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Beijing’s Views of Taiwan and the United States in Early 2002:
The Renaissance of Pessimism

Thomas J. Christensen®

This essay will address the decline in Beijing’ s optimism about cross-Strait relations
following the December 2001 legidativeY uan dections, and how that shift may have affected
Beijing' s views toward arange of security issues. Inwhat follows, | discuss Beijing's
disappointment over the Taiwan eection; Beijing's concern about the United States' stance on
cross-Strait relations, particularly following Presdent Budh' s trip to Chinain February; and the
Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) increasingly critical posture on the war on terrorismand
U.S. security policy more generaly.

In my opinion, these issues are related. When Beijing is frustrated by trendsin cross-
Strait relations and U.S.- Taiwan reations, it tends to view in amuch darker light other aspects
of U.S. security policy. Thaose aspects include various regiond initiatives associated with the
war on terrorism, changes in the aliance relationship with Japan, and the development of new
defensve and offensive military options by the United States.

In January 2002, | participated in an entourage based a Harvard University’s Fairbank
Center. The group held interviews with leading government scholars, military andydts, and
government officids respongble for cross- Strait reations and relations with the United States.
Much of the analyssin this sudy will be based on what we learned on that trip.

Beijing’s Response to the December 2001 Taiwan Elections: Pessimism
and Realism

Our interviews in Beljing revealed the following mix of attitudes. On the negative Sde,
there was a marked renewal of pessmism and caution about trends in cross-Strait relations,
particularly among military scholars. Although civilians and military officers dike continued to
view growing economic interdependence across the Tawan Strait as afactor in Bejing' s favor,
the renewed pessmism manifested itsdlf in a greater emphasis on the need for mainland military
strength as a check on trends that could eventudly lead to Tawan independence. With afew
exceptions on both sides, military officers tended to be more pessmistic than ther cvilian
counterparts and more emphatic about the need for a strong military hand. However, dmost dl
of our interlocutors viewed China' s buildup across the Strait as a necessary component of a
successful effort on the part of the People' s Republic of China (PRC) to bring Tawan to the
table on Beijing' sterms. When members of our entourage called for the PRC to reduce forces
inthe Nanjing Military Region across from Tawan in order to build confidence in Taipel and
Washington, these suggestions were roundly dismissed by military and civilian analysts dike.
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On the pogitive Sde, there was clearly a growing redlism and sophigtication about
Tawan palitics and a recognition of the need to engage the traditionaly pro-independence
Democratic Progressve Party (DPP) over the longer term. Taiwan expertsin Beijing seemed
more sobered than shocked by the DPP' s strong showing in the legidative Y uan eections. But
judging from their shift from high degrees of optimism in January 2001 to amix of relative
pessmism and much more cautious optimism in January 2002, the dections indeed had a big
impact on their analyss. In most of 2001, the genera belief seemed to be that President Chen's
Democratic Progressive Party would eventualy suffer a the polls because of economic troubles
on theidand, growing interdependence across the Strait, and President Chen' s inability to
improve reations with the mainland. According to the same experts, the parties most in favor of
accommodeating the mainland, the Kuomintang (KMT) and the People First Party (PFP),
would, on the other hand, do increasingly well in future eections. Many expertsin Beijing
believed that this would portend a one-term presidency for President Chen, who would be
replaced by someone with whom Beijing could negotiate more effectively.?

At therisk of understatement, the December eections did not go according to plan from
Beijing's point of view. Despite dl of the negative economic trends in Taiwan and pogtive
economic trends in cross- Strait relaions that were outlined in my last contribution to CLM, the
elections provided amgor boost to the DPP and a shattering blow to the more unification
oriented KMT. The DPP gained 17 seatsin the dection for atotd of 87 of the 225 seatsin the
legidaure. In addition, the newly formed party of former president and now KM T-exile Lee
Teng-hui, the Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU), won 13 seats.  From Beijing’ s perspective, pro-
independence forces of varying degrees of zedlotry now occupy 100 seets, and the trend lines
suggest that amgority isnot out of the question in the future. Also negative from Beijing's
perspective was the crushing of the KMT. Members of that party had gpparently been fueing
Beijing’ s confidence about trendsin Taiwan palitics by visiting the mainland and promising
better cross- Strait relations once they had improved their position vis-a-visthe DPP. The
KMT dropped from 123 seatsin 1998 to 68 seatsin 2001. A fina piece of bad news for
Beijing was the devadtating results for the New Party (NP), the only party to explicitly advocate
reunification, which held on to only ore seat. *

