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CHINA’S ANTI-SECESSION LAW AND
DEVELOPMENTS ACROSS THE
TAIWAN STRAIT

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND THE PACIFIC,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:06 a.m., room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James A. Leach (Chair-
man of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. LEACH. The Subcommittee will come to order and on behalf
of the Subcommittee, I would like to welcome our distinguished
witnesses to the hearing today. I particularly want to thank Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary Schriver and our panel of private experts
for accommodating the change in time for proceedings this morn-
ing.

By way of explanation, we are obligated to begin a bit early be-
cause Victor Yushchenko, the newly-elected President of the
Ukraine, will be speaking in a few hours before a joint session of
Congress. In addition, I am obligated to attend a memorial service
this morning for George F. Kennon, a mentor and, indeed hero, of
mine. I can think of no greater public service role model.

The subject matter of our hearing this morning, relations across
the Taiwan Strait and their implications for United States policy,
involves a set of enormously complex and intertwined problems, the
management of which is central to the preservation of peace and
stability in Asia and the Pacific.

Here, it is critical to review the history both of the breakthrough
in United States-China relations that occurred during the Nixon
Administration and the philosophical aspects of American history
which relate to issues of a nature similar to mainland Taiwan divi-
sions today.

United States’ recognition of China was formally ensconced in a
carefully negotiated communique and two subsequent under-
standings. The United States accepted a one-China framework for
our relations with the most populous country in the world. At the
same time, the three Executive Branch initiatives were com-
plimented by the Taiwan Relations Act, which establishes a com-
mitment of the United States that no change in the status of Tai-
wan be coercively accomplished through the use of force.

While anti-Communist, the party of Chaing Kai-shek in Taiwan
had certain organizational attributes similar to the Communist
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party on the mainland. And in one circumstance of philosophical
consistency, both the Kuomintang of Chiang Kai-shek and the
Communist party of Mao Zedons claimed to be the governing party
of all of China, including Taiwan. Hence, the Nixon one-China ap-
proach did not contradict the Nationalist positions of the old Kuo-
mintang or the old and new Communist party on the mainland.

The dilemma which comes to be accentuated with the passage of
time is the question of whether Taiwan can legally seek today de
jure independence on the basis of a referendum of the people. Here
there are contrasting models and American philosophy in history,
as well as security concerns for all parties to a potential rupture
that must be prudently thought through.

Philosophically, Americans respect Jeffersonian individual rights
approaches, which may implicitly countenance revolutionary soci-
etal objectives. We also respect Lincolnesque concerns for national
unity. A house divided, he noted from Scripture, cannot stand. It
is in this context that America delivered a split judgement. The
three Executive initiatives affirmed one-China and the Taiwan Re-
lations Act affirms de facto, but not de jure, relations with the gov-
ernment of a non-state, one which was authoritarian in the 1970s,
but democratic today.

From the perspective of the American Government, there should
be no doubt of the consistency of American policy. Under this Presi-
dent, as each of his predecessors—Presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter,
Reagan, Bush and Clinton—the governing American position is the
acknowledgement of the Chinese position that there is but one
China of which Taiwan is a part. For United States or Taiwanese
leaders to assert any other position would create an earthquake in
world affairs.

The issue of Taiwan is unique but anything except abstract. It
is conceivable that missteps in political judgment could, more read-
ily than many suppose, lead to a catastrophe for Asia, the United
States and the world.

The precepts of self-determination and independence may, in
most political and historical contexts be conceptually almost syn-
onymous. But these two precepts are juxtaposed on one place on
the planet. Taiwan can have de facto self-determination—meaning
the ability of a people to maintain a government accountable to its
populace—only if it does not attempt to be recognized with de jure
sovereignty by the international community. To be precise, the Tai-
wanese people can have self-determination as long as they do not
seek independence. If they assert independence, their capacity for
self-determination will collapse, with hundreds of thousands if not
millions of lives becoming jeopardized. Hence, for the sake of peace
and security for peoples on the island and the broader Asia-Pacific
region, there is no credible option except to emphasize restraint.

Any unilateral attempt by either side to change the status quo
acgoss the Taiwan Strait is fraught with danger of the highest
order.

As we make it clear to China that the United States is stead-
fastly committed to ensuring that the status of Taiwan not be al-
tered by force, we also have an obligation not to entice Taiwan
through ill-chosen rhetoric of “ours” on Capitol Hill or elsewhere in
government into a sovereignty clash with China. Substantial Tai-
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wanese self-determination can be maintained only if sovereign na-
tional abstentity is not trumpeted. The ambiguous, non-state status
of Taiwan may be psychologically and aspirationally awkward for
Chinese on both sides of the Taiwan Strait, but ambiguity is pref-
erable to sovereign clarity, if the former implies peace and pros-
perity and the latter a ruinous war.

In this regard, there should be no doubt that Congress stands
with the Administration in a common determination to fulfill our
obligation under the Taiwan Relations Act. However, these obliga-
tions presuppose that Taiwanese leaders must understand the re-
alities of mainland resolve and refrain from capricious actions that
invite conflict or make constructive dialogue impossible. Just as a
military effort by Beijing to unilaterally alter the status quo would
necessarily precipitate an American reaction, a unilateral political
effort by Taiwan to seek independence and dissolve all bonds with
China would cause America’s commitment under the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act to become inoperable.

Unusually but profoundly, foreign policy options for the two great
powers whose inter-relationship will disproportionately determine
the shape of the 21st century are constrained by discretionary stat-
utes rather than negotiated treaties. That is why it is so imperative
that we clarify our commitments and do nothing to invite decisions
on Taiwan which may contribute to a societal suicide. Leaders in
Taipei have heavy responsibilities to international order as well as
their own people.

Beijing also has implicit obligations to world order, yet it is
amazing how so-called realists in government circles and so many
capitals underestimate the soft power of people-to-people and cul-
tural relations.

While recent years have witnessed a new maturity and sophis-
tication in many elements of Chinese foreign policy, more nuanced
and pragmatic policy approaches have not generally been applied
to Taiwan. For whatever reasons, perceptions of importance of the
Taiwan issue to leadership legitimacy, growing Chinese nation-
alism, the role of the military in policymaking and internal Com-
munist party politics, Beijing appears to be wedded to an uncom-
promising policy toward Taiwan, even though that approach has
been demonstrably unproductive.

