Taiwan, and our current situation was born.

Five documents currently govern our official U.S. policy on the Taiwan issue and spell out our options: the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979; three joint U.S.-Sino communiqués—from 1972, 1978, and 1982; and our “Six Assurances” to Taiwan—also from 1982.
  The communiqués concur with Beijing’s “One China” policy.  The Taiwan Relations Act spells out our defense commitments to Taiwan.
  It is a common misperception that this act mandates the U.S. to defend Taiwan in case of attack, but nothing in the document specifically obligates us to resort to military force on behalf of Taiwan.
  Section Two speaks in broad terms of our interests for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue,
 saying that any forceful resolution would be of “grave concern to the United States.”
  Section Three provides for the sale of U.S. “defense articles and services...as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability.”
  The Six Assurances reassure Taiwan that we will not pressure it to reunify with China.
  Our current policy, as put forth in these documents, is often described as “strategic ambiguity.”
  It is irrelevant; its framework is broad enough to allow us to pursue just about any course of action we choose.  
China’s policy toward Taiwan is spelled out in its “One China” principle, first articulated in the 1972 Shanghai Communiqué.
  According to Beijing’s latest document on the subject, “The One-China Principle and the Taiwan Issue,” published in February 2000:

Taiwan is an inalienable part of China.…The Taiwan issue is one left over by the Chinese civil war.…To safeguard China’s sovereignty and territorial integrity and realize the reunification of the two sides of the Straits, the Chinese government has the right to resort to any means necessary.…Peaceful means would be favorable[,]….[ but] the Taiwan issue is a matter of China’s internal affairs, and China is under no obligation to…rule out the use of force.…If Taiwan denies the One-China Principle and tries to separate…from the territory of China, the premise and basis for peaceful reunification will cease to exist. 

Obviously, China is warning Taiwan that it had better not declare independence.  Nevertheless, during the 1980s, 1990s, and on into this decade, democratic movements have sprouted and flourished in Taiwan.
  China has responded, predictably, with threats.

In 2000, as Taiwan’s presidential election neared, Beijing threatened bloodshed if Chen Shui-Bian’s pro-independence party won the election.
  Chen won anyway, but immediately softened his stance on independence.

Only one month ago, on September 15, 2007, more than 100,000 people were rallying in the streets of the southern port city of Kaohsiung, Taiwan.
  They were backing President Chen’s pro-independence policies and supporting his referendum on U.N. membership.
  In a statement carried by the official Xinhua News Agency, the Chinese Cabinet’s Taiwan Affairs Office condemned the rally and warned that it was now preparing for a “serious situation.”

We are absolutely unshakable, absolutely uncompromising, and absolutely clear on the major issues of principle of protecting the national sovereignty and territorial integrity and preventing separatist activities….We absolutely will not permit any person to separate Taiwan from the motherland by any means.

The Chinese government solicited criticism of Chen’s referendum from other countries, including the U.S.
  They got it.  U.S. State Department spokeswoman Leslie Phillips said that U.S. policy toward Taiwan “remains unchanged.”
  U.S. officials worried that Chen’s referendum would provoke China and upset the balance of power in the region.
  Deputy Secretary of State John Negroponte called the referendum a “mistake” that would steer Taiwan toward “an alteration of the status quo.”

Taiwan was making its fifteenth attempt to win approval from the U.N. General Committee to place this debate on the General Assembly’s agenda.
  The committee met on Wednesday, September 19, and defeated the motion.
  Chalk up another victory for Beijing, which hinders Taiwan’s every move within the international community.
  Quansheng Zhao advises that China “has learned a valuable lesson from the Soviet Union, whose collapse began with the independence status achieved by three small states.”
  Taiwan will not be joining the U.N. anytime soon.

          Chen, predictably, criticized the U.S. for not supporting Taiwan on the independence and U.N. issues.
  “As a leader in the community of democracies, why can’t the U.S. say no to China?”
  Chen said the people of Taiwan cannot understand why the U.S. is trying to silence them.
  “For past decades, the U.S. has supported the people of Taiwan, but now our democracy is being locked in a birdcage….The U.S. believes Kosovo will be independent eventually.  If you support Kosovo, why can’t you support Taiwan? Are we that unworthy?”

Our objective, of course, is to maintain the status quo.  While we are doing that, however, China is building up its military at an alarming rate.
  The pace and scope of this buildup places East Asia’s military balance in jeopardy.
  According to the Pentagon, actual defense expenditures greatly exceed the Chinese government’s disclosed figures.
  The main factor driving this military spending increase, of course, is China’s single-minded desire to reunify Taiwan with the mainland.
  In June 2004, a Congressional Report ominously warned that the Chinese were developing a leading-edge military force with the objective of intimidating Taiwan and deterring U.S. involvement in the Taiwan Strait.