Asdiscussed in the last issue of CLM, the outcome was not dl bad from Beijing's
perspective. On the poditive Sde, the rlaively accommodationist PFP under former KMT
member James Soong won an impressive 46 seats. The percentages of popular votes held by
so-cdled “green parties’ (more independence-minded parties like the DPP and TSU) and “blue
parties’ (more unification-minded parties like the KMT, PFP, and NP) remained about the
same as in the previous few years, with both groups holding around 40 percent of the popular
vote.* But it isimportant to note that this means only that nothing had changed in the popular
vote percentagesin Tawan. According to the optimistic theory prevaent on the mainland
earlier in 2001, economic trends, particularly in the last quarter, should certainly have hurt the
green parties and helped the blue parties. This trend was supposed to make Taiwan more
willing to accept areturn to the dleged “1992 consensus’ in which, according to Beijing, both
Sdes accepted that thereis “one China” but agreed to disagree on what that meant. Eventudly,
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growing economic interdependence was a so supposed to lead to Taiwan's acceptance of the
“one country, two sysems’ formula. It isfairly clear, however, that despite the most desirable
conditions imaginable for these predictions, no such trend emerged.”

In January 2002, the PRC’ s Tailwan experts often seemed unwilling to recognize frankly
that they had misread the eectora trends the previous year. However, most were willing to
admit that they had not expected the KMT to perform nearly as badly asit had in the eection.
They dso admitted fredly that it ssemed quite likely that Presdent Chen Shui-bian would win a
second term, a prospect that had seemed much less likely to many of them one year earlier.
Findly, they expressed a resigned acceptance of the fact that the CCP would have to open up
better and more direct channels of communication with the DPP, rather than relying as heavily
asit had in the recent past on contacts with the opposition parties on Taiwan.® Thisbelief
would be reflected in akey policy speech by Vice Premier Qian Qichen on January 24. In that
gpeech, on the saventh anniversary of Jang Zemin's eght point plan of 1995, Qian argued that
the mgority of the DPP members were not independence activists and that only the minority of
fundamentdigt “ littigs’ in the party would continue to be shunned by Beljing. Qian cdled for
more contacts with the aleged moderates in the DPP as long as the contacts were with people
a an appropriate leve in the party.’

In addition to the eection results themsaves, Beijing dites found concerning the
subsequent policy initiatives of President Chen's government, which they saw as part of a
“cregping independence’ campaign. Those paliciesincluded a proposal to add the word
Tawan to the cover of the Republic of China (ROC) passport, the remova of the Chinese map
from the Government Information Office sedl in Tape, and a reshuffling of top military officers
to the advantage of native Tawanese officers and the disadvantage of “mainlander” officerson
Tawan.? There was genera concern expressed about the local identity project (bentuhua)
being pushed in schools, at government-sponsored cultura events, and on Signage and symbols
in Tawan, among other places. So, anaystsin the PRC beieve that, while an outright
declaration of independence is ill not likely in the foreseeable future, Chen's confidenceis
dready manifesting itsdf in policies that are detrimenta to the prospect of cross- Strait unification
taks on Beijing’sterms. One oft-repeated concern was thet, if Chen were to win a second
term in 2004, Taipel might push provocative diplométic initiatives just prior to the 2008
Olympics in Bejing under the theory that Chinawould not dare retaiate with military force and
thereby spail the internationd environment for the Games. Another concern in Beijing was that
Tawan might try to use its new membership in the World Trade Organization (WTO) not only
for the resolution of trade and investment problems, but for political purposes aswell.’

