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Becoming Engaged? —

The European Union and Cross-Strait Relations =

® Gunter Schubert

I. Introduction: Setting the Tone for Europe's Engagement in the

Cross—Strait Conflict

The EU supports the peaceful resolution of differences between Taiwan and the

mainland, and believes that the gradual integration of both economies into the

world trading system will contribute to this goal.!

The European Parliament recommends that the political pillar of the ASEM process
should include a comprehensive approach on conflict prevention and peace
keeping, e.g., supporting political dialogue between North and South Korea, as
well as between the People's Republic of China and Taiwan on the question of
Taiwan: and urges the Commission to propose that a dialogue be started within
ASEM on security matters with a view to defining conflict prevention

mechanisms.

It is established wisdom that the so—called Taiwan question is one of the most
complicated security issues in the Asia—Pacific. Although there are currently no
signs of any military escalation, conflict in the Taiwan strait cannot be ruled
out as long as the issue of Taiwanese sovereignty remains unsettled. Beijing and
Taipei are stuck in a political stalemate since the mid—1990s that does not
seem to let them any way out: Whereas the Communist leadership on the mainland
insists on its one—China principle, claiming that Taiwan is an integral part of
China (i.e., the PRC), the island republic's DPP government — as its Kuomintang
predecessor — rejects any such pretention. This even more so, as Beigjing sticks

to its position that new cross—Strait negotiations are preconditioned by

Taipei's unequivocal recognition of the PRC's sovereignty over Taiwan.® At the
same time, we face a growing military build—up in the Taiwan strait: Beijing

continuously reinforces its capabilities of blockading and invading Taiwan,



whereas Taipei upgrades its strategic defense posture in order to keep a

precarious military balance in the Taiwan strait.? In spite of this, according

to most analysts China will inevitably gain "hardware supremacy" over Taiwan

later in this decade.” Thereafter, the island's political survival will very
much depend on the determination of the United States to fight back a Chinese
military offensive against Taiwan. As it is the declared aim of the PRC
government and military establishment to prop up the People's Liberation Army to
a degree that would deter Washington or make any U.S. engagement extremely
costly, a war in the Taiwan strait is a real danger — at least in the long
run.”

It is therefore important to get cross—Strait negotiations back on track again.
As it seems, however, the two protagonists themselves will not be able to
trigger a new round of high—level talks any time soon. Nothing should be

expected in this regard from the change of guards in the PRC leadership that

materialized at the 16 CP National Congress in November 2002. Hu Jintao will
need considerable time to secure his power before being able to venture on a
policy initiative that might touch upon Taiwan — if this is ever what he wants
to do. On the other side, Taiwanese mainland policy probably won't see much more

flexibility in the future than it shows now — even if a 'blue camp' —government
takes over after the presidential elections in 2004." Against this background,

this paper explores the possibility of an active European engagement® in the
Sino—Taiwanese conflict. However remote this possibility seems to be under

current circumstances, it is useful to start thinking about it for various

reasons: J

e Since there is now a basic understanding among all EU member states that

the Union's political integration has to be driven forward and its

international standing to be enhanced,10 a debate has started among policy—
makers in Brussels and different foreign ministries in Europe — not to
speak of the interested academia — on a more substantial European
commitment in the field of international conflict resolution. Although
"hotspots' on the Balkan and in the Near and Middle East are of primary
concern here for the moment, Pacific—Asia has come into focus as early as
1994 when the EU became a full member of the ASEAN Regional Forum. Since
its third meeting, the Union and its member states have also tried hard to
integrate the issue of regional security cooperation into the ASEM

process,” although reactions to this attempt have been mixed so far on the

side of the Asians, not at least the Chinese.
e It is not only the probable outcome of proactive security policies to
generate organic unity which, for its part, enhances leverage in

international politics (to be used once again for new security policies)



that speaks for a more noticeable European presence in the Asia—Pacific.
Moreover, it is also in the best material interests of the Europeans to
have a role to play in security matters in this part of the world. Even if
distance is a barrier here, it has long been recognized that the Asia—
Pacific is one of the most important regions for European economic
activities in the present and future. Europe—Asia trade is constantly
growing, as the 'Asia thrill' has returned to European government leaders
and businessmen — if it had ever vanished after the Asian crisis of
1997/98. European concerns for worldwide sustainable development and
environmental protection taken in, there is doubtlessly much at stake for
the EU in Asia. Generally spoken, trouble in this part of the world
backfires negatively to what the European idea stands for: Fair trade,
economic prosperity and sustainable welfare, good governance and peace.
Also, Europe might be able to engage in Asian security issues in a much
more efficient way than others (as, for instance, the United States).
Although it has no military presence in the region nor the intention to be

nl2

more than a "soft power in this part of the world — meaning to rely
primarily on diplomatic means to convince governments to change their
behavior — these restrictions (in realist terms) can turn into true assets
with regimes that would otherwise withdraw to uncompromising ideological
and militarist language. With no other resources than "soft power" to

bring pressure to any conflict party, the European Union could probably do

well as a mediator in such complicated issues like the South China Sea

dispute, Korean rapproachment or the 'Taiwan question'.13 If EU political
integration proceeds and a more unified European voice in international
politics evolves, European "soft power" will gain ever more potential to
influence foreign governments. With respect to the PRC, this would mainly
result from Europe's position as a counterbalancing force against U.S.
"hegemonism" in the "multipolar world system" that Chinese leaders want to
see.

