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Abstract

An attempt is made to analyze foreign attitudes on the relationship between mainland

China and Taiwan, in particular comparing the attitudes of Russia with those of the United
States and the rest of the world. In some cases the motivations will be very parallel, but there
are also some very important differences.
Unlike the old Soviet Union, Russia is now largely a democracy, which might cause one to
expect all the good the bad aspects of democracy that have been at work in the past in the
United States, and in Western Europe and Japan, Australia, etc. Yet Russia still directly
borders China, which can of course produce particularly positive or particularly negative
feelings.

The Russians have some positive memories of close relations with Communist China
in the days of Stalin and Mao, and some very negative feelings, as the Sino-Soviet split at
times produced real risks of war along the Ussuri. Going back even more deeply, the historic
relationship between Czarist Russia and Imperial China was indeed that of Russian
imperialism at China's expense.

A variety of motives are thus at work in the development of the Russian policy toward the
special status of Taiwan, motives which would put Russia sometimes at odds with the United
States on the Taiwan question.

Just like America, Russia may have to be cautious about angering Beijing, because of a
fear of Beijing's nuclear and conventional miliary forces. Just like the United States or any
other political democracy, Russia may have to seek markets abroad, markets in which to sell
weapons on either side of the Taiwan Strait, markets for other more peaceful exports.

Russia, facing a much more recent secession effort in Chechnya than the Southern
secession the United States rebuffed under President Lincoln, may thus be more sympathetic
to Beijing's official demands for a Chinese national reunification. Beyond the immediate
secession issue, the post-Cold War examples of Yugoslavia and the Caucasus will work to
make Russians, and Americans and others, less supportive of self-determination around the
globe, the self-determination that can lead to "ethnic-cleansing" massacres. Support for
Taiwan independence from the outside world, from Russians or Americans or anyone else,
will be weakened if the independence seems tied to the greater economic affluence of Taiwan,
in an unwillingness to share this with the poorer mainland, rather than to important differences
in political freedom and life-style.

Americans will care about the welfare of the Chinese who live in Hong Kong and on the
rest of the mainland, and not just about those who live on Taiwan. Hence, they may not wish
to resolve the ambiguity of Taiwan's status, where this ambiguity has served as lever
protecting the slow growth in freedom of other Chinese; many Russians may feel the same.

Russians may resent the role of the United States, and seize upon the Taiwan conflict
between Beijing and Washington as a way of reducing American power. More generously,
Russians may also reserve their freedom of action, avoiding any backing for Taiwan's
freedom, so that they can mediate and moderate if Washington and Beijing should ever be
getting into a war over the issue.
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AHHOTALUA

JanHas paboTa CTaBHT CBOCH IENIbI0 aHATN3 OTHOIICHUS PAa3HBIX CTPaH K B3aUMOOTHOIICHHUSIM MEXKIY
Kuraem u TaiiBaHeMm; B YaCTHOCTH, aBTOpP CTPEMHTCS COMOCTAaBHTH mosuiuio Poccum ¢ mosmmmeit CIIA u
IPYTUX CTpaH. B HEKOTOPBIX CiTydasx TOYKa 3PEHHS 10 TOMY BOIPOCY MOXET OBITh OMWHAKOBOH, HO B
JIPYTUX CIIyYasiX — 3HAYUTEILHO OTINYIATHCS.

B Hacrosmmee Bpemss Poccusi, B ornmume ot ObiBiiero CoBerckoro Coro3a, B OCHOBHOM SIBIISIETCS
JICMOKPAaTHYECKOW CTPaHOM, TIe MOXKHO HaOJIFONaTh KakK MO3WTHBHBIC, TAK M HETaTHBHBIC ACIEKTHI MpoIecca
JIEMOKpaTu3aluy, nogo0Hble TeM, KoTopble uMenu mecto B CIIIA, B crpanax 3anamgHoii EBpornsl, B AAnonuu, B
ABctpamuu U T. A. TeM He MeHee, Poccust BcE-Taku TpaHHYMT HemMOCpeACTBEHHO ¢ KurTaem, KOTOpBIH,
pazymeeTcs, MOXET pearupoBaTb Ha Npoucxoisimiee B Poccuu WM OYEHb MOJOXKUTEIBHO WM OYEeHb
OTpHULIATENHHO.

VY pyCcCKHX CyIIECTBYET Kak IMO3WUTHBHAs MAMATh O TECHBIX OTHOIICHMSAX ¢ KOMMYHHCTHYeCKHMM Kuraem
npu Crammae u Mao Ll3enyHe, Tak W HEraTHBHBIE YyBCTBa, BhI3BaHHBIE packonom Mmexay KIIK u KIICC,
KOTOpBIE OOOCTPHIIMCH B TIEPHO]] HANPSHKEHHOTO BOGHHOTO KoH(umKTa Ha peke Yecypu. Cnenyer OTMETHTb,
9TO WCTOpHA OTHOUICHWH Mexay mapckoi Poccmeil m mmmeparopckum Kwurtaem Bcerma Oputa mcTOpHei
OTHOLIEHUH IOCIIOJICTBA POCCUIICKOro umnepuanusma Hajx Kuraem.