The passage last month by the National People’s Congress of an
anti-secession law, which, among other things, codifies China’s
threat to use force against Taiwan, is universally viewed in the is-
land as a hostile, counterproductive act.

Instead of seeking to intimidate and isolate Taiwan, isn’t it in
Beijing’s interest to be magnanimous toward the people of the is-
land?

Should it not, for instance, shepherd Taiwanese membership in
international organizations that do not imply sovereignty, such as
helping Taiwan gain observer status in the World Health Organiza-
tion?

Rather than setting deadlines for unification or continuing a
counterproductive military buildup, would not Beijing be well-ad-
vised to emphasize culture and economics in its relations with Tai-
pei?



4

And, on the military front, would it not be in both sides’ interest
to upgrade communications, widen professional exchanges and en-
gage in confidence-building measures to reduce the likelihood of ac-
cidental conflict?

There is an assumption among students of Beijing politics that
no one in or aspiring to power in China can afford to be “soft” on
Taiwan. Hence, given the proclivity for independence rhetoric with-
in the governing DPP party in Taiwan, the risk that an escalation
of rhetoric could trigger an irrational confrontation is high. Like-
wise, mainland leadership may choose to precipitate a crisis. Singa-
pore’s leaders, who follow trends in Beijing, even suggest that
China may be prepared to precipitate conflict over Taiwan in the
next several years.

The greatest geo-strategic irony in world affairs is that the
United States and China have a commonality of interest and are
working well together to resolve or at least constrain challenges as-
sociated with North Korea, where the economics and politics of an
isolated rogue regime may ultimately deteriorate to the point of po-
tential implosion. By contrast, it is Taiwan, a severely isolated is-
land in which economics and politics have conjoined to allow more
progressive strides to take place than any place on earth over the
past generation, where the greatest prospect of great power conflict
may exist in Asia.

At the risk of overstatement, an alarming build-up of polarizing
attitudes is occurring on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. Whether
prospects of conflict are 50 percent or only 5 percent, they are too
high. The human toll could be great, the rupture in trade and cul-
tural relations devastating, causing impacts that could last decades
after any conflict concluded.

In the final measure, all of us are acutely conscious that the 20th
century was the bloodiest century in world history. It was marred
by wars, ethnic hatreds, clashes of idealogy and desire for conquest.
Compounding these antagonisms have been the prideful mis-
calculation of various parties. Hence, it is in the vital interest of
potential antagonists in the world, in this case those on each side
of the Taiwan Strait, to recognize that caution must be the watch-
word in today’s turbulent times. Political pride and philosophical
passion must not blind peoples to the necessity of rational re-
straint. An emphasis on peaceful solutions to political differences
is the only reasonable basis for future discourse between the main-
land and the people of Taiwan.

Mr. Faleomavaega?

[The prepared statement of Mr. Leach follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES A. LEACH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IoWA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND
THE PACIFIC

On behalf of the Subcommittee, I would like to welcome our distinguished wit-
nesses to our hearing today. I particularly want to thank Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary Schriver and our panel of private experts for accommodating the change in
time for our proceedings this morning.

By way of explanation, we were obligated to begin this hearing at an unusually
early hour because Viktor Yushchenko, the newly elected President of Ukraine, will
be speaking in a few hours before a Joint Session of Congress. In addition, I am
obligated to attend a memorial service later this morning for George F. Kennan, a
mentor, indeed hero, of mine. I can think of no greater public service role model.
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The subject matter of our hearing this morning, relations across the Taiwan Strait
and their implications for United States policy, involves a set of enormously complex
and intertwined problems, the management of which is central to the preservation
of peace and stability in Asia and the Pacific.

Here, it is critical to review the history both of the breakthrough in U.S.-China
relations that occurred during the Nixon Administration and the philosophical as-
pects of American history which relate to issues of a nature similar to mainland-
Taiwan divisions today.

United States recognition of China was formally ensconced in a carefully nego-
tiated communiqué and two subsequent understandings. The U.S. accepted a “One
China” framework for our relations with the most populous country in the world.
At the same time, the three Executive Branch initiatives were complemented by the
Taiwan Relations Act, which establishes a commitment of the United States that
?0 change in the status of Taiwan be coercively accomplished through the use of

orce.

While anti-communist, the party of Chiang Kai-shek on Taiwan had certain orga-
nizational attributes similar to the Communist Party on the mainland. And in one
circumstance of philosophical consistency, both the Kuomintang of Chiang Kai-shek
and the Communist Party of Mao Zedong claimed to be the governing party of all
of China, including Taiwan. Hence, the Nixon “one China” approach did not con-
tradict the nationalist positions of the old Kuomintang or the old and new Com-
munist Party on the mainland.

The dilemma which comes to be accentuated with the passage of time is the ques-
tion of whether Taiwan can legally seek today de jure independence on the basis
of a referendum of the people. Here, there are contrasting models in American phi-
losophy and history as well as security concerns for all parties to a potential rupture
that must be prudently thought through.

Philosophically, Americans respect Jeffersonian individual rights approaches
which may implicitly countenance revolutionary societal objectives. We also respect
Lincolnesque concerns for national unity: a house divided, he noted from Scripture,
cannot stand. It is in this context that America delivered a split judgment. The
three Executive initiatives affirmed “one China” and the Taiwan Relations Act af-
firmed de facto, but not de jure, relations with a government of a non-state, one
which was authoritarian in the 1970’s but democratic today.

From the perspective of the American government, there should be no doubt of
the consistency of American policy. Under this President, as each of his prede-
cessors—Presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush, and Clinton—the governing
American position is the acknowledgment of the Chinese position that there is but
one China of which Taiwan is a part. For U.S. or Taiwanese leaders to assert any
other position would create an earthquake in world affairs.

The issue of Taiwan is unique but anything except abstract. It is conceivable that
missteps of political judgment could, more readily than many suppose, lead to a ca-
tastrophe for Asia, the United States, and the world.

The precepts of “self-determination” and “independence” may in most political and
historical contexts be conceptually almost synonymous. But these two precepts are
juxtaposed on one place on the planet. Taiwan can have de facto self-determina-
tion—meaning the ability of a people to maintain a government accountable to its
populace—only if it does not attempt to be recognized with de jure sovereignty by
the international community. To be precise, the Taiwanese people can have self-de-
termination as long as they do not seek independence; if they assert independence,
their capacity for self-determination will collapse with hundreds of thousand if not
millions of lives becoming jeopardized. Hence, for the sake of peace and security for
peoples of the island and the broader Asia-Pacific region, there is no credible option
except to emphasize restraint.