Leves of pessmism about the dangers of eventua independence, however, apparently
had not reached the level of early 2000, when there were farly universad and fairly severe
doubts that peace could be maintained across the Taiwan Strait over the long term. At thet time
China published its provocative Taiwan White Peper, suggesting growing impatience with
current trends in cross-Strait relaions and warning Taiwan about the danger of indefinite staling
in accepting Chind sterms for negotiaions. 1n 2002, increasing pessmism was sill tempered
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by recognition of increasng mainland economic leverage over Taiwan in the form of tens of
billions of dollars of annud trade ($35-40 billion) and severd tens of billions of dollarsin overal
Taiwan investment on the mainland. Moreover, that investment was up sharply in 2001.*°

The pessmism about current trends ranged from rather severe levels among our military
interlocutors to more moderate levels among our generdly more optimitic civilian interlocutors.
(And again, nowhere did pessmism seem quite as strong as it did in early 2000, when |
conducted smilar interviews in Beijing.) From these findings, we can better understand why
Qian Qichen sent out moderate federsto Taipe on January 24. In that message, he suggested
that economic problems, such asthe “three links’ (trade, postal, and transportation), could be
discussed by nonpalitica actors, such as business dites. Qian dso separated the dleged “ great
mgority” of DPP members from the aleged minority who are hard-core independence activigts.
He thereby opened the door to more public engagement of DPP members by high-ranking
CCP members, even if he did not accept the restoration of high-level cross- Strait governmenta
didogue dong the lines of the 1994 Singapore talks. The prerequisites for those contacts
remain the same: Taipei’s acceptance of the 1992 consensus and some public recognition of a
one China principle, preconditions that were rejected by our high-levd interlocutorsin Tape,
who wanted the dialogue to resume without conditions.™

It was noted by civilian andysts and political elites that broad economic forces were il
inthe mainland’ sfavor. For example, one leading civilian officid with a Taiwan portfolio
emphasized that, because of economic trends, time was till on China'ssde. He even went so
far asto suggest that palitica reform on the mainland would make the mainland more attractive
over time. He said that the name of the country could just be* Chind’ after unification, as
opposed to the People’ s Republic of China. He stated that the three links would have great
benefits for Taiwan (even etimating that $1.5 billion ayear islost on waste because the three
direct links are not up and running). He said that Taiwan's south, the region most associated
with pro-independence sentiments, would derive the most benefit (up to 85 percent) from
Tawan's accommodation with the mainland. He was tougher, however, on the issue of what
condtitutes the status quo in cross- Strait rlations, and he demanded that there must be
acceptance of the one China principlein Taipe before high level taks can be dlowed. Still,
even here, he made distinctions between the bulk of the DPP and the pro-independence
“fundamentdigs’ in the DPP, and he emphasized that many economic problems could be
handled by nonpolitical actors. With these statements, he was clearly foreshadowing Qian’s
January 24 speech, which occurred later that week.'

Other moderating influences in Beijing included the perception that, dthough he * cannot
be trusted” and “would like to pursue independence if he could,” President Chenisa* practica
politician” more than a“fundamentdist” and therefore islesslikely to take brash actions. The
basis of comparison, asit wasin 2001, seemed to be Lee Teng-hui, who, as an individud, is
seenin Beijing dite circles as more risk-acceptant and more of a“fundamentalist” on
independence than is Chen Shui-bian. On a particularly optimistic note, one high-ranking
foreign minidry officia stated something to the effect that individuas come and go but the
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mountains and rivers say the same. This seemed to be a statement of diplomeatic confidence
that China s structurd hand remained strong.  This hand includes both economic and military
cards, however.®

Asthe only consgtently solid performer in the region since the 1997 Asan finanad
crigs, Beijing isfeding very good about its regiond economic leverage. One releively
optimigtic civilian andlyst dso emphasized that Taiwan had no choice but to rely on the mainland
economicaly and that the whole phenomenon of the Taiwan and Japan miracles was dependent
on aclosed mainland. Those days, he suggested, were over for good.™

There were several sources of frustration that tempered the optimism regarding
economics, however. Otherwise optimigtic civilian elites noted the “srange’ nature of Taiwan
politics and the fact that people did not seem to vote based on the norma economic incentives.
One of the more interesting discussions aong these lines took place a a military think tank,
where the Chinese interlocutors stated that they did not know how this combination of factors
would play out. They said that asa practicd politician committed to independence in an
economy increasngly dependent on the mainland, President Chen would eventudly face a stark
choice. Would he try to improve relations across the Strait and abandon his desires for
independence, or would he abandon practicality to try to break out of the trap, with disastrous
consequences for both sides of the Strait? 1n 2001 many people stated with confidence that he
would choose the former pathif he somehow were able to survive paliticdly at dl; in 2002 there
was much more uncertainty.*