CrnenoBaTenbHO, pa3lM4HblE MOTHBBI, OKAa3bIBAIOLINE BIMSHME Ha pa3BUTHE MNoiauTUKM Poccum 1o
OTHOIIECHHIO K 0cOOeHHOMY crarycy TaiiBaHsi, MOTYT BBI3bIBaTh pa3Horiacus Mexxay Poccueii u CLIA.

Onacasich siepHOro 1 00srgHOr0 BoopyxeHus Kuras, Poccnst u CILIA 10mKHBI OBITH O4EHB OCTOPOXKHBI,
4yro0Bl He paccepanTb lleknn. Kak CILIA u npyrum aeMoKpaTHYecKHM cTpaHaM, Tak U Poccnu Heobxomanmo
WCKaTh BBIXOJ Ha MEXIYyHapOAHBIA PHIHOK, TO €CTh PBIHOK JUIS MPOJAXH OPYXHS W APYTMX TOBApoOB 1Mo obOe
cTopoHbl TallBaHBCKOTO MPOJIMBA.

Poccus, cTonkHyBIIascs B HaCTOSIIEE BpeMs CO cTpeMiieHneM UYeuHu BRIATH U3 coctaBa Poccun, 6omnee
CephE3HBIM 0 CpaBHEHUIO ¢ MpoTuBocTosiHHEM Mexay FOrom um Cesepom CIIA, xoTopoe ObUTO MPEKpaIieHo
npe3uaeHToM JIMHKOIBHOM, Moria Obl Oojiee COYYBCTBEHHO OTHOCHUTBCS K HpuTasaHusM Ilekuna Ha
Boccoequnenne Kuras. Kpome Toro, npumeps! coobituii B FOrocnasun u Ha KaBkase, nmeronye Mecto nocie
OKOHYAHHs XOJIOMHOHM BOMHBI, MOTYT 3aCTaBUTh Poccuio, AMepHKy U JIpyrue CTpaHbl MEHBIIIE MOACPKUBATh
caMooTIpe/ieJieHre, MOTyIllee MPUBECTH K “OTHHuUeckoir umctke”. Ilommepikka HeszaBucuMOCTH TaiiBaHs cO
CTOPOHBI BHELIHEro Mupa, U3 Poccnn ninm AMeprkaHIeB WM OT JIIOOOH APYroi CTpaHbl, MOXKET OCIaOUThCS,
€CJIM HE3aBUCHMOCTH OIpEJIeNsieTcsl He 3HAYWTENbHBIMU Pa3InuMsMH B TOJUTHYECKOH cBoOome M oOpase
JKM3HU JIByX CTpaH, a JIMIIb SKOHOMHYECKMM OinarococrosHueM TaiiBaHs He JKeNaloIlero MOASNUTHCS C
6exapiM KnTaem. AMeprKaHIB! yAETSIOT BHUMaHHE OJIaroCOCTOSHHIO KHTaIeB, IPOKMBAONIMX B [OHKOHTE 1
B octanbHOM 4actu Kutas, a He Tonbko kuTensiM Ha TaiiBane. B cBs3u ¢ 3TMM, aMepUKaHIBI HE CIIEIIAT
pemnTs aMOMBaJICHTHOCTD cTaryca TaiiBans. 1160 TBOMCTBEHHOCTh KaK TAaKOBasl CITy)KHJIA CPEICTBOM 3aIUTHI
MEIUIEHHOTO TeMIIa pOcTa CBOOOBI OCTANBHBIX KHTAHIIEB; TAKYIO MbICIb, MOXKATYH, Pa3AeisioT ¥ MHOTHE
Poccusne.

Bo3moxkHo, utro poccusinam He HpaButTcs poinb CIIA B 3TOM jgene, OHM MOTYT UCHOJIb30BaTh
cTonkHOBeHHE Mexay IlekuHoMm n BammHrronom u3-3a TaliBaHs Kak cpencTBo Ui cHikeHus BiausiHug CIHIA.
B o6mem-to, Poccust ocraBisier 3a coboii  cBOOOmY IEHCTBHH, OHA MOXET IOCPEIHHYATh U TPUMEPHUTH
Bammnarron u [Teknn, ecitn mpon30iaET KOHPIMKT U3-3a JaHHOTO BOIIPOCA.
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This will be an attempt to sort out and predict a variety of foreign countries attitudes
on the relationship between mainland China and Taiwan, in particular comparing the
attitudes of Russia with those of the United States and the rest of the world. In some
cases the motivations will be very parallel, but there are also some very important
differences.

Unlike the old Soviet Union, Russia is now largely a democracy, which might cause
one to expect all the good aspects, and the bad aspects, that have been at work in the past
in the United States and in Western Europe and Japan, Australia, etc. Yet Russia still
directly borders China, which can produce specially positive or negative feelings. The
Russians have some very positive memories, of course, of close relations with
Communist China in the days of Stalin and Mao, and then some very negative feelings
as the Sino-Soviet split at times produced real risks of war along the Ussuri. Going back
even more deeply, the historic relationship between Czarist Russia and Imperial China
was indeed that of Russian imperialism at China's expense, substantially different from
Chinese relations with the United States, where the American role was more often to
protect China's territorial integrity against foreign land seizures.'

Elementary Fear of Beijing's Military Power

When asked to explain the American reluctance to endorse independence for
Taiwan, critics of such Washington policies sometimes accuse Americans of being too
cravenly submissive to the threat posed by Beijing's nuclear weapons, and by the rest of
Chinese Communist military forces.” If the Communist Chinese had never acquired
nuclear weapons, while both Washington and Moscow possessed them, it is indeed
plausible that many of the crises of the past would have had a different tone, with the
Soviets or the Americans being prepared to go further in challenging Beijing's resolve.