Any unilateral attempt by either side to change the status quo across the Taiwan
Strait is fraught with danger of the highest order.

As we make it clear to China that the U.S. is steadfastly committed to ensuring
that the status of Taiwan not be altered by force, we also have an obligation not
to entice Taiwan through ill-chosen rhetoric of “ours” on Capitol Hill or elsewhere
in government into a sovereignty clash with China. Substantial Taiwanese self-de-
termination can be maintained only if sovereign nationalist identity is not
trumpeted. The ambiguous non-state status of Taiwan may be psychologically and
aspirationally awkward for Chinese on both sides of the Taiwan Strait, but ambi-
guity is preferable to sovereign clarity if the former implies peace and prosperity
and the latter a ruinous war.

In this regard, there should be no doubt that Congress stands with the Adminis-
tration in a common determination to fulfill obligations under the Taiwan Relations
Act. However, these obligations presuppose that Taiwanese leaders must under-
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stand the realities of mainland resolve and refrain from capricious actions that in-
vite conflict or make constructive dialogue impossible. Just as a military effort by
Beijing to unilaterally alter the status quo would necessarily precipitate an Amer-
ican reaction, a unilateral political effort by Taiwan to seek independence and dis-
solve all bonds with China would cause America’s commitments under the Taiwan
Relations Act to become inoperable.

Unusually, but profoundly, foreign policy options for the two great powers whose
interrelationship will disproportionately determine the shape of the twenty-first cen-
tury are constrained by discretionary statutes rather than negotiated treaties. That
is why it is so imperative that we clarify our commitments and do nothing to invite
decisions on Taiwan which may contribute to a societal suicide. Leaders in Taipei
have heavy responsibilities to international order as well as their own people.

Beijing also has implicit obligations to world order. Yet it is amazing how so-
called realists in government circles in so many capitals underestimate the “soft
power” of people-to-people and cultural relations.

While recent years have witnessed a new maturity and sophistication in many
elements of Chinese foreign policy, more nuanced and pragmatic policy approaches
have not generally been applied to Taiwan. For whatever reasons—perceptions of
the importance of the Taiwan issue to leadership legitimacy, growing Chinese na-
tionalism, the role of the military in policymaking and internal communist party
politics—Beijing appears to be wedded to an uncompromising policy toward Taiwan,
even though that approach has been demonstrably unproductive.

Passage last month by the National People’s Congress of an anti-secession law,
which among other things codifies China’s threat to use force against Taiwan, is
universally viewed on the island as a hostile, counterproductive act.

Instead of seeking to intimidate and isolate Taiwan, isn’t it in Beijing’s interest
to be magnanimous toward the people of the island?

Shouldn’t it, for instance, shepherd Taiwanese membership in international orga-
nizations that do not imply sovereignty—such as helping Taiwan gain observer sta-
tus in the World Health Organization?

Rather than setting deadlines for unification or continuing a counterproductive
military buildup, wouldn’t Beijing be well-advised to emphasize culture and econom-
ics in its relations with Taipei?

And, on the military front, wouldn’t it be in both side’s interests to upgrade com-
munications, widen professional exchanges, and engage in confidence building meas-
ures to reduce the likelihood of accidental conflict?

There is an assumption among students of Beijing politics that no one in or aspir-
ing to power in China can afford to be “soft” on Taiwan. Hence, given the proclivity
for independence rhetoric within the governing DPP party on Taiwan, the risk that
an escalation of rhetoric could trigger an irrational confrontation is high. Likewise,
mainland leadership may choose to precipitate a crisis. Singapore’s leaders, who fol-
low trends closely in Beijing, even suggest that China may be prepared to precipi-
tate conflict over Taiwan in the next several years.

The greatest geo-strategic irony in world affairs is that the U.S. and China have
a commonality of interest and are working well together to resolve or at least con-
strain challenges associated with North Korea where the economics and politics of
an isolated, rogue regime may ultimately deteriorate to the point of potential implo-
sion. By contrast, it is Taiwan, a severely isolated island on which economics and
politics have conjoined to allow more progressive strides to take place than any
place on earth over the past generation, where the greatest prospect of great power
conflict may exist in Asia.

At the risk of over-statement, an alarming build-up of polarizing attitudes is oc-
curring on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. Whether prospects of conflict are 50%
or only 5%, they are too high. The human toll could be great; the rupture in trade
and cultural relations devastating, causing impacts that could last decades after any
conflict concluded.

In the final measure, all of us are acutely conscious that the 20th Century was
the bloodiest century in world history. It was marred by wars, ethnic hatreds, clash-
es of ideology, and desire for conquest. Compounding these antagonisms has been
the prideful miscalculation of various parties. Hence it is in the vital interests of
potential antagonists in the world, in this case those on each side of the Taiwan
Strait, to recognize that caution must be the watchword in today’s turbulent times.
Political pride and philosophical passion must not blind peoples to the necessity of
rational restraint. An emphasis on peaceful solutions to political differences is the
only reasonable basis of future discourse between the mainland and the people of
Taiwan.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
calling this hearing this morning. Not only is the subject matter
timely, but certainly in the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee.

More importantly, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership
and commitment to see that the Subcommittee and its Members
become proactive in making sure that relevant issues that impact
upon our diplomatic and strategic security interests in this impor-
tant region of the world be given careful and appropriate attention.

In recent years, our Nation’s policy toward Taiwan Straits has
been at least consistent to the extent that we have adhered to the
one-China, two-systems policy, with the expectation that China and
the People’s Republic of China worked out their differences. And
that the question of Taiwan’s future status again is a matter to be
resolved peacefully between Taiwan and China.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, it is in only recent years that
Taiwan has become a more pluralistic society, with a democratic
form of Government since the passing of General Chaing Kai-shek,
who ruled then Formosa Island for many years after the defeat of
his army by the military forces of his arch enemy and rival, Mao
Tse Tung.

It is within this newly found status as a democracy that certain
top officials have advocated good or independence. There is seem-
ingly also the idea that separation from mainland China is the best
option to pursue, despite the understanding of the one-China, two-
systems policy still in place, and especially as it is understood be-
tween China and our country.

