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Two major political developments in recent weeks have played an
important role in Taiwan’s presidential election: Tsai Ing-wen’s visit to
Washington and the problems she encountered convincing American
officials she has a workable formula to manage cross-Strait relations, and
Ma Ying-jeou’s sudden promotion of the idea of “facing” the issue of a
cross-Strait peace accord sometime in the next 10 years, which created a
tempest in the campaign teapot. Although Washington strove to temper
any impression that it was “taking sides” in the election, the concerns
about management of cross-Strait relations remained. And while the peace
accord discussion largely faded, one would have to say that no one was
covered with glory by the time it played itself out. Those issues are
discussed at length in this essay.

The United States went ahead with the much anticipated arms sales
announcement for a very sizable package—$5.852 billion, primarily F-
16A/B upgrades with associated equipment and training—and while the
PRC protested loudly, it took minimal actions in response, doubtless
reflecting the “dog that didn’t bark”—that is, the absence of F-16C/D
sales.

Instead, Beijing began to focus more publicly on the Taiwan political
scene, speaking out more and more explicitly about the consequences of
an administration in Taipei that did not accept some version of “one
China” and oppose Taiwan independence. While Tsai Ing-wen strove
mightily to demonstrate she was no radical, and would work to maintain
peace and stability, the fact that she would not—could not—embrace
either the “1992 Consensus” or any version of “one China” sparked a new
level of open statements from the Mainland designed to dispel the notion
that pragmatism was going to be enough to keep cross-Strait relations on
an even keel. While there were still limits to how bluntly the PRC position
was phrased in order to avoid triggering charges of blatant involvement in
the election, concern over the actual outcome began to outweigh concerns
about the Mainland’s image on Taiwan, and Beijing was increasingly
direct in pointing out that there was no way around the “one China” issue.

These were not the only issues on people’s minds, and we should take
note of the fact that, as projections for Taiwan’s economy through the
remainder of 2011 and into 2012 have slid due to global economic
conditions,' the government moved to adopt a package of economic
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stimulus and fiscal measures to help business weather worsening global
economic conditions.” As discussed in the last CLM essay,’ the DPP has
continued to focus on the inadequacies of the Ma administration’s
programs to deal with the hardship and the social inequities and the sense
of deprivation many people feel at an individual level as a result of
worsening economic conditions.

State Of The Campaign

Even though she has focused much of her campaign on domestic issues, DPP chair and
presidential candidate Tsai Ing-wen caused something of a stir when, shortly before the
October 10 “Double 10” National Day 100™ anniversary, she stated that “Taiwan is the
ROC, the ROC is Taiwan, and the ROC government is the government of Taiwan.”
Although this was described by one local paper as “one of the most important
developments on the National Day, and while it more or less put to bed her previous
position that the ROC government was an illegitimate “government in exile”—after all,
despite objections from some of the more rabid Taiwan independence advocates in the
pan-Green camp,’ a candidate for president could hardly maintain that she sought to head
an illegitimate government—in fact it did not represent acceptance of a “one China”
position. Quite the opposite, as Tsai made clear in a variety of ways, including when she
differentiated herself from both the KMT and Beijing by dismissively noting that “what
they are both speaking of is the ‘one China’ principle.”

Moreover, although she attended a flag-raising ceremony in Tainan on National Day,
claiming she did not join the celebration in Taipei because of a tight campaign schedule,
others judged that this choice of venue had political implications, reflecting the fact that
she did not recognize key aspects of the ROC constitution or accept that the ROC had
existed for 100 years.” While one cannot read her mind, media photographs showing that
Tsai attended the Tainan flag raising ceremony in blue jeans and with a scowl on her face
suggested, at the very least, that this was for her more of an obligation than a celebration.

Stories about dissension within both camps continued to boil up from time to time.
On the DPP side, the Tsai campaign has continued to be described as “chaotic” with
significant tensions among various DPP factions.® And there were similar reports about
dissension within the KMT.” In the latter connection, one step by the KMT seemed to put
an end to a long-running problem regarding the role of Legislative Yuan (LY) Speaker
Wang Jin-pyng. The KMT Central Standing Committee agreed on a new party rule that
made an exception to the normal ban on anyone occupying an “at large” LY seat more
than two times in a row. The highly focused exception was for anyone who had made
special clc())ntributions to the party, met the needs of the party, and served as legislative
speaker.

The KMT release of its entire list of “at large” candidates was less smooth. On the
one hand, in the words of one media outlet, it “startled” people because such a heavy
proportion of candidates were scholars and social activists, rather than old-time “pols.” In
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her first reaction, while claiming that the DPP list has “always included these people” and
the KMT was laggardly in this respect, nonetheless, even Tsai Ing-wen said “we want to
give a certain level of approval” (M4 & — & BRI ).

That said, many observers felt that the KMT list put the opposition at a
disadvantage,'” and within 48 hours the DPP had adopted a different tack, arguing that
“at first glance [the list] appears refreshing, but as you scroll down the list, your heart
sinks.”"® And on the KMT side, while Ma touted the list as a demonstration of the KMT’s
intent to introduce reforms within the party, one of the points made by the DPP (“The 34-
member list seemed to be part of Ma and his top aide, King Pu-tsung’s, plan to squeeze
out party members whose views differ from theirs”) may have been shared by some in
the KMT establishment. It was reported that the “at large” candidate list created
substantial tension within KMT ranks,'* and that some veteran politicians passed over the
by the party would run as independents."

Charges that the DPP vice presidential candidate, Su Jia-chyuan, had illegally
constructed a large house on what was supposed to be farmland, and that he and his
relatives had engaged in other illegal activity, dogged the DPP campaign for a
considerable period of time in late September and early October. Su denied any
wrongdoing, but he eventually donated his house and land to the local government in
hopes of ending the controversy.'® Whether it did is debatable,'’ but what is clear is that,
just as Su took this step, Ma’s peace accord discussion (see below) pushed the issue off
the front pages.

Meanwhile, PFP Chairman James Soong persisted in his effort to run for president,
eventually submitting petitions with over 445,000 valid signatures, which while well
short of the 1 million signatures he once said he would need to proceed with his
candidacy, was still far in excess of the 257,695 needed to earn him a place on the
ballot."® Although no one thinks Soong can win—and many observers cling to the belief
that he is really seeking to establish a viable position in the LY—Soong himself has
insisted he is not in it for a deal, and would stick with the campaign to the end.

The impact of a Soong line on the ballot is the subject of considerable speculation.
Initially, as we have discussed before,'” the prospect of a three-way split with two “Blue”
candidates seemed to work substantially in Tsai Ing-wen’s favor. Over time, however,
although political observers presented a wide variety of projections regarding how many
votes Soong would garner,”’ most polls seemed to suggest that the PFP head would draw
about equally from Ma and Tsai, so that his candidacy would be a “wash.” Nonetheless,
and despite claims from Soong’s camp that he would not allow his candidacy to benefit
the DPP,?' concerns persisted within Ma’s team that Soong’s running could cost them the
race.”> They determined not to campaign against him, in part to keep their focus on the
main opponent but in part in the hope that, in the end, Soong would withdraw.