Beijing's spokesmen continually describe themselves and the Chinese people as
being very angry at the idea of anyone separating Taiwan from China, so "angry" that
the PRC might go to war, even to nuclear war, in defense of China's rights and China's
dignity here. Pretending to be angry and irrational has always been a way to do better in
contests of resolve, in the game of chicken that is at the heart of an international crisis,
because the other side can not be sure that this is only pretense, and may not take the
chance of finding out whether the indignation expressed would lead to outright warfare.

Yet any international crisis is always a two-way street. Americans have indeed
stood up to Communist China in various crises of the past, just as they stood up to a
much more powerfully-armed Soviet Union, as in the Cuban missile crisis. And the
Russians also took chances in crises of the past, in crises with the United States, and

1. On the history of threats to Chinese territorial integrity, see
Immanuel C. Y. Hsu, The Rise of Modern China (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990).

2. See James Mann, About Face (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1999) for an argument that Washington has
tended to give in to Beijing in contests of resolve.

70



crises with Communist China. A crisis can indeed be defined as each sides taking the
risk of an outbreak of very destructive warfare, forcing the other side to endure the same
risks of war, hoping that the other side will back down first on the issues in dispute. The
side that backs down first serves the interest of world peace by ending the crisis, but this
is the side that loses the political questions that are being disputed.’

The phenomenon of crisis diplomacy is thus hardly limited to nuclear
confrontations, or even to international diplomacy. It is as the heart of labor disputes,
and even domestic disagreements within a family, as each side suffers while an issue
remains in dispute, as neither side wants to be the first to make concessions.

Russians and Americans will indeed be reluctant to cause the Beijing regime, or the
Chinese people in general, to become too angry, just as they will wish to avoid such
anger in other peoples; anger can cause wars or, short of this, can cause other kinds of
uncooperative behavior.

Yet such a concern for the indignation of others will also always have some natural
limits. The same Russians and Americans will now have principles of their own,
principles that they feel strongly about. The entire Cold War, and the earlier
confrontations with Fascism and Japanese imperialism, were indeed seen as contests of
resolve. Democracies are used to having their resolve challenged, and to having this
resolve under-estimated, sometimes with the terrible result that a war happened because
the dictatorship in the confrontation assumed that the democracy would not resist.

A Russian or American aversion to military confrontation with the forces of the
PRC can thus only explain a part of the picture here. There are indeed other explanations
for why Americans, or Russians, or other people around the world, will be reluctant to
commit so fully to the security of Taiwan. Some of these will, like the moral cowardice
charged here above, also be less worthy kinds of motivation, but some may be more
understandable and more worthy.

Simple Material Greed

Leaving aside fears of getting into a war with Communist China, a war in which
everyone would suffer (but where China might indeed suffer the very most), one could
explain foreign behavior also in terms of simple economic selfishness. The Russian
military may be desperate to sell weapons in the post-Cold War world to anyone,
because it faces such great difficulties in maintaining its own budgets, and it may thus be
delighted to sell the PLA the very weapons which are now seen as so much threatening
the security of Taiwan.*

3. The general nature of crisis diplomacy is outlined in Richard Ned Lebow, Between Peace and War
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981).

4. Russia weapons sales to the PRC are discussed in Kenneth W. Allen, " PLA Air Force Operations and
Modernization", in Susan M. Pushka (editor), People's Liberation Army After Next (Carlisle, Pennsylvania:
U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute, 2000) pp. 189-254.
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Other countries, for example France, The Netherlands, or other members of the
European Union, might have been willing to sell weapons to reinforce the defense of
Taiwan, but they might be deterred now by threats that they would then be denied the
ability to sell ordinary goods to the PRC. Democratic governments all around the world
have to be concerned about full employment for their workers, who otherwise may vote
them out of office in the next election.

But this kind of motivation can of course also help generate support for Taiwan, as
for example when President Bush in 1992 ignored Beijing's threats and chose to allow
the sale of advanced jet fighter planes to the ROC. Bush's move was seen by cynics in
America as mainly intended to increase his chances of winning the votes in Texas
needed to give him a chance to be reelected as President against Bill Clinton.

In the end, Beijing did not go through with its threats of grave and hostile responses
to this American arms sale, perhaps showing that Beijing's threats more generally are
likely to be bluff and bluster. Since the PRC leadership is still to some extent wedded to
Marxist forms of analysis which explain all of American foreign policy as driven by the
weaknesses of capitalism, Beijing was perhaps even a little resigned to the likelihood
that a President like Bush would have to take domestic prosperity and employment into
account.

One could thus speculate about future possibilities where West European weapons
manufacturers were able to defy Beijing s threats and sell weapons to Taiwan again,
without their country then suffering any serious punishment, because Beijing saw this as
a sign of the inevitable failings of capitalism as outlined by Marx and Lenin.