I believe we should not be so presumptuous to suggest that we
understand the mentality of the Chinese people and their leaders.
So China passes an anti-secession law. President Chen of Taiwan
suggested that a million Taiwanese should go to the streets and
demonstrate against such a law, but at the same time, say nothing
during the demonstration, which actually turned out to be only
about 300,000 people.

But at the same time, Taiwan and China continues to conduct,
as I speak, an unofficial $100 billion trade relationship and just
weeks ago allowed both their national airline carriers to operate
freely between Taipei and Beijing. The Taiwan Straits issue is not
as simple as some may think, Mr. Chairman. There is constant
movement on events in recent pronouncements from leaders of
other countries that have made the issue more complicated and
certainly not easy to resolve.

Secretary Rice’s recent trip to Asia reflects that. Her description
of North Korea as an outpost of tyranny has not been a positive
point, obviously, from the North Korean leadership. And our pres-
sure on China to get the North Koreans to come back to the six-
nation negotiation table puts China in the more difficult position
to convince North Korea that it is in their best interest to do so.

Allies everywhere have decided to rescind its current policy of
not selling arms to China, which we obviously objected to. And now
with China passing an anti-secession law aimed at Taiwan and in
no uncertain terms ruling the Taiwan leadership not able to push
for separation and independence. Secretary Rice made an excellent
presentation to our European allies on the consequences of their in-
tention to sell arms to China and the potential problem that may
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follow, as far as maintaining the strategic balance of power in this
region of the world and the fact that it is the United States and
not Europe that has defended the Pacific. It has now been a reason
to our European allies to think again before selling arms to China.

But in a recent twist to all this, Mr. Chairman, appears to note
from Secretary Schriver and our distinguished members of the
panel of witnesses that will testify this morning, what is our jus-
tification now in our intention to conduct presumably a multi-bil-
lion dollar sales contract of United States jet fighters to Pakistan?
I wonder what the reaction might be now from China, India and
our European allies?

With that in mind, Mr. Chairman, the United States is not about
to send another 2 million battle groups to Taiwan Straits to cause
a lot of strain and tension between our two countries in recent
years. I am looking forward to hearing from our Secretary Schriver
and also our distinguished witnesses to hear about some of the
issues that we discussed earlier today. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you very much. Did you have an opening
statement, Mr. Ackerman?

Mr. ACKERMAN. I have a brief statement.

Mr. LEACH. Yes, please, you are recognized.

Mr. AckERMAN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There
can be absolutely no doubt that the intent of the anti-secession law
was to create the legal justification for military attack against Tai-
wan. The law spelled out a range of activities which, if taken by
the Taiwanese people and their democratically-elected leaders,
would legally constitute secession to the Chinese mainland.

Many of these activities, such as constitutional reform and pop-
ular referenda, are the mainstay of any democracy, yet the Chinese
would see them as an excuse for military attack on the 21 million
freedom loving people on Taiwan. The United States fully under-
stands Taiwan is in a very difficult bind. It is a flourishing democ-
racy, one of the most vibrant in Asia, with freedoms of speech, the
press and assembly, and intensely competitive free political parties.
Yet it is claimed as a sovereign territory by the People’s Republic
of China, which is not a democracy, has no freedom of the press,
speech, or assembly. And this neighbor now threatens to annex
Taiwan by force.

Under the terms of the Taiwan Relations Act, which is the legal
bedrock of our policy, the United States insists that the future of
Taiwan must be determined by peaceful means. And we have stat-
ed that no action should be taken by either Taiwan or the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) that endangers the peace and stability
that now exists across the Taiwan Strait.

During the past year, the Bush Administration cautioned Taiwan
about actions which might appear to challenge this status quo.
Now the PRC, through this provocative legislation, is challenging
the status quo in a very big way. The State Department has pre-
viously said that this legislation is highly unhelpful. I strongly
agree with that position and register my great concern over the en-
actment of the anti-secession law and look forward to hearing from
our distinguished witnesses.

Mr. LEAcCH. Before turning to Secretary Schriver, let me note
that there is a very high-ranking delegation of Taiwanese legisla-
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tors with us today, led by C. Charles Chiang. I might ask you to
stand. Also in this group is Mr. Trong-Rong Chai, Mr. Chung-mo
Lin, Mr. Shui-Sheng Hou, Mr. Winston Dang, Ms. Sandy Ho Tzu
Yen, Ms. Shun-Ni Hsieh, Mr. Wei-Cher Huang, Mr. Shih-Cho
Huang and Mr. George K. Liu and we are honored with your pres-
ence. We appreciate your attendance. Thank you very much.

At this point, let me turn to Randall G. Schriver, who is Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, the
United States Department of State. Mr. Schriver?

STATEMENT OF MR. RANDALL G. SCHRIVER, DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF STATE, BUREAU OF EAST ASIAN AND
PACIFIC AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. ScHRIVER. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and
good morning, Congressman Faleomavaega and Congressman Ack-
erman and thank you for your statements. Thank you for the op-
portunity to appear here this morning and to discuss the anti-se-
cession law and the impact on the cross-Strait environment.

Since the 17th of December, when the Chinese first began to
publicly discuss their intention to move forward with such legisla-
tion, we have been very clear in registering our concern about
these actions. We have been clear at the highest levels of our Ad-
ministration, calling this an unhelpful step and a step in the wrong
direction.

As an alternative, we counsel that China take advantage of other
trends in the cross-Strait environment that are more positive and
to try to promote peaceful steps and dialogue. To briefly review
some of the major elements of our response to the anti-secession
law, first of all, in January, China sent the Director of the Taiwan
Affairs Office, Chen Yunlin, to Washington to explain the law to
us. He had meetings that included then Deputy Secretary of State
Rich Armitage and then Deputy National Security Advisor, Steve
Hadley. In both those meetings, Mr. Armitage and Mr. Hadley re-
spectively registered our strong concern and reservations about
Chinese intentions.

In February, I accompanied the Senior Director for Asian Affairs
of the National Security Council, Dr. Michael Green, to Beijing,
where we met again with Mr. Chen Yunlin and other Chinese lead-
ers and at that time, Dr. Green clearly stated to our Chinese inter-
]100<1:utors that this legislation would undermine cross-Strait sta-

ility.

In a letter to then Ambassador to the United States, Yang Jiechi,
our then Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Marc Grossman,
urged China to “not complicate the cross-Strait relationship and,
rather than proceed with the law, to consider instead ways to re-
sume dialogue with Taiwan.”