The change in thinking of one leading civilian Taiwan scholar was mogt griking on this
score. In 2001 he gave arich and rdatively optimigtic andyss of long-term peaceful
convergence across the Strait, dthough he certainly listed severd potentia problems down the
road that could derail the process. 1n 2002 he was much more pessmigtic, daming that the
“forces for independence” were growing considerably faster than he had expected. He
predicted President Chen’ s redlection and expressed concerns about referendain the years
2006 or 2007, in the lead- up to Beijing's Olympics. He said that these referenda might not
consst of hills regarding outright independence, but might well consst of billsthat are seen on
the mainland as dlowing for “near independence’ and that, therefore, could il spark conflict.
He said that “tacit independence’ is unacceptable and that he, as a civilian, supported continuing
military buildups across the Strait to prevent it. He was quite concerned about increasing
military-to-military contacts and cooperation between Washington and Taipel. He warned that
this development is a potentia “time bomb” in U.S.-Chinardations.'®

As dways, anong the mogt sendtive issues in Beijing is U.S. relations with Taiwan,
particularly sales of wegpons that can create peacetime linkages between the two militaries
through interoperability. In particular, future sea-based theater missile defense systems and F-
16 data links were seen as creating real-time cooperation between the two militaries that could
be interpreted as condtituting arenewed dliance. Severd CCP andysts emphasized that U.S.--
Tawan cooperation on “ software” was seen as very detrimental, even more so than many
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aspects of cooperation on military hardware. This observation seemed to be an attack on
Pentagon initiatives started under the Clinton adminidration One civilian analyst expressed
quite abit of frustration about the United States’ fallure to reward the PRC for its dlegedly
beneficent, nonconfrontational posture toward Taiwan over the past two years. Ashepit it,
“Chinahastried to act like agood boy, but is till being punished (chengfa) by the United
States.”*’

There was dso concern expressed about the trangt diplomacy of key ROC leaders
through New Y ork. One wdl-placed military scholar posited that avisit by Presdent Chen to
Washington (then rumored by some in Beijing to be under congderation in Washington) would
very likdly trigger amilitary response from the mainland. That response, he predicted, would
exceed in scope the People’ s Liberation Army (PLA) exercises of March 1996. The officer
dated that such amilitary operation would not necessarily be amilitary strike againg “Taiwan
idand” itsdlf and would probably be quite different from the March 1996 exercises, but he
emphasized it would be of greater scope. He Stated that the 1996 exercises were successful as
an “inoculation” againgt independence. But, from time to time, he continued, a “booster shot” is
needed.”® If it actually represents dite thinking (and thet is dways abig “if”), | believe that his
logic demondrated the danger of Beijing's pessmism about trends in cross- Strait relaions
combined with a blief in the efficacy of the military insrument in shgping or reshgping those
trends.

The February Sino-American Summit: The End of the Anti-Terrorism
Honeymoon?

All indl, in January it seemed tha the complaints about the Bush adminidration’s past
statements about Taiwan policy and previous weapons sdes commitments were rdaively
muted. Thisisfully condstent with the “kiss and make up” atmosphere preceding summits. Itis
aso consstent with the spirit of cooperation caused by the counterterrorism campaign after
September 11.*° That said, we were told by some military analysts that we should not
exaggerate how much anti-terrorism cooperation, in particular, will redefine the basic
relationship.

One participant in the Harvard entourage raised the issue of the United States presence
in Central Asa after September 11 and the potentid diminution of Chind s role in the region that
the U.S. had fostered through the Shanghai Cooperative Organization in the late 1990s. Among
military anaysts, there was an expressed concern about a protracted U.S. presence, but there
were two relatively moderate types of response. One was that we should not see Centrd Asa
asaparticularly Chinese concern. Rather, it should be viewed as a Russian concern first and
foremost. There seemed to be some hope that Russawould prevent the United States from
hurting China sinterests there. The second response was a moderate recognition that interests
need not be seen as zero sum in Centrd Asa, and that what is good for the United States can
be good for Chinatoo.”
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Various aspects of the war on terrorismare of concern to Chinese security andyds.
increased U.S. security tieswith both India and Pakistan; the progpect of long-term U.S.
military basing in Centrd Asa; and, perhaps most important, an invigorated Japanese military
rolein the U.S.-Jgpan dliance, including naval deploymentsin the Indian Ocean. These
concernswere only exacerbated by Presdent Bush's statements during histrip to China
regarding his adherence to the Taiwan Relaions Act, and by his avoidance of explicit public
reference to the three joint communiqués signed with China by Presidents Nixon, Carter, and
Reagan.”* Under these circumstances, any anti-terrorist or presummit honeymoon seemed to
be coming to an end. In fact, while Presdent Bush was till on his return trip from Ching, the
PLA Daily criticized recent U.S. security initiatives with India as potentidly destabilizing in
South Asa®