And, indeed, Soong came under pressure from various quarters to quit the race. Not
only did pan-Blue stalwarts attack him for creating the risk of a DPP victory, but Soong
supporters charged that Beijing—believed to oppose Soong’s candidacy as doing possible
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harm to Ma’s chances—entered the fray by leaning on Taiwan business interests with
important ties to the Mainland to cut off financial support for Soong.® Whether this was
factually based or an effort by Soong to play the role of “victim” was not clear, but the
DPP picked up the charge and added to it, stating that in a variety of ways Beijing was
interfering in the election to try to assure a Ma victory.?**

Tsai Visits Washington—Leaves Concerns

Throughout the late summer and early fall, as she continued to deny the existence and
validity of the “1992 Consensus,” Tsai Ing-wen tried very hard to take the cross-Strait
issue off the presidential election front burner—and to the extent that she could not do
that, to make it about President Ma Ying-jeou’s alleged overreliance on the Mainland at
the expense of Taiwan’s freedom of movement now and freedom of choice later. In part,
the goal seemed to be to keep the focus off of questions over Tsai’s ability to manage
cross-Strait relations, an issue that came up with special force after a U.S. trip in mid-
September revealed American concerns about precisely that point.

To the extent that she and the DPP had to address it, their position was, first, that as
president Tsai would emphasize stability over everything else,”® and, second, to hint that
there might be more flexibility in her cross-Strait policy after she won the election.”’

In fact, Tsai’s approach to cross-Strait relations assumed a central role in how her
mid-September visit to the United States played out.

On September 13, the same day that Ma was warning in Taipei that without a
peaceful environment based on the “1992 Consensus,” prosperity would not be possible,
Tsai Ing-wen was speaking in Washington, stating that the next election “will ultimately
be determined by social and economic issues’’such as housing, social services, energy,
and industrial adjustment.”® As she said later, the DPP would win by convincing people
that it is more competent and mature than the KMT and by presenting policy choices that
are “more progressive and responsive to the real needs of the people” and by being “the
positive f209rce that transcends the divisiveness of the past, and unites the people of
Taiwan.”

As to how she would handle cross-Strait issues, when speaking in Washington, Tsai
summed up her approach as follows:

To achieve our goal of maintaining a peaceful and stable environment across the
Taiwan Strait, the DPP’s approach toward China will be stable and balanced. As a
responsible political party, our policy must be in line with the mainstream
consensus in our society as well as international expectations, and therefore we
will refrain from extreme or radical approaches. The current stalemate across the
Strait is a product of the evolution of history, but the future of relations does not
have to be a zero-sum situation, and we are willing to take a strategic approach
that benefits the people of both sides.
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We would seek to achieve a strategic understanding that is based on
reality, where the two sides across the Strait can interact in a stable and
peaceful manner. We acknowledge that Beijing insists on the “one China
principle” as its fundamental position toward Taiwan. However, Beijing
must also understand the reality that the Taiwanese people, having gone
through the historical processes of freeing themselves from foreign rule
and seeking democratization, are opposed to a one-party system and
committed to upholding the independence of their sovereignty. The
distinct positions, however, should not prevent the two sides from
reaching a mutually beneficial arrangement where we can also pursue
common interests, mainly, common interests in peace and development.
We believe that reaching a strategic understanding of our existing
differences, and agreeing to engage based on a desire to achieve common
interests and mutual benefits, is the most realistic way forward. This is
what [ mean by “peaceful but recognizing differences, peaceful and
seeking commonalities.”

Reiterating earlier statements that she recognized that “ECFA is already signed into
reality,” she said that, when in government, “we will conduct regular examinations of its
impact on our economy, and if and when revisions are necessary we would follow
democratic procedures for handling trade agreements and international obligations.” As
she put it,

The intensity of economic ties is a reality, and China has already become
Taiwan’s largest investment destination and trading partner. Economic
relations have evolved to an extent where continuing interaction cannot be
stopped by either side, regardless of who is in government. Turning a
blind eye to this reality is just as impractical as the threat to discontinue
ties with changing political circumstances.

In a very real sense, having once threatened to upend ECFA, she was now not only
promising not to do so, but warning Beijing not to do so, either.

As to policy changes that might flow from a change from a KMT to a DPP
administration, Tsai said, “We hope that the international community, including China,
will develop an understanding, if not appreciation, of how our democracy functions.”

Still facing doubts about how she would handle cross-Strait relations, on the eve of
the first televised presidential debate in early December, Tsai told a press conference that
if elected she would immediately set up a broad-based task force for cross-Strait
dialogue. The task force would, she said, pave the way for “official negotiations™ after
she took office in May. As she put it, fostering mutual understanding and communication
is the beginning of establishing mutual trust: “The DPP administration has no reason to
not sit down with the other side of the Taiwan Strait for a talk.”® Although one can
understand the logic of her position, as we discuss below it is extremely unlikely that
Beijing will hold a reciprocal view.
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As far as the United States was concerned, Tsai said on a number of occasions that
she would seek closer ties with the United States if elected,31 and two weeks after
returning to Taiwan reported that “in the United States we worked to reinforce our
partnership and had a number of conversations on regional security and cross-Strait
relations.”” In her major public speech in Washington, Tsai told her AEI audience:

There are times when our interests will merge, and there are also times
when we will have different priorities. However, as partners in a strategic
relationship, we believe it is important to understand and communicate
those priorities, ensuring a degree of strategic confidence that the broader
agenda of a common interest for peace and stability is not jeopardized.

But it was precisely on the issue of strategic confidence that her visit to Washington
stumbled. After she had met with a deputy secretary of state and a series of other senior
American officials,” the Financial Times reported the following:

A senior US official said Ms Tsai, the Democratic Progressive party leader
who is visiting Washington, had sparked concerns about stability in the
Taiwan Strait, which is “critically important” to the US. “She left us with
distinct doubts about whether she is both willing and able to continue the
stability in cross-Strait relations the region has enjoyed in recent years,”
the official told the Financial Times after Ms Tsai met with administration
officials. The US official said that while she understood the need “to avoid
gratuitous provocations” of China, it was “far from clear . . . that she and
her advisers fully appreciate the depth of [Chinese] mistrust of her motives
and DPP aspirations”.**

Unsurprisingly, this statement produced a firestorm of accusations from the DPP
camp. Hsiao Bi-khim, head of the International Department and spokesperson for Tsai,
said the comments were “not consistent with what American officials have told us in our
meetings.” *> Moreover, she said, the official’s reported comments “subvert every
assurance we were given over the past few days that the United States government would
remain neutral regarding Taiwan’s election.”°

For its part, the Obama administration publicly renounced any intention to intervene
in the election. The State Department spokesman said:

[W]e strongly support Taiwan’s democracy and the will of the Taiwanese

people to choose their leaders in the upcoming election. Our only interest

is in a free, fair, and open presidential elections [sic]. We don’t take any
3T

sides.