And one can even speculate about the Russian military and government seeking
hard currency by selling modern weapons to the ROC. The United States and other
western powers are very concerned that Moscow, desperate for hard currency, not sell
advanced weapons to states like Iran and Iraq. Yet Taiwan also has substantial reserves
of hard currency. The Beijing regime thus ought to be concerned about whether Moscow
could in the future deal arms with Taiwan just as it might today be dealing with Teheran,
promising others that weapons will not be sold, but quietly letting such weapons get
delivered anyway. The international control and verification of arms transfers is
inherently imperfect, generating major problems for most arms control agreements.

The desires of weapons manufacturers to make a profit never seem so very noble,
and neither do the desires of professional militaries to round out their budgets, or the
desires of incumbents in a democracy to retain office by pandering to their worker/voters.
But all of such desires are understandable, and all of them may work somewhat at
cross-purposes, as the government in Taipei tries to predict where it will get support. At
times this may strengthen Beijing militarily, but at other times it may reinforce Taiwan.

Taiwan is much more prosperous on a per-capita basis than mainland China. But the
mainland is even today larger as a total market, and has the potential to grow into a very
much larger market. The selfish economic drives that account for a part of all countries
foreign policies, and especially for those of democratic countries, might thus, here and
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there, reinforce an otherwise more noble inclination to support democracy and freedom
on Taiwan, but will also often cut against it.

The economic prowess of Taiwan, based on free markets and a free political
atmosphere, may thus be a declining asset if the same economic growth now occurs on
the mainland. Yet the outside world would still surely applaud this Chinese growth, in
the net, if a new prosperity on the mainland were to be bring with it the same political
and economic liberalization that we have witnessed on Taiwan.

Fear of Secessionism

A very different argument against supporting Taiwan may be quite analogous for
today s Russia and today's United States, since both have had to deal with secessionist
movements in the past. For Moscow, the secession attempt is hardly over, as the struggle
for the future of Chechnya is not finished. For the United States, the analogy (which has
been alluded to a number of times by Beijing leaders) would be to Abraham Lincoln's
resolve in 1861 in resisting the secession of South Carolina and the other southern
slave-holding states.

Americans favor democracy and self-determination, and so presumably do the
Russians now. The old Soviet Constitution, drafted by Stalin in the years of his most
terroristic dictatorship, indeed even had a provision for secession by the
member-Republics of the “Union of Soviet Socialist Republics”. This constitution
(which also provided for a free printing-press and ink and paper for anyone who wanted
to criticize the government) was of course regarded as a joke for all the years of Stalin's
rule, and then under Stalin's successors. Yet the provision for secession was then
remarkably reactivated in 1991 when the Soviet Union fell apart, with the other 14
republics leaving the USSR, and the Russian Federation then being left by itself.

Having been deserted by the other Republics, the remaining Russian Federation,
however much it was now to be governed by democracy, would understandably have
been reluctant to tolerate further secessions by components of the Russian Federation
itself, and Yeltsin's attempt to suppress Chechnya was obviously not directed just at
Chechnya, but at any other component that might want to secede.’

Democratic countries, however committed they may be to self-determination, will
also be committed to national strength and national unity. The American Civil War is
today widely (and correctly) remembered as having been about slavery. Yet Lincoln,
intent on preventing the breakup of the United States (a breakup that foreign powers
such as Britain and France would have welcomed) once described his feelings as follows:
“If T could save the Union without freeing any slave, I would do it, and if I could save it
by freeing all the slaves, I would do it; and if I could save it by freeing some and leaving

5. Russian fears of secession are discussed in Mikhail A. Alexseev (editor), Center-Periphery Conflict in
Post-Soviet Russia (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1999).
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others alone I would also do that.” ° Lincoln, at the time of the American Civil War,
thus at least pretended that he cared about national unity more than about the moral
human-rights issue of slavery; and Americans might thus today, just like Russians
contemplating Chechnya, feel a little bit sympathetic to Beijing spokesmen citing their
desire for national unity.

Beijing will remind anyone who is ready to listen that foreign powers have
historically sought to divide China by supporting separatism in places like Mongolia,
Sinkiang, Tibet...and Taiwan, just as Britain and France were leaning in the 1860s
toward supporting the independence of the Confederate States of America. There are
indeed many people on Taiwan who remember this history in the same way as the
regime in Beijing, people who resent the earlier humiliations and invasions of China,
who thus oppose any moves for independence for Tibet or Sinkiang. Not all of the PRC's
"indignation" at the idea of Taiwan is simply bluster or aggressiveness. Some of it is
indeed a genuine Chinese memory of some very painful history.

A portion of the Russian and American and other outside sympathy for appeals for
Chinese unity thus will indeed derive from some guilty memories of the decades when
China was a victim. By all historical accounts, Russia was more culpable than the
United States on the question of threatening China's territorial integrity (and, despite the
PRC's anti-American propaganda, one indeed finds scholars and ordinary people around
Beijing who typically remember the Russia's behavior in history as quite different from
that of the Americans).’

The American positive feeling toward China, which indeed explains much of the
American involvement in World War II, has meant that Americans feel more strongly
about supporting freedom for the people on Taiwan, precisely because these people are
seen by Americans as Chinese. Beijing spokesmen often attempt to portray any
American support for Taiwan as "anti-Chinese"; but the reality is that it is indeed
pro-Chinese.®

Historically, Russians have been less "pro-Chinese", seen as more intent on gaining
territory from China, as more inclined thus to view China as a traditional rival in Asia. If
Russians today have had to renounce their imperialism against places like Estonia and
Latvia, they may also be somewhat more ashamed of their past such advances against

6. The Lincoln quotation is cited in Benjamin Quarles, Lincoln and the Negro (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1962), pp.128-129.