In December 2004, the U.S. Government’s National Intelligence Council released a report which predicts that, over the next two decades, China will continue to strengthen its military by developing and acquiring more and better modern weapons, including fighter aircraft, submarines, and ballistic missiles.
  It goes on to say that during that time China will overtake Russia and others as the second largest defense spender after the U.S., and will become, by any measure, a first-rate military power.
  When its military strength hits the eighty percent mark, China will be able to intimidate Taiwan and deter U.S. involvement in the Taiwan Strait.
 
A 2006 Pentagon report revealed that the military balance in the Taiwan Strait had already tipped in China’s favor.
  John J. Tkacik, Jr., Senior Research Fellow for China Policy in the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation advises that Dr. Kurt Campbell, who was President Clinton’s Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Affairs, recently observed, “You look back on our original intelligence studies, and it’s only been a decade.  China has exceeded in every area of military modernization what the far-off estimates of the mid-1990s predicted.”

China’s strategic forces now boast six new types of inter-continental ballistic missiles poised for imminent deployment.
  Submarine-launched ICBMs should be ready by 2010 for the five new classes of nuclear subs they’re currently developing.
  All of these ICMBs are capable of hitting the continental United States.

In May of this year, the Pentagon published its latest annual report to Congress on China’s military strength.
  It advised that China’s “expanding military capabilities” were a “major factor” in altering military balances in East Asia.

In the meantime, China’s economy has surpassed Great Britain’s and is now the fourth largest in the world.
  China spends five to six percent of its rapidly increasing GDP on defense.
  U.S. policy remains focused on encouraging China to play a constructive, peaceful role in East Asia, but we are hedging against the possibility of future conflict.

Now let us look at this situation through the International Relations theoretical lens of Realism to see if it can accurately describe the Taiwan issue.  Since it has been the dominant theory of world politics from the beginning, Realism would appear to be a safe bet.
  It resonates throughout the classical works of Thucydides’ fifth century BCE Peloponnesian War, Machiavelli’s sixteenth century The Prince, Hobbes’ seventeenth century Leviathan, and Morganthau’s twentieth century Politics among Nations.
  They are all skeptical, to say the least, of human reason’s capability to bring about moral progress.

Classical Realism has evolved into many other flavors of Realism, but, still, the unifying theme around which they all converge is that because states live in anarchy, they cannot take their security for granted.
  It is completely rational, therefore, for states to compete for power and security.

Classical Realism, then, appears to accurately describe what we see in Taiwan.  China and the U.S. are competing for power and security in the Asia-Pacific region.  A chess match is going on there, and Taiwan is one of America’s pawns, as is South Korea, Japan, the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore, Australia, New Zealand, etc.  China does not seem to have any pawns in the region.  It is doubtful that China would claim North Korea, even if it offered itself.

Realism can describe the situation at hand in other ways.  In the world of Structural Realism, Rousseau hypothesized in his eighteenth century State of War that “It is not human nature, but the anarchical system which fosters [international] fear, jealousy, suspicion, and insecurity.”
  Then Waltz theorized during the height of the Cold War that “Anarchy leads to a logic of self-help in which states seek to maximize their security.”
  Branching off into the field of Offensive Realism, Mearsheimer wrote after the turn of this century that this “anarchical, self-help system compels states to maximize their relative power position.”

According to the Realism school of thought, then, we live in an anarchic world—a hostile, all-against-all, dog-eat-dog, Darwinian environment in which the goal is to survive—by any and all means possible.
  The instrument through which survival is best guaranteed is “power.”
  And the ultimate form of power is military force.
  What results, of course, from the attempt to improve one’s military capability, and thus accumulate power, is conflict.

We actually have two conflicts going on within this triangle.  We have a conflict between China and Taiwan: China wants to assimilate Taiwan; Taiwan wants independence.  We also have a conflict between China and the U.S.: China wants to become the new hegemon in East Asia and the Western Pacific; the U.S. wants to remain the hegemon.

This, of course, results in a security dilemma between China and the U.S., and security dilemmas lead to arms-racing.
  China feels threatened by the U.S.’s overwhelmingly superior military capability and is building up its own military capability in response.  