And this was followed up two weeks later by the Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, Kurt Campbell, in testimony before the House Foreign Affairs
Committee. “We do not pick candidates, we do not take sides,” Campbell assured the
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committee, adding that the United States would not interfere “in any way” with Taiwan’s
presidential election and would cooperate closely with whoever wins in a free and fair
election.®® To “prove” the point, the American Institute in Taiwan (AIT), the U.S.
unofficial representative office in Taiwan, sent five representatives to the DPP’s 25"
anniversary reception, led by the director of AIT’s office.”’

All that said, and despite assertions by some State Department officials that “the
‘official’ mentioned in this [FT] article is totally unknown to us and certainly does not
speak for the Obama administration,”™ it is evident that the background statement to the
Financial Times (though not necessarily its exact wording) was both authorized and
coordinated, and that, while the later disclaimers of interference reflected genuine
commitment to non-interference in the election, the administration was determined that a
clear message be conveyed to all concerned that Tsai had not dispelled concerns about
the risks her position on cross-Strait policy carried for future stability. It doubtless was
also designed to deprive her of the opportunity to claim that the United States
“understood” (and, implicitly, accepted) her position, although in fact it did not entirely
prevent such claims.*!

Indeed, although Campbell sought to distance himself from the FT background
statement,** echoes of it could be found at the end of his HFAC prepared testimony:

The year 2012 promises to be a challenging year. With democratic
elections in Taiwan and a leadership transition in Beijing, there will
inevitably be a period of uncertainty. In my view, Taiwan’s leaders have
taken on a tremendous challenge—balancing relations with China and the
United States in a way that benefits all parties. The current approach to
cross-Strait relations that promotes stability and gradual reconciliation is
what the people on Taiwan have come to expect from their elected leaders.
Their expectations are mirrored in the international community, which
hopes to see continued peace and prosperity across the region. We have
always supported improved cross-Strait ties and will continue to do so as
long as they meet the criteria that we have established over the past 30
years. Our long-standing, principled, and consistent policy toward Taiwan,
matched by pragmatic and cautious management of the cross-Strait
relationship, will help ensure that stability and peace are maintained across
the Taiwan Strait.*

Perhaps the backgrounding of FT came as a shock, especially if, as Tsai’s aides
asserted, there was “no trace” of such sentiments expressed in their meetings.** But the
basic U.S. skepticism it represented should not have surprised the Tsai camp. At least one
DPP analyst had cautioned Tsai before her trip that she faced a challenge in convincing
Americans about her cross-Strait policy, because the United States cares about peace and
stability in the Taiwan Strait and could seek reassurance from her during her visit.*’ And
in the wake of the visit, having urged the DPP not to underestimate the ability of the U.S.
government to influence the election,*® the same observer warned: “Although winning the
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election is the objective, persuading the international community that the DPP has
matured into a responsible stakeholder is the most important task that Tsai now faces.”’

In any event, despite Tsai’s promise that she would move Taiwan closer to the
United States and “right the imbalances™ of the Ma Ying-jeou era,"® to have that now
complicated by veiled but unmistakable expressions of American doubts about Tsai’s
ability to manage cross-Strait relations appropriately, can only compound the DPP
candidate’s problem in presenting the image of quiet competence she has been working
so hard to create.

“Facing Up To the Issue of a Peace Accord”

Ma Ying-jeou also has spent much time addressing domestic issues, where international
economic woes threatened once again to dampen Taiwan’s impressive economic
recovery throughout 2010 and into the first half of 2011. But even as he promoted
policies that he said would address social inequities, educational shortcomings, and
economic transformation, Ma sought to underscore what he sees as the vital importance
of robust cross-Strait relations to Taiwan’s future well-being—in economic as well as
security terms.

He warned that ignoring the pivotal role that the “1992 Consensus” and its “one
China” premise have played in the impressive strides Taiwan has made over the past
three years could spell disaster. While cross-Strait political relations were “still distant,”
he said, there would be substantial disruption of overall cross-Strait relations if these
premises were abandoned. “Without a peaceful environment, prosperity would not be
possible, nor would there be fruits of bilateral cooperation, as they are all linked
together.”

Striking this theme in his National Day address, Ma argued that “cross-Strait peace is
an essential condition for Taiwan’s prosperity and development.””” Envisioning that “the
two sides will be able—based on a clear-eyed appreciation and acceptance of reality—to
seek common ground while respecting differences, assist and cooperate with each other,
and build a peaceful relationship within an institutionalized framework,” Ma laid a
foundation for his peace accord position a week before he sprang it on the Taiwan
political scene.”!

Then, on October 17, in the context of discussing a larger proposal about the way to
create a “Golden Decade,” Ma dropped his political bombshell, at least temporarily
altering the complexion of the entire campaign and stemming what seemed to be growing
momentum in his direction. He laid out his administration’s strategies for consolidating
“cross-Strait peace” and a “friendly international environment.” He said that, still
operating under the principles of moving “step-by-step,” that is, “first the urgent then the
less urgent, first the easy then the difficult, first the economic then the political,” he
believed that in the coming 10 years Taiwan would need to cautiously consider whether
to conclude a “cross-Strait peace accord.” He reiterated long-standing preconditions for
dealing with the Mainland: first, securing a high level of support from domestic opinion;
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second, determining the nation really needs it; third, proceeding under conditions of
legislative supervision.”> Moreover, Ma reiterated that he had operated under the ROC
constitution during his three years in office, defending Taiwan’s sovereignty, promoting
the status quo of “no unification, no independence, no use of force,” and promoting the
well-being of the people as well as adhering to the very important principles of “mutual
non-recognition of sovereignty, mutual non-denial of the power to govern.” Looking
ahead he said:

During the coming 10 years, we naturally will continue to “consolidate the
sovereignty of the Republic of China,” “enhance Taiwan’s strength,” “lead
to benign cross-Strait development,” and “construct long-term peace and
stability across the Taiwan Strait,” and make [all of] this the main axis for
conducting cross-Strait relations.”

Paralleling Tsai’s description of the DPP’s “10-year platform,” Ma asserted that all
the policies he had suggested under the “Golden Decade” were not for the sake of the
upcoming election, but for the happiness of the next generation. In this context, he said,
having mulled over the issues connected to a peace accord for the past year, and more
recently having reviewed them intensively in a series of interagency meetings, he was
now presenting a well-considered position.