7. On the real mainland Chinese perception of the historical role of the United State, se David Shambaugh,
Beautiful Imperialist” (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1991).

8. This author's more extended version of this argument can be found in George H. Quester, "Sources of
American Attitudes about Taiwan and the Rest of China", in Chun-Chich Huang and Peng-Pu Tsao (editors),
Postwar Taiwan in Historical Perspective (Bethesda: University Press of Maryland, 1998) pp. 259-279.
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China. Since "splitting" China was a tool of such Russian imperialism, in Mongolia,
Sinkiang, and Manchuria, the same Russian inclination to avoid imperialism would
stand in the way of endorsing a "split" by Taiwan.

Fears of Excessive Division

A Russian reluctance to support independence for Taiwan might thus be explained
by the immediate analogy to places like Chechnya; the United States does not have to
fear any secession attempts among its component states, but is somewhat burdened by
its memory of Lincoln's resolute defense of national unity, with Lincoln often being
remembered by Americans as the greatest of the Presidents.

Yet Americans, and Russians, and many other people in Western Europe and
elsewhere now have a related, but slightly different, reason to be reluctant to support
divisions of countries around the world. Such divisions, in Yugoslavia and in the
Caucasus, have produced warfare and massacres, as renewals of ethnic hatreds have led
to the worst kinds of “ethnic cleansing”, often seen live on television through networks
like CNN. Americans and other peoples governed by democracy will naturally favor
self-determination, but they will have their enthusiasm for such self-determination
markedly reduced when it brings wars and massacres with it.

Beijing often accuse Americans, and any other supporters of Taiwan, of being intent
on dividing China into pieces, with the separation of Taiwan being merely the first
precedent-setting step back toward the China of the 1920s governed by competing
warlords. The United States is alleged to be intent on dominating the world as the global
"hegemon", and a policy of “divide and conquer” has historically been an appropriate
avenue to achieving world domination.”

In the case of the Americans, and probably for Russians and other outsiders, this
accusation is most probably false, for one finds very few Americans now looking
forward to seeing intra-Chinese warfare on the pattern of intra-Yugoslav warfare. The
disagreement between Taiwan and mainland China is of course political and ideological,
and not religious or ethnic (while the issues for Tibet, or for Sinkiang, may indeed more
resemble those tearing apart the former Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union). Yet
the human costs of the intra-Chinese wars of the years of the warlords were also quite
horrible, and outsiders will be reluctant to uncork anything that brings a resumption of
such Chinese division to their living-room television screens.

We began this analysis by outlining some of the less noble motives that might
influence Russians, Americans, and others on the tension between Taiwan and Beijing.
Any such outsiders will fear what Beijing might do with its military power and its
nuclear arsenals, and the same outsiders will be selfishly concerned for economic

9.For examples of such a Chinese accusation that America wants to be the "hegemon", see Michael Pilsbury,
China Debates the Future Security Environment (Washington: National Defense University Press, 2000).
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prosperity and the balance of payments; Russia and America in particular will have to
wrestle with what the abstract issue of secession does to their own political constitutions.

Yet we have now moved into somewhat more noble motives. If Russia was
interested only in national power, interested only in maintaining comparative military
strength against its enormous Chinese neighbor, it might indeed favor the secession of
Sinkiang and Tibet, and might similarly support the separate status of Taiwan. Chinese
forces that are deployed along the Taiwan Strait are forces that might otherwise be
deployed in northern Manchuria, etc. And, if the United States were truly interested in
dominating the world as a “hegemon”, as analysts in Beijing (and in Moscow, New
Delhi and Paris) so often charge, the United States would be eager for the same kind of
breaking up of China.

But the more noble objective here is that Russians and Americans and everyone
else can not be looking forward to the violence and economic sacrifice, and general
human hardship, that such a fractionation of China could lead to. One of the
characteristics of democracy is that such governments truly care about people for their
own sake abroad, feeling good when peace and prosperity are achieved in other regions,
grieving when war and poverty are instead the pattern. If a separation of Taiwan from
China were to make war more likely, democracies on the outside will be very reluctant
to see this separation become so clear.

Fear of “Cherry Picking”

There are many good reasons why Taiwan must be slow to accept any kind of
unification with mainland China. The People's Republic of China has indeed come a
long way politically since the Mao's Great Leap Forward and Great Cultural Revolution,
as life on the mainland is much freer than before. But the Republic of China regime on
Taiwan still offers a far better life for the individual in terms of personal freedom, and it
offers everyone a voice in how they are governed. On these dimensions, Taiwan will
indeed draw a great deal of sympathy from the United States, and from any democracy,
even from so new a democracy as the Russian Federation.

But one can also see some other motives for why the people of Taiwan would want
continued separation, or even outright independence, motives which will produce
somewhat less of such sympathy. The people of Taiwan are, on a per-capita basis, much
wealthier economically than their cousins on the mainland, and some of Taiwanese
desire for independence might instead simply reflect an aversion to sharing this wealth,
i.e. a materially-selfish intention of retaining this higher living-standard for
themselves. '’

10. For an analysis of the comparative wealth of Taiwan and the mainland, see Lucian Pye, "Money Politics
and Transitions to Democracy in East Asia", Asian Survey (March, 1997) pp. 213-228.
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If this is the Taiwanese motive for independence, Americans and Russians and
others will be somewhat less sympathetic, for it looks less like a love of liberty and
much more like simple greed.