Now let us look into Realism’s crystal ball and see what it predicts for China, Taiwan, and the United States.
The arms-racing between China and the U.S. will lead to uncertainty—especially if China remains a revisionist power, dissatisfied with the status quo—the status quo being that the U.S. is preventing China from assimilating Taiwan.  At some point in the future, China’s military buildup will represent a credible threat to the U.S., and the U.S. will respond with its own increased arms buildup aimed directly at China.  If China’s military strength ever reaches eighty percent of our own, one of two scenarios will play out.  If China is still a revisionist state by then, dissatisfied with the status quo, we will have a balance of power.  Just as with the Cold War’s balance of power, though, we will live in constant danger of going to war.  We won the Cold War, but we will not win them all.  Eventually, the Empire will fall.  On the other hand, we could see a peaceful transition from the American Empire to the Chinese Empire if China were to transform itself from a dissatisfied, revisionist state to a satisfied, status-quo state by then.

Realism is not traditionally associated with change, but the Geopolitics brand of Realism postulates that history repeats itself, albeit somewhat imperfectly.
  What one can always count on is that no hegemon lives forever.
  A dissatisfied, revisionist state will always come along and challenge the status quo.
  The empire will overreach itself and go into decline.
  So if China does not supplant the U.S. in accordance with this scenario, some other state will, eventually.

This writer is not looking forward to that day.  Realism does prescribe another solution, though—a peaceful one.  Because it is not possible to eradicate conflict altogether, the best we can hope for is to manage conflict.
  And we can actually use conflict to manage conflict.
  In the short run, we will use the conflict between China and Taiwan to manage the conflict between China and ourselves and maintain the status quo.  That will help us contain China and remain the hegemon in East Asia and the Western Pacific.

In the long run, we will do our best to prepare for a peaceful transition from the American Empire to the Chinese Empire, if need be.  We will assist China in transforming itself from a dissatisfied, revisionist state into a satisfied, status-quo state.  Two years ago in the Washington Post, Henry Kissinger prescribed that our relations with China “may well determine whether our children will live in turmoil even worse than the twentieth century’s or will witness a new world order compatible with universal aspirations for peace and progress.”

Realism fails to apply to the Taiwan issue in some cases, though.  According to Realism, the state is the central actor, in fact the only actor, in all International Relations dramas.
  However, the world today faces many challenges that states cannot resolve on their own—terrorism, global warming, overpopulation, biodiversity, to name just a few.
  All states today rely on the help of international government organizations (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to help them with their problems.  Multi-national corporations (MNCs) are also major players in most states’ economies—particularly China’s.
  

According to Realism, our anarchic environment places no obligation on states to follow rules imposed by the international community, so trying to implement a system of international law is a waste of time.
  Yet most states do follow international law most of the time, just as people follow domestic law most of the time.

Another criticism of Realism as it applies to the Taiwan Issue is that International Relations are not static; they are fluid—constantly changing.  The status quo is a temporary condition.  America’s “Strategic Ambiguity” policy concerning the Taiwan issue is an acknowledgement of that premise—we have never spelled out exactly what we would do if China or Taiwan were to violate the status quo.
  We do know, though, that the status-quo relies upon two conditions: one, China not attacking Taiwan, and two, Taiwan not declaring independence.  In the meantime, China is building up its military at breakneck speed, and Taiwan is inching closer and closer, day by day, it seems, to declaring itself independent.  This status quo is about to come tumbling down.

Now let us look at the Taiwan issue through the lens of Liberalism and see how well it describes the situation.  The basic tenet of Liberalism is that at some point in history, the philosophy of International Relations changed radically—the spirit of cooperation caught up to the logic of competition.
  States don’t just strictly pursue their selfish national interests; they also promote their shared values and interests.
 

Liberal thought can be traced at least as far back as the Roman historian Livy’s 1st century BCE History of Rome from Its Foundation.
  Liberalism was mostly dormant through the Middle Ages until it began to appear again during the sixteenth century Italian Renaissance.
  In the seventeenth century, John Locke came along.
  He is generally credited with founding the modern discipline of Liberalism with his publication of Two Treatises on Government.
  His idea of natural rights—life, liberty, and property—provided much of the ideological justification for the American and French revolutions.

Like its counterpart, Realism, Liberalism has also evolved into many branches, but, still, the underlying theme upon which all branches of Liberalism agree is that “Morality and a concern for the well being of others makes progress possible.”
  Unlike Realism, which views the environment of International Relations as hopelessly anarchic, Liberalism suggests that states can successfully project values of liberty, justice, and tolerance into that environment to create order.

In 1776, Adam Smith introduced the idea of free markets to Liberalism with his publication of An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations.
  The idea that laissez-faire economics will bring about a spontaneous order or invisible hand that benefits society has been part of the “normative core” of classical liberalism ever since.