Indeed, looking back over time, it is clear that Ma had promoted the idea of a peace
accord during the last presidential campaign and all the way through his first year in
office. It was only in April 2009 that he bowed to what many of his advisors thought was
the inevitable, which was that cross-Strait political dialogue, including with respect to a
peace accord, would have to be put off at least until 2012.>* So his belief that such an
accord could consolidate long-term peace and stability without in any way addressing
issues such as unification or independence, was long-standing.

In fact, and somewhat ironically, in light of subsequent events, the issue arose a few
weeks before Ma publicly raised it in mid-October in the form of a Wikileak and the DPP
reaction to it. The leaked AIT cable from June 2009 reported a conversation between
Vice President Vincent Siew and then-AIT director Stephen Young. It cited Siew as
saying Ma would seek to engage in political talks with Beijing in his second term, and
that this “may include” a peace treaty, the formal end to hostilities and development of
bilateral confidence-building measures (CBMs).”> When the leaked cable attracted public
attention, the Presidential Office denied its contents, but a DPP spokesman asserted that a
“growing body of evidence” showed that Ma did indeed intend to address these issues
and that this was both “naive” and “unnecessary.”°

On the other hand, as we suggested in our last essay in CLM,’’ there had been much
musing within the Ma administration in recent months about the need for a peace accord,
with questions posed about what the content and purpose of such an accord would or
should be in light of the fact that circumstances had progressed to the point that both
sides were largely committed to a peaceful relationship. While much of this discussion
seemed to point away from the need for such an accord, Ma’s campaign chairman had
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raised the issue in a more positive light in mid-September during a visit to Washington.
Then, reflecting only “personal views,” he said that “both sides of the Taiwan Strait will
not rule out the possibility of signing a peace agreement in the future as long as it is
conducive to Taiwan and doesn’t undermine the sovereignty of the Republic of China
and the dignity of Taiwan.”®

This is now described by insiders as having been a “trial balloon” that actually
seemed not to have gone anywhere and that close-in advisers therefore felt had been
dropped. In trying to explain why Ma nonetheless raised the point in his October 17
statement, people familiar with Ma’s thinking suggest, at the end of the day, the president
personally felt it would be inconsistent of him to completely drop the subject of a
possible peace accord this time around after having made a big issue of it four years ago.
Indeed, this version is consistent with “back story” press reports on the internal
deliberations, which recounted that, despite opposition from a majority of his aides, and
perhaps without consulting all of them, Ma insisted that, to be consistent with his earlier
advocacy, it would be strange not to include the point about a peace accord now. In any
case, he is quoted as saying, “sooner or later we [Taiwan] need to face it.”? And, indeed,
though many other theories existed about why he put the peace accord issue on the table,
5 Ma continued to argue that he floated the idea because his government cares more
about the lives of the people than ballots:

The government cares about peace, as peace will bring prosperity to
Taiwan. The main concern is about the lives of the people and their
money, and not just votes for me in the presidential election.®!

The DPP immediately attacked Ma’s peace accord remarks as setting a timetable for
unification. The DPP spokesman charged that Ma’s proposal to promote the signing of a
peace accord within the “Golden Decade” was the equivalent of beginning political
consultations and hence entering the third stage of the National Unification Guidelines—
the stage of discussing unification, entering the process of unification, and establishing a
timetable (%577 & NBISTATSHIN 2 —FE B [rise—FE B, AL — IR,
fife 37 T Ig ) #¢ )—and that doing this under the “1992 Consensus” and “one China” was
tantamount to changing the status quo. The spokesman characterized this handling
without empowerment from the people as the act of “an arbitrary oligarch” (3 1 % k& ).%

That day, Tsai personally made a few comments, saying that this very dangerous
approach based on the “one China” principle would divide the people and polarize
society. She said she would reserve a formal response, however, until two days later. But
Ma reacted immediately without waiting to hear her more formal complaints.®

First and foremost, Ma rejected the notion that signing a peace accord would
represent negotiating unification. Moreover, he stressed, his point was not necessarily to
sign a peace accord, but to “consider” whether, if basic conditions could be met, it would
not be beneficial to institutionalize the peaceful atmosphere that has been created over the
past three years. Among those basic conditions, he stressed his mantra of “no unification,

10
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no independence, no use of force” and the need to maintain the status quo under the
Republic of China constitution.**

When she did speak on the 19", Tsai did so in the role of party chair representing the
party standing central committee rather than as a candidate, saying that a peace accord
was too serious a matter to be handled as an election issue. She accused Ma of engaging
in an irresponsible and impetuous move, launching a reckless and dangerous political
ploy that risked the nation’s future in order to achieve a small election gain. Drawing a
distinction between a genuine state of peace across the Strait, desired by all, and an
unreliable piece of paper labeled a “peace agreement,” Tsai charged that by rashly
proposing to go to the negotiating table without a public mandate or a national consensus,
especially with a dictatorial partner that had shown its untrustworthiness in the 1951
peace agreement with Tibet, Ma had created four dangers for the people of Taiwan:

* Sacrificing Taiwan’s sovereignty by, intentionally or not, agreeing to the PRC position
that cross-Strait peace was a “domestic” matter based on the PRC’s view of “one
China” in accordance with the “Anti-Secession Law.”

* Changing the cross-Strait status quo by not first clearly establishing the precondition
that neither side is subordinate to the other, thus destroying the basis of the
international community for maintaining the status quo and regional stability, and
providing grounds for the PRC to object to any country selling arms to Taiwan.

* Endangering democratic values by rashly proceeding without obtaining democratic
empowerment and a “Taiwan consensus” and thus manipulating the matter on his own
and turning it into an election issue, creating domestic controversy and turmoil.

* Destroying Taiwan’s strategic depth by rashly and impetuously setting an explicit 10-
year timetable for engaging in political dialogue, taking away Taiwan’s ability to use
time to counter the Mainland.®

Tsai called for any peace accord to be based on three “principles’:

* Insist on sovereignty, meaning not to accept “one China” as the political precondition
of any cross-Strait accord.

* Insist on democracy, meaning that the 23 million people of Taiwan have the right to
determine Taiwan’s future, and that any political consultation or result that touches on
or changes Taiwan’s status quo must, as a precondition, go through a referendum.

* Insist on peace, meaning that China’s dismantling all military threats against Taiwan
and abandoning the intention to use military force was the only basis for genuinely
promoting lasting peace in the Taiwan Strait.

Although the Ma administration responded that Tsai had misinterpreted and distorted
the nature of the president’s argument, the issue dominated media and other political
discourse, and Ma was forced to hold a press conference the next day in an effort to
clarify his intentions and quell the political firestorm.*®

He rejected Tsai’s objections and the raising of “four dangers” as “specious
accusations” (A #8#%) that sowed confusion among the public by raising the specter of

11
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hazards whose chances of ever materializing were “completely impossible.” Stressing
that a peace accord had nothing to do with unification, he reiterated the points about
protecting the ROC’s sovereignty and independence and ensuring Taiwan’s safety and
prosperity, arguing that the point of signing a peace accord was not to change Taiwan’s
situation, but rather to consolidate the “status quo” of “no unification, no independence,
and no use of force.”