Since the beginning of the year, the PRC press on the mainland and in Hong Kong has
published afarly steedy flow of implicit and explicit criticiams of agpects of the U.S. war on
terrorismas it gpplies to both the immediate region and Southwest Asa. The United States and
Japan have been singled out in multiple articles for opportunistically exploiting September 11 to
increase their military power projection cgpacities in areas surrounding China. The running
underlying themes of these articles are that Tokyo had planned to break out of the congtraints of
its peacetime condtitution and that the United States had planned to increase its presence in
Centrd Asaand Southeast Asa even before September 11. The attacks on the U.S,, the
argument runs, only provided a pretext for the United States and its friends and dliesto carry
out their geodtrategic plans, which are aimed as much at gaining hegemony and countering China
asthey are a countering terrorism.

The gpparent degpening of U.S. defense tieswith Taiwan in early 2002 has provided a
catalyst for PRC concerns about United States activitiesin the region. Perhaps the most
controversd event was the invitation of Tawan Defense Minister Tang Y ao-ming to Florida for
amid-March defense industry meeting attended by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz and Assstant Secretary for East Asa James Kelley, among others. Officid and
unofficid protests from Beijing branded the invitation of ahigh-level cabinet member from
Taiwan aviolation of the 1979 U.S.-PRC normalization agreement.* This visit followed the
Bush adminidration’ s consstent statements of commitment to Taiwan's defense since April
2001 (e.g., that the United States would “do whatever it takes’ to hep Taiwan) and the sdle of
arobust arms package to Taiwan, which includes a promise to transfer eight diesel submarines
totheidand. Findly, the DOD’s “Nuclear Posture Review,” leaked to the pressin March
2002, led to a backlash in China because it specified a future Taiwan scenario as onein which
nuclear wegpons might be useful. Moreover, this section was part of a broader document that
suggested that U.S. first use of smdll, bunker-busting nuclear wegpons should not be
excluded.®

It isthis author’s opinion that there is adirect relationship between PRC confidence
levels on Tawan and PRC attitudes about the role of the United States and its dliesin the
region. Infdl 2001, when Beijing was very confident that cross- Strait relations were moving in
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apogtive direction from the PRC vantage point, Beijing provided fairly consstent support for
the American war on terrorism I1n 2002, CCP dlites have grown more concerned about
domedtic palitica trends on Taiwan and trends in the United States- Taiwan relationship. So,
there was a smultaneous increase in the intengity of criticismof both U.S. and dlied activitiesin
the region and the potentid for expangon of the anti-terrorism campaign to “axis of evil” sates
like Irag, North Korea, and Iran.

It is unclear whether these tensions will be eased by the succession process underway in
Beijing. The CCP has been careful to include the traditiondly domestically oriented Hu Jintao in
severad mgor internationa events, including trips to Europe and the United States. Hu aso sat
beside Qian Qichen during the latter’ s January 24 speech on Tawan policy. But HU' sresumeis
thin on foreign affairs, and he will dmaost certainly be careful not to appear too wesk on Tawan
policy. During histrip to Washington in early May, Hu gpparently focused on Taiwan as akey
point of difference with the Bush adminigtration. In his dinner speech on May 1, the Chinese
vice president complained about how high-level defense contacts and the transfer of
sophi sticated new weapons were incons stent with previous U.S.-PRC agreements. When
queried about Tawan policy in the question and answer period, he belied his reputation as
someone who handles questions without notes by reading iffly a pre-prepared and lengthy
four-point statement on Taiwan. Although hislanguage was quite moderate and very far from
vitriolic, there was little sense of new flexibility or new ideas on Taiwan policy.?