And on the eve of the ratification vote within the NPC, our high-
est representative in Beijing made a very urgent demarche, urging
the Chinese not to proceed with enactment of this law.

In addition to these private messages conveyed in our bilateral
meetings with Chinese officials, we have also been very clear in our
public statements registering concern and cautioning against any
hardening of positions on either side, but in particular, the Chinese
side, given their stated intent.
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Beijing’s leaders have claimed that this law is simply an enact-
ment of longstanding policy. That said, we have deep concerns
about this and we are particularly concerned about article 8, which
makes explicit reference that China “shall employ non-peaceful
means and other necessary measures to protect China’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity” under certain conditions. This statement,
which is now, of course, codified in law, about non-peaceful re-
sponse, raises questions and concerns about how China may re-
spond to perceived provocations from the Taiwan side. And given
the very aggressive military buildup opposite Taiwan and, in par-
ticular, the massive numbers of short-range ballistic missiles de-
ployed and aimed at Taiwan, we have cause to register strong con-
cern.

This legislation does run counter to some concurrent positive
trends in the cross-Strait environment. These include the tem-
porary resumption of direct charter flights across the Strait during
the Chinese New Year period. Also, the Chinese decision to send
a delegation to a memorial service for Mr. Ku Chen-foo. We re-
garded these as positive steps and we encourage such steps, and
we welcome any measures that promote confidence and trust.

We have also seen some statements by China’s senior leaders
which appear designed to create room for political maneuver for
both sides. However, this law, and particularly article 8 that I men-
tioned, is certainly not in the spirit of those statements and the
other trends that we have seen unfold.

Upon the passage of the legislation and when we finally had the
opportunity to review the actual text, we were unequivocal in ex-
pressing our concern. OQur spokesman, Assistant Secretary Boucher,
stated that the law was “unfortunate and did not serve the cause
of peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait.” And he reiterated our
opposition to any attempt to determine the future of Taiwan by
anything other than peaceful means.

At the White House, our spokesman there, Scott McClellan, said,
“We don’t want to see any unilateral attempt that would increase
tensions in the region.” And he went on to point out that, according
to the Taiwan Relations Act, any effort to determine the future of
Taiwan by anything other than peaceful means, is viewed by the
United States as a threat to peace and security in the region.

And Secretary Rice, during her recent travels to Beijing, under-
scored our public disappointment that China had taken this
unhelpful step and noted that it had raised tensions. And she
called on Beijing to take positive steps to reassure Taiwan of its de-
sire to engage in a peaceful dialogue.

In our view, the Chinese Government did have other options and
they could have chosen another path and not proceeded with this
legislation in the NPC. Despite the very best efforts of our Admin-
istration, despite the strong expressions of concern among Mem-
bers of Congress and in the international press, they did proceed,
of course, with enactment of this law. Passage of the legislation has
undermined rather than raised confidence and trust across the
Strait. It is a unilateral measure that has soured the atmosphere
in the Taiwan Strait and, as Secretary Rice stated, “We are not
pleased when either side does anything to change the status quo
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or to increase tensions,” and it is in that context that we com-
mented on the anti-secession law.

The Taiwan public and the Taiwan authorities have understand-
ably focused on the legislation’s provisions for the use of non-peace-
ful means. We certainly understand and note Taiwan’s concerns.
Nonetheless, we want both sides to seek affirmative means to re-
build trust. No one would be well served at this juncture by an
enaction, reaction cycle that could lead to an increase in tensions.

Although the passage of this law is, of course, a new challenge
for us in trying to manage the cross-Strait environment in our ef-
forts to promote a peaceful resolution, we do not feel that it re-
quires a major shift in our longstanding policy that you noted in
your statement, Mr. Chairman. We oppose any unilateral attempts
by either side to change the status quo, particularly with respect
to the use of force. And we abide by our commitments under the
joint communiques and the Taiwan Relations Act. We continue to
urge both sides to seek all opportunities for dialogue to contribute
to a peaceful resolution of their differences and we also continue
to make explicit our fundamental opposition to China’s acquisition
of military capabilities and deployments targeted against Taiwan.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and Congressman Faleoma-
vaega and Ackerman, and I look forward to any questions you may
have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schriver follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. RANDALL G. SCHRIVER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF STATE, BUREAU OF EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF STATE

Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opportunity to appear before you and other
members of the Committee today to address the recent passage of anti-secession leg-
islation by the National People’s Congress of the People’s Republic of China and its
impact on cross-Strait and U.S.-China relations.

Since December 17 last year, when the Chinese began publicly discussing the like-
lihood that the legislation would be brought to the National People’s Congress for
consideration at its annual March session, we have been very clear, including at the
highest levels of the Administration—Secretary Rice and former Secretary Powell—
that we believed such legislation would be unhelpful, and a step in the wrong direc-
tion. Instead, we have counseled taking advantage of warming trends in the cross-
Strait relationship to further peaceful dialogue that would be in the interests of the
people on both sides of the Strait.

Let me be a bit more specific about our efforts to let China know our views of
the legislation:

e In January, former Deputy Secretary Armitage and then Deputy National Se-
curity Advisor Stephen Hadley met with State Council Taiwan Affairs Office
Director Chen Yunlin, who was in Washington to convey China’s intentions
with regard to the anti-secession Act, and expressed our reservations.

e In a February visit to Beijing, National Security Council Senior Director for
Asian Affairs Michael Green told senior Chinese leaders that passage of the
legislation would undermine cross-Strait stability.

e In a letter to former Chinese Ambassador Yang Jiechi, former Under Sec-
retary for Political Affairs Marc Grossman urged China not to complicate the
cross-Strait relationship and, rather than proceed with the law, to consider
instead ways to resume dialogue with Taiwan.

e On the eve of the ratification vote by the National People’s Congress, the

Charge at our Embassy in Beijing urged China not to pass the legislation.

In our public statements as well we have also cautioned against any hard-

ening of positions and urged instead that the two sides look to resume their

dialogue.
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While Beijing’s leaders claim the law simply restates China’s long-standing policy,
we are deeply concerned about Article 8 of the legislation which states : “In the
event that the ‘Taiwan independence’ secessionist forces should act under any name
or by any means to cause the fact of Taiwan’s secession from China, or that major
incidents entailing Taiwan’s secession from China should occur, or that possibilities
for a peaceful reunification should be completely exhausted, the state shall employ
non-peaceful means and other necessary measures to protect China’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity.”