Moreover, he stressed, what he had laid on the table was the notion that Taiwan
would need to “face” the issue of a peace accord within a decade, not that it would have
to sign one either then or at any other time. But he emphasized that the fundamental
objective in putting forward the idea of entering into a cross-Strait peace agreement once
the three preconditions were met “is to consolidate a lasting cross-strait peace. This point
is very clear.”

Ma ridiculed Tsai’s comparison of the kind of peace accord he was talking about
with the 1951 “Agreement of the Central People’s Government and the Local
Government of Tibet on Measures for the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet,” saying that the
attempt to compare them and to equate Tibet’s situation with that of Taiwan was not only
“completely absurd” (4 {4+ %57) but “pure gibberish” (4 4171 2). He observed that the
Tibet agreement, by its own terms, was between two unequal levels of government and
explicitly aimed at the “liberation” of Tibet, neither of which applied to Taiwan’s
situation. To make such a comparison, he said, was to denigrate the stature of the nation
and disregard that the ROC is a sovereign state.

Striking a theme that he and his supporters would continue to emphasize over
succeeding days, Ma noted that at the time Tsai was chair of the Mainland Affairs
Council in the Chen Shui-bian administration, President Chen had spoken of the need for
a “peace and stability framework for cross-Strait interaction.” Hence, he said, opposing
his idea eight years later represented a flip-flop and an exercise in sophistry. (Tsai refuted
that argument, saying that what the DPP has always called for is a peaceful framework
based on bilateral negotiations between sovereign entities, whereas Ma’s initiative would
procee6$1 under a “one China” framework, which would leave Taiwan without bargaining
chips.”)

In sum, he said, “people with ulterior motives continually twist the truth.”

Nonetheless, despite Ma’s strenuous rebuttals, his assurances were, as a government-
sponsored publication later put it editorially, “drowned out by Tsai’s criticism, forcing
[him] to go further and announce that a referendum would be held before the government
proceeded with a peace agreement.”*®

By all indications, the decision to introduce the referendum requirement was reached
quickly: The president did not mention it earlier in the day® to a group of visiting
Americans with whom he was discussing the peace proposal idea, and the chairwoman of
the cabinet-level Mainland Affairs Council told the Legislative Yuan the same day that a
referendum was not necessary if most people supported the idea.”’ Indeed, later reports
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indicated that, in stark contrast to lengthy consideration given to raising the need to
consider a peace accord sometime in the next decade, the decision to introduce the
requirement for a referendum was “nimbly” (%7%) taken by Ma within a five-hour period
in the course of intensive consultations among a senior group—including campaign
chairman King Pu-tsung, who reportedly played a crucial role by phone from Japan.”'

At 10 p.m. on the 19th, about two hours after the decision was made, Ma sent his
spokesman out to brief the press. Underscoring that there was no timetable for entering
into cross-Strait peace accord talks, the spokesman told the press that Ma had said a
referendum would be required if the government decided to push for a peace accord in
the future—and that if such a referendum failed, the government would not proceed on
the matter. He distinguished this from the case of ECFA, which he said was an economic
issue, hence not comparable to a peace accord in terms either of importance or impact. A
presidential office “source” added that Ma had several times said publicly that Taiwan’s
future had to be determined by Taiwan’s 23 million people under the ROC constitution,
noting merely that “this time President Ma spoke more directly.””?

When he addressed a press conference early the following day, Ma reiterated the
three preconditions that would have to be met before going forward: necessity for the
nation, public support, and legislative oversight. He added,

The news release we issued yesterday expressly states that before seeking
a cross-strait peace agreement, we would first put the matter up for a
plebiscite”, and if the plebiscite didn’t pass, then we wouldn’t seek a
cross-strait peace agreement. If any one of the three preconditions we set
out were not met, we would not sign an agreement. Our position is thus
both resolute and careful.

The DPP was quick to jump on what it called a “hasty retreat” from the original
“campaign rhetoric” regarding a peace accord proposal. Arguing that Ma “backed away’
from his peace proposal idea when he encountered flak, the opposition reasoned that he
couldn’t be trusted to follow through on a referendum if Beijing objected.” They
attacked his “vacillating” (P #4 £ £ ) attitude toward a referendum, charging the
president as suddenly saying he wanted a referendum, but that when China applied
pressure, he would draw back again.”

2

Broadening the charge, the DPP began to hammer on the theme that the president’s
“recklessness and inconsistency” raised great concerns about his ability to handle any
major cross-Strait talks.” In this vein, Tsai characterized Ma’s “hazardous and hasty”
cross-Strait policies—advocating initiation of cross-Strait negotiations at the cost of
Taiwan’s security—as being more frightening even than “incompetent leadership.”’’

In order to ensure that no cross-Strait political dealings could proceed without
support from a referendum—a long-standing DPP position—the party then proposed
amending the Referendum Act to require a referendum both before any political
negotiations with Beijing and afterward to approve the results.”® In so doing, it called on
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people to believe that Ma’s call for a referendum was “clearly a campaign strategy,”’” but
that its own move to urgently amend the Referendum Law was aimed at setting up a
system for the future and had “nothing to do with the election.”™

In turn, the Ma administration rejected the DPP call for the two parties to sit down to
discuss the amendment proposal, noting that this was “unnecessary” as consideration of a
possible peace accord was not a matter that required urgent attention. Pressing for a
Referendum Law amendment was what constituted an election gambit, Ma’s spokesman
retorted.®' (The DPP Caucus in the LY tabled a proposal to amend the law, but it was
predictably defeated in committee by the KMT majority.*?)

Seeking to bring the controversy to a definitive close, Ma summarized his position in
what he termed the “10 assurances.” Once more Ma continued to tout the benefits of a
possible peace accord in institutionalizing exchanges and bringing long-term peace and
prosperity, but he also cautioned that meeting the requirements of the “10 assurances”
would not be easy, and that “a referendum would be necessary to confirm public
opinion.”®* Predictably the DPP attacked the idea. On one hand, it pointed to the
“notable” fact that the requirement for a referendum was not explicitly contained within
the “10 assurances.” And on another, Tsai charged that this lengthy list of assurances
did not ease people’s concern that Ma’s proposal for a peace accord would give rise to
the “four dangers” she had raised, asking rhetorically: “If he is so confident about his
peace pact initiative, why does he have to come up with 10 assurances?”™

Although one might have thought that the Ma administration basically sought to
leave well enough alone on this question, Taipei’s representative to the APEC leaders
meeting in Hawaii in early November, Lien Chan, gave it yet one more spin by raising
with Hu Jintao the desirability of “starting to exchange views on the issue of peace”

(PR @ B s Ac#5 7.).% The DPP jumped on reports of the exchange, charging that it put
the lie (¥ 7 ) to Ma’s pledge that the “10 guarantees” would need to be in place before
proceeding on a peace accord, and accusing Lien of already starting to negotiate a peace
accord behind closed doors.*®

The administration countered that this was not so, that Ma’s various conditions were
very clear.*” Lien Chan, in a second press appearance in Hawaii, vehemently denied that
he had raised a “peace accord,” per se, asserting that he had touched only the general
issue of “peace and development”™" since this was an important issue covered in his April
29, 2005, joint statement with Hu Jintao.”" The presidential office fully endorsed this,
with Ma essentially blessing Lien’s approach as totally consistent with his own, including
both with respect to necessary preconditions for starting peace talks and regarding an
extended timeframe for beginning to discuss a peace accord.”