One might quickly enough be drawn to the analogy with the breakup of Yugoslavia,
which was spearheaded by the secession of Slovenia, the northernmost, and richest, of
the former Yugoslav republics. The Slovenians clearly wanted self-determination and
independence, and they managed to achieve it with next to no bloodshed. Slovenia
indeed had the strong support of Austria and Germany as it won independence and
achieved membership in the United Nations, in part because these European countries
identified with the affluent life-style and culture of the Slovenians.

The United States was conversely reluctant to see any breakup of Yugoslavia,
because the precedent of Slovenian independence would lead to the much more violent
secessions that inevitably were to follow, and perhaps because the economic viability of
the entirety of Yugoslavia had so obviously depended on the wealth of the north being
redistributed to address the poverty of the south."’

If any large part of Slovenian desire for independence stemmed from a simple
reluctance to be taxed to relieve poverty in Serbia and Macedonia, it would reduce the
outside sympathy this draws in any foreign democracy that regularly redistributes its
own wealth from richer regions to poorer. And the same will hold in the future if the
economic difference between Taiwan and mainland China looms larger than the political
difference.

If Taiwan remains prosperous and mainland China remains poor, while mainland
China becomes less dictatorial, outside world sympathy will thus be thinned. The
mainlanders would look economically-motivated in seeking to take over Taiwan, but the
people on Taiwan would look greedy as well in resisting unification, and much of the
public in any democratic country will now sympathize somewhat with the poor wanting
to have some redistribution of prosperity by the wealthy.

But the entire picture, and indeed the entire cause of tension across the Taiwan
Strait could change, of course, if some of the recent trends continue, by which
investment capital is finding the mainland more profitable than Taiwan.'? Various
portions of mainland China are indeed now booming economically, most especially the
coastal regions, with Shanghai perhaps looking even more affluent than Taipei. If this
continues, it is thus possible that the perceived economic per-capita gap between the
PRC and Taiwan will be much less obvious for all concerned; this might reduce
Taiwanese desire for independence, and it might also reduce any mainland eagerness to

11. American attitudes on the breakup of Yugoslavia are outlined in Steven Van Evera, "Managing the
Eastern Crisis",Security Studies (Spring, 1992) pp. 361-381.

12. Recent trends by which investment is shifting to the mainland are discussed in Ralph N. Clough,
Cooperation or Conflict in the Taiwan Strait (New York: Rowman and Littlefield, 1999).
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take over Taiwan (this could also all along have been driven, of course, by material
considerations, rather than the “national pride” arguments so often presented in Beijing).

If the political differences between the two alternative Chinese regimes also loom
less large over time, one could thus even imagine people on Taiwan becoming more
favorable to a merger with the mainland, while the regime and people on the mainland
became less interested in such a merger (which, perhaps twenty or thirty years from now,
could produce a bizarre reversal of roles on the issue).

For the moment, however, Taiwan remains politically freer, and economically richer.
The basic point remains as noted: If the outside world, Americans, Russians, and others,
come to see the Taiwan independence sentiment more in terms of economic greed, of
“who gets to escape taxes”, and less in terms of political freedom, this democratic
outside world will be less supportive of Taiwan.

The outside world wishes for political freedom and economic prosperity on both
sides of the Taiwan Strait. The larger the political gap, and the smaller the economic gap,
the greater the outside support from any foreign democracy. If the political gap fades and
the economic gap remains, such support will diminish. If both the gaps disappear, one
wonders what the issue on reunification would be.

Fear for the Welfare of the Other Chinese

Americans do indeed care about the freedom and welfare of the people living on
Taiwan, and so must free people all around the globe, including the citizens of
newly-democratic Russia. But these same outsiders will also care about the freedom and
welfare of the Chinese living in Hong Kong, and about the freedom and welfare of the
more than one billion Chinese living on the rest of the mainland.

An immediate and outright independence for Taiwan might be the best possible
reinsurance for the political freedoms that have been achieved in the Republic of China.
But such an outright independence might very much threaten the arrangements for Hong
Kong.

If the Communist leadership continues to respect the life-style of Hong Kong, it is
in important part doing so because it hopes to woo Taiwan back into union with China
by the one country, two social systems formula. For Taiwan to definitively reject this
wooing would be to eliminate an important incentive for Beijing's respect for individual
liberties in Hong Kong. An American, or a supporter of democracy anywhere, will care
about Taiwan, but he or she will also care about Hong Kong, and one can not deny that
the two are connected.

But there is even more at stake that a liberal foreigner would care about. Because
the PRC had made promises to Hong Kong (largely because it was wooing Taiwan), it

13. On the connections between the fates of Hong Kong and Taiwan, see Ralph N. Clough, Reaching Across
the Taiwan Strait (Boulder, Colorado: Westview, 1993).
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has had to offer similar concessions to its own entrepreneurs and its own individual
citizens. The “Special Economic Zones” such as Shenzhen, matching Hong Kong in
liberalization, have multiplied and spread to the point that all of China in effect became
an “SEZ”. When asked about the imminent Chinese takeover of Hong Kong, one analyst
in Beijing responded, only half in jest, that it was actually the “Hong Kong takeover of
China”.