This statement, now codified in law, about a non-peaceful response raises addi-
tional questions regarding how China will respond to what it perceives as ongoing
efforts in Taiwan to define itself with a separate identity, including steps that fall
short of declaring de jure independence. Given the aggressive military build-up op-
posite Taiwan—particularly the deployment of massive numbers of short-range bal-
listic missiles—we have cause to register strong concern.

As T said, passage of the legislation clearly runs counter to concurrent positive
trends in cross-Strait relations including the temporary implementation of direct
charter flights, for the first time since 1949, between Taiwan and the mainland dur-
ing Chinese New Year, and the mainland delegation that traveled to Taiwan for the
funeral of former Straits Exchange Foundation Chairman Ku Chen-foo. We strongly
encourage such steps and welcome any measures that promote greater confidence
such as the above mentioned cross-Strait contacts and discussions.

We have been encouraged by some statements made by China’s senior-most lead-
ers that appear designed to allow room for maneuver on both sides. However, some
ghiments of the law, particularly Article 8, are not in the spirit of these more hope-
ul signs.

Consequently, upon the passage of the legislation and on our finally having an
opportunity to review the actual text passed by the NPC, we were unequivocal in
our expression of concern.

o Assistant Secretary Boucher made clear that the law was unfortunate, did not
serve the cause of peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait and he reiterated
our opposition to any attempt to determine the future of Taiwan by other
than peaceful means.

e At the White House, press spokesman Scott McClellan said that “we don’t
want to see a unilateral attempt that would increase tensions in the region”
and pointed out that according to the Taiwan Relations Act any effort to de-
termine the future of Taiwan by other than peaceful means is viewed by the
U.S. as a threat to peace and security in the region.

e Secretary Rice, traveling to Beijing shortly after the legislation was passed,
underscored our public disappointment that China had taken this unhelpful
step, noted that it had raised tensions, and called on Beijing to take positive
steps to reassure Taiwan of its desire to engage in peaceful dialogue.

In our view, the Chinese government clearly had options other than moving this
legislation to the NPC for consideration. But it would seem that a combination of
domestic political factors, an approval process too far advanced to allow the leader-
ship to pull it back, and an urgency about the direction of a democratic Taiwan
would take in the next few years led to the law’s passage.

That’s the situation we have to deal with now, despite the very best efforts of the
Administration and the concerns that have been expressed by members of Congress
in resolutions and by the American press.

Passage of the legislation has undermined, rather than raised, confidence and
trust across the Strait. We continue to be concerned about an unhelpful cycle of ac-
tion and reaction. The Taiwan public and Taiwan authorities have understandably
focused on the legislation’s provisions for the use of non-peaceful means. Statements
by Taiwan leaders equating the legislation to a unilateral change of the status quo
and the March 26 demonstration in Taipei reflect the perception by both Taiwan
authorities and private citizens that the law does not serve the interests of the Tai-
wan people. We note those concerns, but urge both sides to exercise restraint and
seek affirmative means to rebuild trust.

Although passage of the “anti-secession” law has brought a new challenge to our
efforts to promote a peaceful resolution to cross-Strait differences, we do not believe
it requires a shift in our approach to the issue.

o We remain committed to our longstanding one China policy, which has helped
both sides to prosper and contributes to the peace. We are making clear that
we do not support Taiwan independence, oppose unilateral changes by either
side to the status quo—particularly with respect to the use of force—and
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abide by our commitments under the joint communiqués and the Taiwan Re-
lations Act.

e We continue to urge both sides to seek all opportunities for dialogue that con-
tribute to a peaceful resolution of cross-Strait differences.

e And we will also continue to make explicit our fundamental opposition to Chi-
na’s acquisition of military capabilities and deployments targeted against Tai-
wan.

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would be happy to answer any questions you or the
Committee may have.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Let me stress that I am
in full agreement with the thrust of your comments and I think
they are thoughtful in balance. I think what Mr. Faleomavaega
and Mr. Ackerman mentioned on Taiwan reflect very much the
feelings of many of us on the Hill.

Let me ask you from a perspective less of precision of events, but
from the temper of the times, what you sense in Beijing as atti-
tudes on this issue? Is there any sense that there is exclusively an
attitude of hardening or is there any sense that there can be a
more reasonable flexibility in Beijing today?

Mr. SCHRIVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As I mentioned, this
decision to proceed with the law did come at a time when there
were other actions taken that were more positive. The charter
flights and the visit to the Ku Chen-foo memorial. I think at this
juncture, Beijing is beginning to understand—if they have not fully
understood already—that the decision to proceed with the law was
a mistake. And that there is some burden on them now to try to
improve the environment and improve the atmosphere.

We believe there is some consideration to steps that they could
take to do so. Their traditional routes include courting the business
community in Taiwan. We have seen them reach out to the opposi-
tion party, of course, and I think there are complications associated
with that in terms of how that plays into Taiwan’s domestic poli-
tics. But, nonetheless, it is a step in the direction of dialogue
which, on the margins, is better than no dialogue.

So I think there is some thinking in leadership circles in Beijing
as to what positive elements of a cross-Strait policy could look like.
But I would add, just in closing, these remarks: That is drowned
out by the very negative action of this law and by other statements
from leaders in Beijing and by the very aggressive military posture
that they have continued to take opposite Taiwan. So much more
work needs to be done on the positive side of the ledger.

Mr. LEACH. The Economist, which is a very respected publication,
has suggested that we have a fast evolving situation on Taiwan
psychologically, in terms of the ways that people are identifying
themselves with their island. And then China, economically, as
well as a hardening politically, that could lead to attitudinal rup-
tures of a profound nature. Do you agree with this assessment or
do you think that there is a steady pragmatism that can become
the order of the day?

Mr. ScHRIVER. Thank you. It is a difficult question, because I
think there are different views and different ways that people iden-
tify themselves, think of themselves within Taiwan. But I think the
trend line of a separate identity among the people of Taiwan and
desire for some separate status is a trend line that is unfolding for
quite some time and, I think, will be a permanent feature of do-
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mestic politics in Taiwan and, of course, that plays out into the
international arena as well.