If Ma’s raising the peace accord issue at this late stage of the election—not only
promoting a predictably divisive issue but also distracting public attention from some
substantial woes in the DPP camp—was mystifying to many people, adding the
requirement of a referendum seemed, at least in hindsight, to be a logical step to stem the
political hemorrhaging. That is, it was always obvious that some process was going to be
required within Taiwan to ensure strong public support that could carry agreement to a
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peace accord across a change in political party in power. A referendum, per se, is
problematic because it is so difficult to pass one. And by the time any of these issues
actually confronts people, Ma will likely be long gone from office and the incumbent
president will have to make a decision on how to proceed.”® But given the DPP’s success
in arousing suspicions about Ma’s motives and intentions, firm insistence on a
referendum protected him from the various charges.

Some in the DPP have suggested that the United States was unhappy with Ma’s
actions.” And it may well be true that Americans were less than thrilled at being
surprised by the initial proposal as well as the add-on of a referendum requirement. But,
if so, this primarily had to do with bewilderment at what was perceived to be an inept
political step at such a late stage in the campaign. On the other hand, it is hard to discern
any substantive concern with a peace accord on the U.S. side, not only because
Washington has long supported steps to reduce cross-Strait tensions, but also because the
proposal was so heavily caveated from the beginning that it is difficult to see how it could
have caused the kind of damage that was suggested by Ma’s opponents.

Two televised presidential debates were scheduled, for December 3 and 17, and a
vice presidential debate for December 10.%> The basic focus, of course, was expected to
be on domestic policy and the fundamentals of cross-Strait relations, including the
question of “one China” and the ROC constitution. And, in fact, neither presidential
debate produced surprises of any consequence or had any impact on the campaign.”®

So far, the fallout from the peace accord issue seems to have worked against Ma.
Polls following his presentation of his ideas about the need to “face” the issue within 10
years appeared to show that while a plurality supported signing a peace accord under
proper conditions, Ma’s having raised the idea led to a drop in his lead from 6—7 points
down to 4-5 points.”” Shortly before this essay was submitted to editors, however, a
number of polls once again appeared to show some renewed momentum for Ma, some of
the air had clearly gone out of the balloon, and an election loomed that was still likely to
be close, certainly closer than in 2008.

PRC Positioning

As we have pointed out many times in recent months, Beijing’s hope for Ma Ying-jeou’s
reelection is hardly a secret. This is not because Beijing is enamored of Ma’s approach to
cross-Strait relations; it is not. It finds him demanding, unyielding on key points, and
presiding over a situation in Taiwan in which sentiment is, if anything, moving away
from a “Chinese identity”” and support for eventual unification. Instead, they see
sentiment moving toward a growing embrace of “Taiwan identity” and not only
satisfaction with the “status quo” but outright rejection of unification.”®

It is well known that the “one China” position embraced by Ma is quite different
from Beijing’s, and potentially quite problematic for the Mainland. But both positions
accept that Taiwan and the Mainland are part of “one China” (“the Republic of China,” in
Ma’s version), and both reject Taiwan independence. For the PRC, acceptance of these
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two key points has become part of the “status quo” and an essential element underlying
the economic and social progress made in cross-Strait relations in the past three years as
well as a necessary foundation stone for the continuation of that process into the future.”

Beijing understands that Tsai’s—and the DPP’s—rejection of the “1992 Consensus”
and its “one China” premise do not necessarily equate to a push for de jure independence,
a cause to which they believe former president Chen Shui-bian eventually became
dedicated.'® Still, they seem convinced that Tsai’s own inclinations, as well as forces

b (13

within the DPP, will lead her to take steps to consolidate Taiwan’s “separate status.”

Moreover, when, as she tends to do, Tsai defines these positions as including the
proposition that Beijing “must accept” the Taiwan people’s commitment to their own
sovereignty and that China “must face” the fact that Taiwan is a democracy and they
have to treat Taiwan as a democracy,'’' and when this involves her rejection of any “one
China” approach, unsurprisingly she is not getting a positive reaction from the Mainland.

Especially with PRC President Hu Jintao’s more flexible approach grounded firmly
in a “one China” premise,'®* Beijing has (quite purposely) left itself no room for a
compromise on this point, even if it does not insist on agreement on definitions.

While senior Chinese officials have at times indicated that if the DPP rejects the
“1992 Consensus” because it was created by the “KMT,” Beijing is open to negotiating a
“new consensus” as long as it embraces the same “one China” principle. Nonetheless, as
late as mid-November TAO Director Wang Y1 was speaking publicly in rather
uncompromising terms about the “1992 Consensus” itself. He said that the 1992
Consensus is a “cross-Strait consensus, not a party-to-party consensus,” and the
foundation of the consultations between the two associations [SEF and ARATS] is the
1992 Consensus; “this is uncontestable.””'?* Indeed, Wang issued what was seen by most
observers as an even more direct warning several days later that denial of the “1992
Consensus” would not be tolerated (‘%15 1A), and calling on both sides to take “concrete
actions” (5:F717h) to maintain peaceful cross-Strait relations.'®* According to “a
Mainland source familiar with Taiwan affairs,” Wang’s strong statement was designed to
tell voters in Taiwan that “the heavy responsibility is in [their] hands” to maintain
peaceful development of cross-Strait relations.'®’

Many PRC observers have suggested that due to these factors, the election of Tsai
would be seen as a failure of Hu’s approach, with fundamental implications for future
PRC policy toward Taiwan. Tsai has tried to allay that concern with the following
reasoning:

There are many factors that influence the outcome of an election, and
measuring the outcome of Taiwan’s elections as an indicator of the
success or failure of a single policy, on the part of China, runs into the
danger of miscalculation.'®
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Beijing appears to have taken the position that after eight years of DPP rule in
Taiwan, and having carefully followed Tsai’s statements and her approach to leading the
party, it understands where she is heading. Despite the argument of some DPP
supporters—reminiscent of former New York governor Mario Cuomo’s famous dictum
about how politicians campaign in poetry but govern in prose—that people should
reserve judgment about how she would actually handle cross-Strait relations until she is
elected, Beijing has time and again rejected any need to consider the kind of “listen to his
words and watch his actions” approach it adopted after Chen Shui-bian’s election. One
prominent Taiwan expert summed up Beijing’s position by observing that Tsai’s
“conceptual Taiwan independence” (¥ 1% %) was more duplicitous and having a more
pernicious effect on the peaceful development of cross-Strait relations than Chen’s
“instrumental Taiwan independence” (T 2% & ).'"