Mainland China and its Communist regime have tolerated this, and have indeed
benefitted from it, importantly because it was seen as a necessary part of retaining the
hope of winning back Taiwan. Americans (and Russians and anyone else committed to
liberal values) will welcome this because it makes all of China a much more prosperous
and relaxed place to live, because it reinforces the chances that the mainland will, over
time, become a more democratic country, a more reliable partner for the international
system.

One could indeed suggest that the prospect of a China takeover of Taiwan might
also someday look instead like a Taiwan takeover of China. If any part of the uncertainty
about Taiwan's future contributes toward the mainland following the Taiwan model,
most of the outside world, Russia included, would have to welcome this.

The continued freedom of Hong Kong, and the political and economic reform of
the mainland, are thus inevitably somewhat tied to the ambiguity of the future of Taiwan.
If Taiwan were to submit immediately to Beijing's rule, the useful leverage here would
be gone. If Taiwan were to immediately achieve independence, this leverage would
similarly be gone. The hesitation of the outside world can be accounted for by all the
motives, noble or ignoble, listed above, but this will also be another one of such
important motives.

When asked whether the Communist regime in Beijing will completely fulfill its
promise to leave the political style of Hong Kong undisturbed, any outside observer
would quite correctly respond "of course not". Yet, if Beijing sticks to even 90% of its
pledge, this will not be such a great setback for the welfare of the people living in Hong
Kong; if, in the meantime, it has had to offer similar liberalization to the more than one
billion people it governs on the mainland, Americans and others would regard all of this
as a very worthwhile exchange, where the freedom and well-being of all the Chinese
involved, those in Hong Kong and those on the rest of the mainland, is concerned.

Similarly, if asked whether the current ambivalent situation of Taiwan puts into
question the freedom and well-being of the people living there, the answer would have
to be "of course". Yet if this ambivalence works to support liberalization processes
affecting all the Chinese on the mainland, the same Americans, and many others, will
welcome it, rather than being in a hurry to clarify the situation.

79



The Role of the United States

When we are analyzing the role of Russia on the future of Taiwan, or the role of
Japan or Western Europe, or the role of Australia, we can never forget that the outside
country that has been the most important here has indeed all along been the United
States. The American motives we have been describing here have made more difference
than the Russian motives, or any of the other motives.

This may be because of the historical special ties the United States has had with
China, ties of trade and ties based on the letters home of American missionaries, the ties
that made many Americans identify positively with China and which brought the United
States to support China against Japan, even when Washington saw Nazi Germany under
Hitler to be a greater threat than Imperial Japan. In the years after the Communist
takeover of the mainland, it was the United States, of course, that was the most
important for continuing to recognize the Republic of China on Taiwan, thinking of it as
"Free China", and in the aftermath of the "Great Cultural Revolution" on the mainland,
as the "real China".

The special American role might have emerged even if Americans did not have
these special feelings about China, simply because the United States has so long been at
the forefront of defending self-determination and democracy. Yet the ties of American
missionaries to China, making Americans often think of Chinese as "people like us",
with the "Confucian ethic" seeming so much to resemble the "Protestant ethic" has
surely made America even a little more resolute on behalf of Chinese freedom than on
behalf of human freedom more generally.

When the United States is thus in the lead on anything, as the most powerful
country in the world in the aftermath of the Cold War, other countries can go in two
alternative directions in responding to this.

One kind of reaction is sometimes labelled "band-wagoning", as everyone in the
system is watching for a leader, in particular a benign leader, and is then inclined to join
with that leader, in establishing useful ways of coordinating to solve the world's
problems. The world thus is more prosperous because it uses the American Dollar as the
unit of account for facilitating greater trade. The world uses English as the global
language, not because English has grammatical advantages over other languages, but
because of the earlier power of the British Navy, and the 20th Century power of
Hollywood and American popular culture. The world tends to send its students to
American universities, because America has moved to the forefront of education, and
probably because the world trusts the academic freedom and political freedom that has
been achieved in the United States.

But a second, opposite, reaction would be that of the old "balance of power"
mechanism, where all the other states can be counted upon to lean against any power
that looks like it is becoming too much of a leader, too much of a "hegemon". This is the
world that is often portrayed by the political scientists who describe themselves as
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"realists", a world in which all countries are more or less the same in their motivations,
as everyone seeks power for themselves and fears power in the hands of others. This is a
picture of the world, and of American foreign policy, that is now often endorsed by
analysts in Beijing, arguing that America supports Taiwan only because it wants to be a
"hegemon" and thus pursues a policy of "divide and conquer". It is an analysis of
international power politics often put forward by similar analysts in France and India.
And, most importantly, it is a picture of the world now often endorsed by Russian
political and strategic analysts.

If Moscow is now truly worried about American power, rather than seeing
America as a natural leader in the sorting out of important international issues, Russians
will therefore not follow the United States in being resolute in the protection of what
Taiwan has achieved; they will instead welcome the resulting tensions between
Washington and Beijing, as a drain on American power, as a check to American
leadership.