So I think this will be a complicating factor in how the cross-
Strait environment is managed for the foreseeable future. The
counter trends are the growing economic ties and the commercial
relations which continue to grow at very robust rates. The trade
across the Strait continues to go in a positive direction and the
interrelations between members of the commercial communities are
stronger and stronger.

So I think when we look at the environment, it can be a com-
plicated picture. There are trends that suggest we have complica-
tions and challenges such as the one you mentioned, sir, but also
other trends that suggest there are opportunities if seized upon by
the political leadership on both sides. And that requires the polit-
ical will, but there are opportunities, nonetheless, to try to be on
a more positive path and exploit things like the commercial con-
tacts for the betterment of the political environment.

Mr. LEACH. Let me just ask one concluding assessment and let
me ask if I am not defining Administration policy. It is my view
that this Administration is consistent with past Administrations
since President Nixon in upholding the precept that we do not
want any change in the status of Taiwan, based on threat or use
of force. Likewise, this Administration is not encouraging an inde-
pendence move on Taiwan, is that correct?

Mr. SCHRIVER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you. Mr. Faleomavaega?

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Sec-
retary Schriver. You mentioned earlier that the People’s Republic
of China should have used other options. Could you elaborate a lit-
tle bit in terms of what those options may be?

Mr. ScCHRIVER. Yes, sir, thank you. I think what Beijing has
lacked in its approach to Taiwan is a more positive agenda that
could, in fact, make the right kind of impression on the 24 million
of Taiwan. I think the face of China to too many people on Taiwan
is harsh rhetoric, missiles, military posture, aggressive military
posture. And what Beijing has lacked is the positive agenda.

I did mention a couple of the steps in my statement, the charter
flights, the visit to the Ku memorial. There are a number of things
we could imagine Beijing could do to try to make the right kind of
impression on the people of Taiwan. I will mention one. We would
like to see Beijing take a more compassionate view of Taiwan’s in-
terest in observorship in the World Health Organization. We think
that Taiwan and the people of Taiwan deserve to be beneficiaries
of the work of the WHO. We believe that Taiwan’s medical and sci-
entific communities could make contributions to the WHO. We
have supported for quite some time Taiwan’s observorship in that
organization and we, along with other friends, have been unsuc-
cessful in our attempt to promote Taiwan’s candidacy, primarily be-
cause of Beijing’s aggressive lobbying against Taiwan. I think this
would be an excellent time for Beijing to try to facilitate some
meaningful participation in the WHO for Taiwan. That is just one
step, but you could imagine a whole range of things that could cre-
ate a more positive impression among the people in Taiwan.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You mentioned that Taiwan is to be affili-
ated with WHO in the other aspects such as Taiwan’s need to be
a member of this international Civil Aviation Organization that
provides for aircraft safety and travels in airports. And I sincerely
hope that the State Department is pursuing that.

Mr. SCHRIVER. Yes, sir.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Our friends from Taiwan have given me in-
dication that they really would appreciate any support from our
country in doing that.

Do you think that perhaps the connection for this whole anti-se-
cession law had anything to do with China’s own political move-
ments in terms of the newly-elected President, the Premier that
now have consolidated their leadership roles, that this anti-seces-
sion law may have had some connection to China’s own political de-
velopments within itself?

Mr. SCHRIVER. Yes, sir. I think that is a very reasonable theory.
It is always difficult to speculate on what happens inside a political
system that still remains very opaque to outside observers, but I
think there probably was some pressure on the new leadership to
do something, demonstrate leadership on an issue that is impor-
tant and the issue of Taiwan is within their domestic circles. This
certainly has the appearance of an attempt to do that.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You indicated also that we have a funda-
mental concerted opposition to China’s recent military buildup in
recent years. How does China’s military buildup compare to Ja-
pan’s military buildup? Can you provide for the record in terms of
the budgetary allocations that these countries now have? Because
I understand Japan is one of the highest budgetary allocations
given for its defense system. Of course, if I were Chinese, I would
be very concerned, too. So we are concerned about Chinese buildup,
military buildup. Chinese are concerned about Japanese buildup,
so how do we justify ourselves in telling China not to do this if it
is okay with other countries to do otherwise?

Mr. SCHRIVER. Sir, while we can make the data available for the
record, I would make just one brief comment. Japan is an impor-
tant and strong ally of the United States and through its own con-
stitution and its own policies, it is more oriented toward the self-
defense of Japan.

China, on the other hand, while we have never questioned their
desire or their right to arm themselves for self-defense, has adopt-
ed a very aggressive posture toward Taiwan, has never renounced
the use of force and, worse than that, has used harsh rhetoric in
this anti-secession law. So it is the combination of the military
buildup and what is their own stated intent to preserve a military
option over the democratic people of Taiwan that concerns us.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. As it is our concern about providing regional
stability of the region, both in Southeast Asia as well as South
Asia, could you tell us, I am curious, how we are able to tell the
Europeans not to sell arms to China, and yet, just within the last
week and a half, we are about to provide a multi-billion dollar con-
tract to sell jet fighter planes to Pakistan? Is that going to provide
stability in the region? I just want to get a sense of consistency
from the Administration.

Mr. SCHRIVER. Sir.



16

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. How we justify telling others not to do it
and yet, on the left hand, we are doing just the opposite? It seems
to me that we are giving Pakistan just the trigger that will cause
a lot of instability, in my humble opinion, in this region. So can you
give us a comparison of what our policy is and why we are telling
l?ltheé"s not to do one thing and yet we are doing it on the other

and?

Mr. ScHRIVER. Well, let me first say the region of South Asia
does fall outside my purview. So let me give a partial answer to
a very good question and that is why we were concerned so much
about the European consideration of lifting the embargo. Because
its regional stability is certainly one factor that we looked at, but
we remain very concerned about the human rights situation in
China. The embargo was put in place after the crackdown in
Tienanman Square in 1989. China has not made sufficient progress
in the area of human rights to merit this kind of step in our view
on the part of the Europeans or anyone else.

In fact, their recent performance indicates that they have in no
way addressed those events in 1989. They are still imprisoning peo-
ple who come out publicly about Tienanman Square. On the 15th
anniversary of the Tienanman crackdown, they detained and
locked up Tienanman mothers who were simply seeking an ac-
counting of their children who were killed in the incident. So it is
regional stability. It is also human rights. It is also a very poor
record on proliferation—perhaps improving, we hope—but a poor
record on proliferation among the Chinese.