For example, Beijing’s response to the DPP “10-year platform™'®
Strait relations was dismissive. As TAO Director Wang Y1 put it:

plank on cross-

The business of pursuing peaceful development of cross-Strait relations is
like a large building jointly constructed by both sides of the Strait. The
1992 Consensus and opposition to Taiwan independence are the
foundations of the building. On the basis of the 1992 Consensus and the
opposition to Taiwan independence, both sides of the Strait have inked
many important agreements, including ECFA, through the Straits
Exchange Foundation (SEF) and the Association for Relations Across the
Taiwan Strait (ARATS). Each agreement signed is like a new story added
to the building. The more stories and the more functions the building has,
the more benefits cross-Strait compatriots can get. If someone calls for the
foundations of the building to be demolished, but says that we can
continue to add new stories to the building, this is definitely unrealistic
and irresponsible.'”

When in mid-October Tsai uttered her statement that “the ROC is Taiwan, Taiwan is
the ROC,” Beijing rejected it as advocacy of “Taiwan independence” and equated it to a
declaration of “state-to-state” relations.' '’

As we pointed out in our last essay,''' Beijing has stepped up its efforts to make
plain to Taiwan voters the likely consequences of a DPP victory, while still trying to
avoid charges of blatant interference in the election. Regardless of the arguments for
maintaining momentum in cross-Strait relations, Mainland policymakers seem to have
concluded that various links will be suspended unless Tsai somehow is able to perform an
act of political legerdemain of historic proportions—once elected finding a formula for
embracing “one China” that she is able to argue persuasively is not abandonment of her,
and the DPP’s, most fundamental tenet yet still meets Beijing’s requirements. As one
informed Mainland observer put it, Tsai is seeking to separate economics from politics,
and that is not possible for Beijing.''? Whereas in our last essay we speculated that resort
to the “Macau model” of inter-industry agreements with heavy participation by officials
“in mufti” to substitute for SEF-ARATS agreements might work, and even though the
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two sides have proceeded to take steps to allow the reciprocal establishment of industry
association offices by early 2012,'"? later conversations in Beijing cast cold water on
resort to the “Macau model.”'"*

In the wake of Tsai’s December 2 press conference announcement that she would set
up a cross-Strait dialogue task force if elected, PRC officials once again reiterated that,
however they are packaged, and whether there is a “Taiwan consensus” or not, cross-
Strait consultations would have to be based on the “1992 Consensus.”' "

Vice President (and heir-apparent) Xi Jinping issued what is perhaps the bluntest
warning to date when he said in mid-December: “If the 1992 Consensus is denied,
negotiations across the Strait cannot continue and all the agreements made in the past
cannoltllge fulfilled. Cross-Strait relations will return to the volatile situation of the
past.”

Even now we see that an investment protection agreement has continued to be
elusive, especially with regard to issues that are seen by one side or the other as relating
to sovereignty.''” Moreover, even if these substantive differences can eventually be
resolved, PRC officials have continued to speak in increasingly blunt terms about the
implications of abandoning the “1992 Consensus” and its “one China” foundation for
proceeding with the investment guarantee or other agreements. In late October, TAO
Director Wang Yi told SEF head Chiang Pin-kung that “recognizing and maintaining this
principle iﬁltghe necessary condition for talks. Otherwise, the talks between the two sides
will stop.”

So, despite Tsai’s continued assertions not only that she would avoid antagonizing
the Mainland,"" but that she would be “proactive in seeking dialogue and stabilizing the
relationship immediately following the election, throughout the transition period,”'?" the
“Nixon to China” notion that the DPP would find it easier than the Ma administration to
come to terms acceptable to Beijing seems far-fetched. And, as we have said before, it is
clear that in the event of a DPP victory further negotiations on key follow-on agreements
to ECFA would come to a halt.'*!

As to the peace accord issue, some PRC media commentators as well as officials
speaking in private have disparaged Ma for creating an unnecessary complication by
introducing it into the campaign. Not only do they see this as having hurt his re-election
chances, but some have criticized him for mishandling the issue to the point that he had
to add the requirement for a referendum, which may have eliminated whatever possibility
there was for a peace accord. Some commentators have even suggested that, by endorsing
a referendum, Ma’s proposal now actually moves away from eventual unification and
toward “peaceful separation” (FI°F-4%4).'%

Nonetheless, others, including some people known to be closely attuned to official
attitudes, have taken a more relaxed approach toward his peace accord remarks. One
scholar suggested that since Ma’s statements were connected to the election campaign,
one need not pay too much attention to the conditions he laid out (i.e., a referendum); it is
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enough that he did not exclude political and security issues from cross-Strait
exchanges.'?

In official briefings, Beijing has taken a similarly low-key position. Noting that, as
we have discussed in earlier CLM essays, the PRC has long said that bringing an end to
the state of hostilities and agreeing to a peace accord met the interests of the entire
Chinese nation, and that it was an inevitable prospect in the future, the TAO spokesman
nonetheless indicated that increasing mutual trust could only come gradually and that
creating the necessary conditions was a step-by-step process that could only move ahead
when conditions were ripe. Ducking on the question of a referendum, he reiterated that
Beijing continues to adhere to the long-standing, and more gradual, procedure of
“economics first, politics later” as the practicable pattern.'**

United States

Both candidates obviously attach great importance to strong relations with Washington,
and both have pledged to improve ties. But just as each not only argues that his/her side
has the better approach to successfully managing cross-Strait relations in the interest of
the people of Taiwan, each seeks to demonstrate, at least implicitly, that the “other”
candidate has failed to win Washington’s confidence.

As foreshadowed in the last issue of CLM, the U.S. administration notified Congress
on September 21 that it contemplated possible sale to Taiwan of $5.852 billion worth of
military supplies and services. The bulk ($5.3 billion) was in connection with retrofitting
145 F-16 A/Bs in Taiwan’s inventory along with associated equipment, parts, training
and logistical support.'*> The remainder was for pilot training ($500 million)'*® and
procurement or repair of aircraft spare parts.'?’ In order to prevent a significant
weakening of the active force, Taipei made known it would conduct the upgrade on a
graduiazlgbasis, overhauling some 24 A/Bs a year, thus extending the process through
2023.