This would be an interpretation of Russian and other motivations that would assign
very little importance to the actual details of the interactions between Beijing and Taipei,
and much more to simple rivalry among the powers. The average Russian has to be
aware that Taiwan is a much more successful society than Communist China, but (unless
and until the PRC becomes a very powerful military threat to Russia) he may not be
guided by these considerations, but instead by a supposed rivalry with the United States.
A resentment of American leadership, in Moscow, or in Paris or in New Delhi, could
thus cause others, even in democratic countries, to override the consideration of
supporting democracy, in favor of calculations of comparative power.

The end of the Cold War has thus seen a lively debate, now that democracy has
spread to so many countries, as to whether the "realist" or the "liberal" assumptions will
be proven correct about future foreign policy behavior. The "liberal" argues that
democracies will never fight against each other, that power politics will now fade away,
that democracies will be driven mainly by a desire to help other peoples maintain or
achieve democracy. The "realist" would instead predict that democracies will have the
same motives, and the same fears about other states' motives, as any other powers in
history, i.e. that wars and arms races and power-contests will indeed appear between
democracies.

It is still too early to tell which vision of democratic behavior will be proven correct,
and Russian attitudes on the interaction between mainland China and Taiwan will surely
be an important test case for this debate. If Russia chooses to follow the American lead
in reinforcing freedom on Taiwan, this would be a sign that the "realist" interpretations

' See John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: Norton, 2001) for a
well-developed outline of the "realist" argument by which power considerations will continue to be central
for Russian or American decision-making.
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of national behavior are not so valid, and that "liberal" assumptions about the
foreign-policy of democracies are more appropriate. If Russia instead exploits the
American commitments to Taiwan, so as to conspire with Beijing against the United
States, the "realists" will have reason to feel confirmed.

Fears of Wartime Escalation

As noted above, if the Russians are interested in power, they may welcome a rivalry
between Beijing and Washington. But, even if power is an important motive here, it
most surely will not extend to Moscow's welcoming an actual war between the United
States and Communist China, for such a war would threaten Russian safety and interests,
just as it would threaten the safety and well-being of Taiwan and Japan, and everybody
else in the system. If the Russians care at all about the people of East Asia, and if they
care about themselves, such a war, nuclear or non-nuclear, is something that Moscow
would very much seek to prevent, even at the risk of perhaps sacrificing any support for
Taiwan's freedom.

Here the Russian intentions would not be so much to be the exploiter of conflict
between Beijing and Washington, but to be the mediator. Because Washington is so
much committed to Taiwan, at least more committed than any other power, the Russians
would thus lean against being aligned in the same direction as the Americans, if only to
retain an ability to offer peace-mediation services when Beijing and Washington felt the
need.

Moscow could thus remain much less committed than Washington to the status quo
on Taiwan, not because it was indifferent to this status quo, and not necessarily because
it resented Washington's role as the one remaining superpower, but because it perhaps
distrusted how far Americans would go in escalating a conflict, and because the
Americans had captured the role of being the "tough cop" in resisting Beijing's demands,
so that Moscow would want, at most, to be the "nice cop".

If all Moscow was doing here was showing a fear of Beijing's military potential, it
could again be accused of showing an ignoble lack of fortitude. But if what it rather
feared was the suffering of Chinese and Taiwanese and others (in a war that could get
out of hand, because America had come to be seen as an excessively fervent and
immoderate "cop"), then the motivation would be a bit more altruistic and noble.

Much of what Moscow does on this dimension (and also what Tokyo and every
other important democratic center does) will thus depend on what the George W. Bush
administration and following administrations do in foreign policy, i.e. on whether they
maintain the image of consultation and careful service of the world's interests, or
whether they are instead seen as too much inclined to unilateral approaches.
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Summation

A large variety of motives are thus at work in the development of the Russian
policy toward the special status of Taiwan, motives that are parallel to the motives
driving other democracies such as the United States, but motives which could thus
nonetheless put Russia sometimes at odds with the United States on the Taiwan question.

Just like America, Russia may have to be cautious about angering Beijing, because
of a fear of Beijing's nuclear and conventional miliary forces. Just like the United States
or any other political democracy, Russia may have to seek markets abroad, markets for
weapons on either side of the Taiwan Strait, markets for any other exports.

Russia, facing a much more recent secession effort in Chechnya than the secession
the United States rebuffed under President Lincoln, may be more sympathetic to
Beijing's official demands for a Chinese national reunification. Beyond the immediate
secession issue, the post-Cold War examples of Yugoslavia and the Caucasus will work
to make Russians, and Americans and others, less supportive of self-determination
around the globe, the self-determination that has sometimes led to "ethnic-cleansing"
massacres. Support for Taiwan independence in the outside world, among Russians or
Americans or anyone else, will be weakened if the independence seems tied to the
greater economic affluence of Taiwan, in an unwillingness to share this with the poorer
mainland, rather than to important differences in political freedom and life-style.

Americans will care about the welfare of the Chinese who live in Hong Kong and
on the rest of the mainland, and not just about those who live on Taiwan. Hence, they
may not wish to resolve the ambiguity of Taiwan's status, since this ambiguity has
served as a lever protecting the slow growth in freedom for other Chinese; however new
and imperfectly established its own democratic processes may be, the Russian
government may well feel the same.

Russians may resent the role of the United States, and may seize upon the conflict
between Beijing and Washington over Taiwan as a way of reducing American power.
More generously, Russians may also reserve their freedom of action, avoiding any
backing for Taiwan's freedom, so that they can mediate and moderate if Washington and
Beijing should ever be getting into a war over the issue.
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