Although Adam Smith and other advocates of Classical Liberalism such as John Stuart Mill, Montesquieu, and Voltaire did not believe in the virtue of democracy, all Liberals today do support democracy—especially the form of government known as Liberal Democracy, with its open and fair elections, where all citizens have equal rights by law.

Liberalism applies to our situation in Taiwan.  We see evidence of cooperation, morality, free market economies, democracy, etc. at work here.  Let us look at China.  Despite the obvious pure Realism aspect to its relations with Taiwan and the U.S., China does cooperate a great deal with the rest of the world.  It is a member of the World Trade Organization, ASEAN Plus Three, East Asia Summit, Shanghai Cooperation Organization, and a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council.

Now let us look at Taiwan and the U.S.  We have taken on the role of Taiwan’s guardian and since 1949 have consistently steered it down a path completely different from what was in operation on the other side of the Strait.  The Taiwan government rules its people today with a strong eye toward liberty, justice, a free market economy, and democracy.  

We appreciate that.  No matter how logical it might seem that, for the sake of world peace, we should encourage Taiwan to reunite with China as Hong Kong and Macau did, we continue to defend Taiwan—and infuriate China.  America has no right to take Taiwan under its wing.  The Taiwanese are not American; they are Chinese.  However, reciprocal altruism compels us protect the island and its people.  We cannot give the Taiwanese up to the wolves on the other side of the Strait after they have modeled their society after ours—a free-market democracy, founded upon the ideals of liberty, justice, and tolerance.
  
Now let us look into Liberalism’s crystal ball and see how the Taiwan issue is going to turn out.  Liberals are very optimistic about our chances for progress because of the innate goodness of Man.  Trends show that Liberalism is gaining ground the world over.
  We see progress the world over—even in China.  A strange mix of communism and capitalism is in operation there, but where there is a free market economy, not to mention the Internet, democracy cannot be far behind.
According to the Neoliberal agenda, we can change the world through cooperation; therefore, we should.  Through the process of International Organization, we can manage the conflicting interests in our anarchic environment.  We can use institutions to which both China and the U.S. belong, such as the U.N., World Trade Organization, the World Bank, Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, ASEAN Regional Forum, etc., to work out our differences, lock ourselves into cooperative arrangements, and make the modern state system function more satisfactorily.   

Liberalism sees the growing interdependence of states and the decline of national economic sovereignty as proof of the trend toward globalization and an indication that the corrupting influence of the state is rapidly diminishing.
  Free markets and multi-national corporations are wielding more and more influence over the shape of the global economy.

We can cure all the ills of the whole world just by ramming free trade down everybody’s throat.
  We have done that in Taiwan through subtle encouragement.  We need to do the same with China.  We need to keep encouraging China and doing everything we can to bolster its free market economy.  We need to do everything we can to facilitate the integration of the Chinese economy into the global economy.  As their economy, trade, communications, services, etc., become more and more entwined with multinational corporations and the global economy, and thus with our economy, Beijing will look upon war as a less and less viable solution to the Taiwan situation.

China’s government is bound to become more and more democratic, too.  The conflict between itself and the U.S. will gradually melt away because, according to Liberalism’s Democratic Peace thesis, democracies do not fight each other.

It sounds like Liberalism will lead us to Utopia, but it will not, of course.  For one thing, today’s globalization is not unprecedented.  Similar levels of global economic interdependence existed back in the nineteenth century, but that did not stop many, if any, conflicts from escalating into war.

But should we manage to avoid a World War this time, there are still a growing number of states, including China, who reject Fukuyama’s idea that politico-economic development leads inevitably to a liberal-capitalist democracy.  Realists point out that despite globalization, today’s wave of anti-Western Islamic militancy seems to have expanded the power and reach of the state—especially the United States, in such places as Iraq and Afghanistan.  The strong do what they want, and the meek suffer what they must.

Unpredictable challenges like these have Liberals backpedaling right now, questioning whether the path to progress is as straight and inexorable as they thought it was only a few short years ago.

Nevertheless, we may still have time to sit back and watch Liberalism take its meandering course in China.  We cannot afford to do that with Taiwan, though.  Taiwanese President Chen Shui-Bian cannot come much closer to declaring independence without actually “declaring” independence.  Hopefully, it will dawn on U.S. policy makers that there must be a better way to reward Taiwan for molding itself into a U.S.-like, free-market liberal democracy than to continue guiding it down its current path toward self-destruction and annihilation at the hands of China.
We have to steer Taiwan back toward China—down the same path taken by Hong Kong and Macau.  We have to do this soon, too, because if Taiwan declares independence, Chinese nationalism will compel Beijing to attack, occupy, and assimilate Taiwan (or at least try to) no matter how much we might hope our military presence and enmeshed economies will deter them.