The announcement came in the context of presentation to the Congress of a Defense
Department study on Taiwan’s air defense needs, which reportedly raised questions about
the utility of new F-16s in the face of a concerted PRC missile attack on Taiwan’s
airfields.'”

Still, in anticipation of the announcement, U.S. officials asserted that the upgrade
would provide “essentially the same quality” as new F-16 C/Ds at a far cheaper price.
They also made clear that failure to address the C/D issue did not rule out providing them
in the future: “We are obviously prepared to consider further sales in the future.”'*"

And while Obama administration officials touted the announcement as a
demonstration of the U.S. commitment to Taiwan,"' this did not prevent Taipei, while
expressing its gratitude for the announced approvals, from reiterating its hope for a
favorable decision on C/Ds in the future."** Nor did it quell complaints from American
pro—arms sales business interests'** and members of Congress.'** (In the event, the
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Senate defeated a proposal to force the sale after the September 21 announcement,' but
that did not stop other efforts to force the administration to make the sale as well as to
upgrade relations with Taiwan in a variety of ways.'*®)

Neither did it prevent the opposition DPP, which had already criticized the Ma
administration’s “lack of dedication to a strong defense,”'*’ from carping that efforts of
the government in Taipei to describe the A/B upgrades as an “achievement” were
“regretful and contradictory.”"*®

At the same time, of course, U.S. assertions (including in high-level talks with
Beijing) that the sales were helpful to cross-Strait peace and stability'*’ did not stop the
PRC from complaining loudly about the prospective sales and their extremely harmful
effect on both U.S.-PRC and cross-Strait relations:

In disregard of China’s strong opposition and ignoring the improvement
and peaceful development of cross-Straits relations, the US side once
again took the wrong decision of making large-scale arms sales to Taiwan.
This has gravely violated the principles of the three Sino-US joint
communiqués, particularly the August 17 Communiqué, grossly interfered
in China’s internal affairs and seriously undermined China’s security, its
endeavor to achieve peaceful reunification and China-US relations. It runs
counter to the serious commitment made by the US side itself. China is
firmly opposed to this decision.

The Chinese side urges the US side to fully recognize that US arms
sales to Taiwan is [sic] a highly sensitive and harmful issue. The Chinese
side urges the US side to take China’s solemn position very seriously,
correct the mistake of selling weapons to Taiwan, immediately revoke the
above-mentioned wrong decision, stop arms sales to Taiwan and US-
Taiwan military contacts, and take real actions to uphold the larger interest
of China-US relations and peace and stability in the Taiwan Straits.'*’

Beijing said that the sale would damage Sino-American military ties, impacting joint
military exercises and high-level military visits,'*' and it does appear that a couple of
planned joint exercises on humanitarian relief and counterterrorism as well as the visit of
the PACOM commander and the U.S. Army Band were postponed. Overall, however,
given that “official” PRC media had threatened dire consequences if the C/Ds were
sold,'*? Beijing seems to have kept in mind that, in fact, they were not included in the
package. Moreover, evidence of a more considered view from Beijing is that the
scheduled defense consultative talks went ahead in early December, with the principal
PRC delegate saying: “The fact that the consultations took place as scheduled shows that
both countries are sincere about maintaining military exchanges.”'*

Still, it was a bit disturbing that Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta seemed not to be

aware of what was done and then—Iikely in a way that was unhelpful for those in Beijing
seeking to maintain a low-key response—commended the PRC for handling the issue in a
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“professional and diplomatic way.”'** Indeed, apparently displeased by this “praise” for a
limited response, but constrained in how one could react due to higher-level policy
decisions, a Chinese defense ministry spokesman struck back by saying, “I think the way
the United States handles some issues in Sino-U.S. ties is neither professional nor
diplomatic.”'*

As has become standard practice in discussing arms sales, Beijing also directed some
of its criticism—albeit more nuanced—at Taipei: “We hope that the Taiwan side can get
a clear picture of the current situation and not step up confrontation across the Strait or
make any moves that might harm the stability of the region and affect peaceful
development across the Strait.”'*°

While senior American officials—including President Obama in his meeting with Hu
Jintao in mid-November—stuck for the most part to the mantra about welcoming
progress in cross-Strait relations and basing American policy on the three U.S.-PRC joint
communiqués,'*’ an unusual phrase in Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s major speech
in Hawaii about Taiwan being “an important security and economic partner” did catch
some attention.'**

In what seemed to be part of a thought-through pattern of “high-level” visits by U.S.
officials to Taiwan, the U.S. assistant secretary of commerce (and simultaneously director
general of the U.S. and Foreign Commercial Service) visited in mid-September, the
highest-level American official to set foot on the island in over five years.'* His visit was
part of a broader Asian tour to promote President Obama’s National Export Initiative, and
he spent much time, including during a call on President Ma Ying-jeou, praising the
richness of U.S.-Taiwan trade relations."’

While the visit was obviously warmly welcomed in Taipei, the U.S. official stressed
to his Taiwan interlocutors the continuing importance of satisfactorily resolving the long-
festering beef issue. Expressing a desire by Washington to move forward with TIFA
talks, he nonetheless cautioned them: “The one challenge we’ve had is the beef issue and
it continues to be because nothing is more important to businesses than predictability.
And the second thing which is incredibly important to businesses is sticking with what’s
been agreed to.”"!

Two weeks later another senior U.S. official showed up, this time the Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s assistant secretary for Public and Indian Housing,
who was there to attend an international conference on social housing in Taiwan.'** She
called on the premier.

In the same time frame, a U.S. trade delegation arrived to hold talks on bilateral and
regional issues and cooperation under the APEC framework. Although the delegation, led
by a U.S. deputy assistant trade representative, held “constructive and wide-ranging
discussions,” the beef issue was again cited as holding up TIFA talks. The U.S. side
expressed concern about “Taiwan’s continuing failure to act on the basis of science,”
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while the Taiwan side emphasized that resumption of TIFA talks depended on there
being a “mutual decision.”"*?

The ante was then upped with the visit of the administrator of the U.S. Agency for
International Development in early December to “highlight the friendship between the
people of the United States and Taiwan and the role played by the United States in
Taiwan’s rapid development” and single out three areas in which the United States and
Taiwan could work together in the future: humanitarian assistance, food security, and
health.'>* The administrator also paid a call on President Ma on the eve of the first
presidential debate in Taipei,*” which some on the opposition side felt constituted a
deliberate American election boost for Ma.'*®

And finally, Deputy Secretary of Energy Daniel Poneman also visited Taipei in mid-
December, the highest-ranking U.S. government official to visit Taiwan in over a decade.
He sought to promote greater public- and private-sector cooperation between Taiwan and
the United States in a number of fields, including scientific research, nuclear energy, and
renewable energy technologies.'’

So, even though a Cabinet-level visit was not envisioned, Washington was making a
concerted attempt to demonstrate that, despite the lingering beef issue, the relationship
was in good shape.
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