So I take your point on regional stability, but I would only add
that there are other factors that we presented to the Europeans
and we felt made a very compelling case for them.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I appreciate your comment on human rights
and even though not related, I am very concerned about the human
rights of the West Papuan people in Indonesia. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, sir. Mr. Ackerman?

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Early in his first
Presidency, President Bush, instead of reiterating what has been
and remains United States policy, that we will do what is nec-
essary to provide for the defense of Taiwan, mismassaged that pol-
icy and stated with a different nuance, unfortunately, that we will
do everything necessary to provide for the defense of Taiwan.

Did that misstatement embolden the Taiwanese to advance their
desire to proceed along with the natural progression of how democ-
racies usually progress, and that is, revise and amend their Con-
stitution and do all those things that real democracies are genu-
inely entitled to do?

Mr. ScHRIVER. Thank you. That is, perhaps, a matter of some de-
bate. I suspect that the decisions that are made on Taiwan are
made not out of a reflection on what the United States is saying
about their domestic politics, but they are made as a result of in-
ternal debate and very intense debate on such issues as constitu-
tional reform and how to continue to perfect Taiwan’s democracy.

The question of United States commitment to Taiwan and our
support for Taiwan, I think, has never been in question. You cor-
rectly point out that the President had a different formulation from
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the traditional formulation at that time, but the fundamental com-
mitment has always been there and, I think, understood in Taiwan.

So I think the decisions on constitutional reform and other meas-
ures to assure the strength of Taiwan’s democracy are less to do
with what we say and more to do with what people in Taiwan
genuinely feel and the outcome of their own internal debates.

Mr. ACKERMAN. In your judgment, but pro-independent steps
that Taipei might take would cross the red lines that Beijing has
set?

Mr. SCHRIVER. That is a question I cannot answer. Beijing has
the ability to set their own red lines for themselves and sometimes
that is opaque to us. One of the things we are concerned about
with this law in article 8 is they started to be more explicit about
some of the kinds of things that might lead them to employ non-
peaceful means.

But this is subject to the interpretation in Beijing, behind closed
doors among leaders, and it is difficult for us to speculate. We are
much better off if the two sides are talking to one another and then
there is an understanding between the two of them as to what kind
of behaviors contribute to peace and what kind of behaviors are of
concern, rather than for outside parties to try to pin that on Bei-
jing.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I would assume that if Taiwan out and out de-
clared its independence, that would be the most provocative step.

Mr. ScHRIVER. Traditionally, Beijing has talked about certain
conditions in which they would use force. They made it explicit in
their law, as well, and that is certainly a condition that they have
identified.

Mr. ACKERMAN. In article 8 of the anti-secession law, does that
also include changing the name of Taiwan?

Mr. SCHRIVER. It is less specific on that, but there is catchall lan-
guage about any measures which move in the direction—I do not
have it in front of me, so please do not take this as an exact quote.
But very broad language about any steps or measures that move
in the direction of independence. So there is a catchall that I think
would give Beijing the latitude to interpret the main change in that
matter if they chose to do so.

Mr. ACKERMAN. In article 9, they take great pains to specifically
say that if they were required to invade Taiwan, that they would
attempt to keep civilian casualties to a minimum. That is pretty
provocative and basically totally unnecessary to state that, unless
you were trying to impress somebody as to the seriousness of your
intent, should you feel that you were going to take such action.

Some people would read that as to underscore the warning and
others might read it as to just give additional voice to a bellicose
situation. How do we read that?

Mr. ScHRIVER. Well, Beijing has always, in their public state-
ments, gone to lengths to say that there are compatriots change,
compatriots on Taiwan and those that support the reunification
and those are their sort of natural allies and compatriots. And then
there are those that are splitist and troublemakers, who have other
views about Taiwan’s future.

And they address this bifurcation in policy ways through a num-
ber of means. I think this legislation is probably trying to make
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that kind of statement. But I will add, my understanding of the
PLA deployments opposite Taiwan, particularly with the heavy em-
phasis on short-range ballistic missiles, it is very difficult to imag-
ine being able to minimize civilian casualties or being able to dis-
criminate against those loyal compatriots and others on Taiwan. It
is almost like they were expecting different people to wear different
uniforms on Taiwan the day that they might decide to do some-
thing, so they know who are the people who are friendly to them
and who are not. You do not have to answer that.

To what extent does Beijing either implicitly or explicitly link its
cooperation with the United States on North Korea with Washing-
ton’s posture toward Taiwan?

Mr. SCHRIVER. In our official communications with Beijing lead-
ers, they have never drawn an explicit linkage. And, in fact, our
belief is that they have very strong interests in seeing North
Korea, the nuclear issue, resolved there for their own reasons and
have an interest in seeing a nuclear-free peninsula. We have heard
speculation among Chinese academics and non-officials that per-
haps Beijing should consider the leverage that may come from their
cooperation on North Korea to try to promote a different set of ac-
tions or policies from the United States on Taiwan. We have not
seen it in the official channels at all.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you very much. I thank the Chairman for
his generosity with the time.

Mr. LEACH. Well, thank you, Mr. Ackerman. Your great Chair-
manship was one I appreciated serving under.

Mr. ACKERMAN. It is a mutual admiration society, I assure you,
although I appreciated the former much more. [Laughter.]

Mr. LEACH. Let me assert, the only part of that observation I
would like to make, I think, on the Taiwan issue: The Administra-
tion is proceeding quite thoughtfully and impressively in concert
with past Administrations, so there is great consistency and like-
wise on this Committee on this issue, I think there is a great con-
sistency.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I would concur with that, certainly, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Would the Chairman yield?

Mr. LEACH. Yes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I would also suggest that perhaps if our
leaders would stop making any more name calling, it might be
helpful in that cultural realm of misunderstandings and a mutual
friendship that could be better created. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Rohrabacher?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, not being at all interested in having a
cultural understanding with a bunch of gangsters who are threat-
ening to kill innocent human beings on Taiwan, I guess I will just
have to resort to name calling.

What we got out of this is the Administration has made it clear
through this testimony today that the United States will militarily
defend Taiwan if it is attacked militarily by the Government on the
mainland?

Mr. SCHRIVER. Sir, we will obviously stand by the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act and the military commitments that are addressed in the
act, absolutely.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. If Taiwan were to be attacked and
missiles were to be launched, it would not be just a military re-