Arms Control, Arms Proliferation, and the Danger to U.S.-China Relations

In addition to the possibility that PRC frudtration on Taiwan will eventualy precipitate a
use of coercive force by Beljing sometime later this decade, there is a serious, near-term danger
to bilaterd relations. When Bdijing is frustrated about U.S. arms sdlesto Taiwan or other
aspects of U.S. foreign palicy, it has often used arms sales and technica cooperation with
countries of concern to the United States as atit-for-tat response. Itisnot a dl clear that
Chinese dites understand how much more dangerous thiswould be to bilatera relations after
September 11, given the changed mood in the United States and the sharply increased
possibility that the United States might take military action against countries such as Irag or Iran.
For example, the issue of the Bush adminigration’s withdrawd from the Antibaligic Missle
Treaty (ABM treaty) came up a amilitary think tank in away that sparked a spirited debate.
One colonel argued, in typica fashion, that the withdrawal showed a U.S. unilaterdismin
international affairs that was dangerous. The colond said that dthough Chinawas not a
sggnatory, the ABM treaty was seen in China and el sewhere as the keystone (jishi) of ams
control. United States withdrawa would reduce Chinese cooperation on arms control issues
such asfissle materid cutoffs, missle production, and arms proliferation | chalenged the
colond on the latter point, stating that whereas | can imagine alogicd link between U.S.
development of nationd missle defense and China s domestic missile production, | saw no link
whatsoever between that issue and Chinese transfers of wegponsto third countries. | warned
about the danger of proliferation of any military equipment to certain countries given the
domestic atmosphere in the post- September 11 United States?” | was not impressed that my
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protests registered with our Chinese interlocutors in the room.

What is more concerning il isthat U.S. withdrawd from the ABM tresty isnot as
sengdtive an issue in Chinaas U.S.- Taiwan military relations. After the defense meeting in
Florida, and a atime when criticism of U.S. foreign policy in the war on terrorismison therise,
Presdent Jang and Prime Minister Zhu Rongji both made high-profile vists to the Middle East
and Perdan Gulf regions. President Jang visited two countries of concern to the United States:.
Iran and Libya. In Tehran he expressed concerns about “random expansion” of the war on
terrorism® Whether or not wespons transfers were discussed on this trip, such events must
raise concerns, aready high, about cooperation between Chinese defense firms and these
nations. According to news reports, the United States government is currently preparing
sanctions againg particular Chinese firmsfor trandferring to Iran missile technology or
technology related to weapons of mass destruction®  According to the Chinese press,
proliferation was dso atopic of discussions between Vice President Cheney and Vice President
Huin early May.*

Conclusion

Inthefirg haf of 2002, Chinese security analysts and Taiwan experts appeared to be
not nearly as optimistic as they were in early 2001 about Beijing' s long-term ability to make
progress on its own agenda for cross- Strait relations without reliance on the threat or use of
military force. On the positive Sde, levels of pessmism had not returned to those of 1999
2000.

If my andysisis correct, revised pessmism in Baljing about Tawan should have
implications for how the CCP dlite perceives and reacts to U.S. dtrategy in the region and the
world more generdly. Thereis some preliminary supporting evidence for thisview in the forms
of the Jiang vigt to Iran and Libya, the increasing press criticism of agpects of thewar on
terrorism, and the continuation of Chinese arms proliferationto countries of concern to the
United States. On the other hand, Vice President Hu Jintao’s visit gppeared successful and
cordid, and the future Chinese leader appeared relatively moderate, dbelt Hiff, in answering a
guestion about the Taiwan issue after hisMay 1 dinner speech. Chinese media reported that
Vice Presdent Cheney had reiterated the one China policy and U.S. adherence to the three
communiqués in an earlier meeting that day with Vice President Hu.** If accurately reported,
such statements by U.S. leaders should serve to reduce Chinese concerns over the Bush
adminigration’s Tawan policy. That said, the PRC’ s rgpid military buildup, begun in 1999,
continues apace, and aspects of that buildup continue to suggest a strong focus on future Taiwan
scenarios in PRC military planning.® Thereisaso little doubt that the Bush administration will
answer this buildup with more arms sdles to Taiwan and closer coordination between the U.S.
and Tawan militaries. So, even without dramatic flare-ups such as a crisis over apossible
future vist by Presdent Chen Shui-bian, there are reasons to expect continued structura
problems and tensons in the Washington-Beijing-Taipel triangle. Those tensions can manifest
themsdalvesin direct PRC-ROC conflict or in reduced PRC cooperation with the United States
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on weapons proliferation and the war on terrorism

May 3, 2002
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