A liberal evaluation of all of the different facets of this issue—the origin and rationale of our existing China-Taiwan policy, the pros and cons of maintaining it as is, and recent trends and activities in China, Taiwan, and the U.S.—leads this writer to conclude that every day that passes without resolution of this problem brings us closer to a possible military showdown with China.
We can continue on with our “strategic ambiguity” policy and try to maintain the status quo,
 or we can do everything in our power to guide Taiwan quickly and peacefully back into the arms of its mother country.  This writer proposes we choose the second option.   After agreeing to and helping to facilitate the turnover of Hong Kong and Macao, it would seem to make no sense at all for us to resort to military force to try to prevent the turnover of Taiwan.  Therefore, it is in our best interests, and in the best interests of China, Taiwan, and the whole world to stop posturing for a possible military showdown with China over Taiwan and start facilitating its peaceful turnover as quickly as possible.

The Chinese people still look upon us as a bully—as an enemy.  As long as we prevent them from reunifying with Taiwan, they will continue to think of us that way.  As China grows stronger economically and militarily, she grows more impatient.  We can see that Beijing has increased the pressure on Taiwan over the past few years.  If Beijing decides to use military force against Taiwan, we will have to make a tough choice.  If we do nothing, we destroy our credibility.  If we defend Taiwan, we take a chance on destroying a good part of the world.

Let us hope it does not come to that.  Many foreign policy “experts” proclaim that China would never try to take Taiwan by force.  President Carter received similar advice right before the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan.

We have repeatedly acknowledged that Taiwan is a part of China.  Now is the time to make it so—when we can do it on our own terms; when we can do it without provocation or coercion from China.  If we wait until China reaches the eighty percent mark, that provocation or coercion is sure to come.  If we deal with this problem now, from a position of diplomatic strength, relative to China, we can remove this tinderbox from the world stage.

China’s economic and political rise in the world is inevitable.  As China becomes more economically interdependent with the international community, it will have a greater stake in pursuing stable international economic relationships.  We can help China integrate more and more into the global economy and global village and reduce that animosity she feels toward us.  And as the Chinese people become more wealthy and educated, they will undoubtedly press their government for more and more democratic reforms. 

We should work more closely with China, not only to encourage this positive long-term trend, but to find ways we can mutually benefit our two countries.  We can cooperate on important global issues such as global warming, alternative energy sources, space exploration, disease control, and countless other scientific and medical endeavors.  This is the outcome we should be promoting.  There is no reason we cannot eventually be friends instead of adversaries.

In conclusion, both Realism and Liberalism do a good job of describing the Taiwan issue, but only partly.  One needs to look at the situation through both lenses to get the complete picture.

As for predicting the outcome, and prescribing a solution, both disciplines have limited abilities.  They can each make forecasts based on various trends and scenarios, but only very broad ones.  International Relations is just too dynamic a field to either predict the outcomes of, or prescribe solutions to, specific issues.  

This may sound like a harsh criticism, but it really is not.  All this writer is really accusing the International Relations experts of is imperial overreach.  Compare, if you will, the study of International Relations to the study of Evolutionary Biology—a fascinating field of study that shows us what factors influenced evolution at different times, by how much, and why.

Evolutionary Biologists are great at deciphering the history of evolution.  They have traced the evolution of animals from invertibrate sea creatures to fish to amphibians to reptiles to birds and mammals.  They have explained why the animals of Australia are so unique; why the animals of Madigascar are so different from the animals of Africa; why mammals suddenly became the dominant animal form on the planet sixty-million years ago; etc.

But Evolutionary Biologists would not dream of trying to predict how human beings or any other animal forms are going to evolve; would not dream of trying to predict what animal form will become dominant on the planet after the next asteroid hits.  Evolutionary Biology is too dynamic a field for this.
Evolutionary Biologists would not dream of trying to prescribe how to influence the future course of evolution, either.  However, scientists in a related field, Genetics, do their best to do that.  Geneticists are analogous to state leaders and lawmakers in International Relations.  They work in the operational arena, while International Relations experts and Evolutionary Biologists work in the theoretical arena.  Their work is not a part of this critique. 
Every time we have a world-changing event, we come up with a new theory to explain what happened and why.  These theories seldom seem to surface before the events happen, though.  Just within the past hundred years, we have seen International Relations theorists scramble to explain the cause of World War I, Hitler, the Cold War, the end of the Cold War, and now 9/11.  We will see what happens in Taiwan, and then we see what theory they come up with to explain it.
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