In the case of China, the EU would have a point in responding
constructively to Beijing's long—time efforts to bring Europe and China
closer together in its design of multipolarity. By advocating, for
instance, a Europe—China alliance for peace and security cooperation
stretching out to all matters of common concern, the EU might claim a
right to speak on highly sensitive issues as Taiwan and the South China
Sea dispute as well — besides questions concerning nuclear weapons and

missile technology proliferation which are already on the agenda of the

ASEM process and the EU China summits.'*

Besides this, Europe has something to offer when it comes to the technical
aspects of peaceful conflict resolution. What has been called, for
instance, a total failure of European peace efforts in the Balkan wars of

the 1990s, works remarkably well in today's Macedonia and even Kosovo,



where a mixture of UN military presence with substantial European
participation, OECD—led confidence building measures (CBMs) and EU-—
sponsored projects of a wide array of civilian organizations engaged in
conflict prevention and mediation — not to speak of the Union's financial
contribution to reconstruction efforts — have done their part to impede
military escalation and violent regression and to foster gradual (ethno—
political) reconciliation in former Yugoslavia. These experiences form part
of a European "conflict resolution arsenal" that the EU's Common Foreign

and Security (CSFP) project can make use of in any future activity, also

in the Asia—Pacific and the cross—Strait conflict.'”

e Finally, as will be discussed in detail later, the EU offers a model for
building peaceful inter—state relations through economic and political
cooperation combined with a vision to overcome the national divide and to
sponsor a new (post—national) political entity. The historical and
contemporary experiences of European integration are an asset which can be
used by the EU to play a role in the gradual construction of an Asian
security community (as tentatively envisaged by ASEAN—ARF) or — more

specifically — in solving the Sino—Taiwanese conflict.

Up to the very present, the European Union sticks to a hands—off approach
concerning Taiwan. Although the EU commission and council have stated at various

occasions in recent years to support a peaceful solution of the "Taiwan

question,”16 both have never put in doubt European adherence to the principle of
"one China" as defined by the PRC. The European Parliament has been more

outspoken on the issue over the years,“

but this has not produced a new
European stand on Taiwan so far. However, expressing concern on the precarious
situation in the Taiwan Strait every time a crisis is evolving sounds nice, but
is obviously insufficient for gaining sustainable peace. Also, courageous
resolutions condemning Chinese pressure on Taiwan and demanding more European
recognition of Taiwan's quasi—state sovereignty do not make up for clear—defined
guidelines to be condensed to a constructive Taiwan policy approach that would
be actively promoted in Sino—European diplomatic encounters. Such an approach
must certainly contain: (1) one or more short—term and medium—term goal
definition(s), depending on the periodization of the conflict resolution scheme
to be applied:; (2) a set of measures to achieve each goal; and (3) a conceptual
framework providing orientation for the definition of goals and operative

measures and for the long—term direction of the conflict resolution process.

If ever the European Union decides to modify its current policy and dig into

the Taiwan issue more actively — a point that is to be discussed more in detail
later on — it must have such an approach. This implies to develop or decide on
a conceptual framework first, then going on to the definition of goals and

finally proposing the adequate measures to achieve each of them. What the



Furopean Union needs doing in the very beginning, however, is analyzing as
"cool" and matter—of—factly as possible the present state in the Taiwan Strait,
Sino—Taiwanese relations and, at least as important, the political debates on
these issues in both the PRC and Taiwan. The following sections are an attempt
to draw the contours of a reasonable EU policy approach towards Taiwan that very
much deviates from the (non—)approach that one faces today. Since a
theoretically concise concept is most important for any practical short— or
medium—term goal definition and also for the operative measures to be taken in

the Taiwan Strait, those subsequent issues are of secondary concern here. '®

[I. Theorizing Cross—Strait Relations: The Issue of Sovereignty

What is precisely meant by a "cool" analysis of present Sino—Taiwanese relations
besides simply affirming the precarious political and military stalemate that
prevails — with ascending tension — since the mid—1990s? Doubtlessly, such an
analysis has to come to terms with the issue of Taiwanese sovereignty. As Jean—
Pierre Cabestan has rightfully pointed out in the introduction of a recent
edition of China Perspectives focusing on this issue, "it is almost impossible
for Peking and Taipei to find a lasting agreement unless and until the PRC and
(...) Taiwan begin some fresh thinking on the notion of sovereignty and draw
from the experience accumulated by other divided nations and supra—national

entities such concepts as might help them to find a mutually satisfactory

formula. "' As impossible would it be for the European Union to venture on a
proactive Taiwan policy without engaging in such "fresh thinking". However, this
implies an inevitable deviation from the current EU-standpoint of Taiwan being a
PRC province. It is not difficult to see what big step this would actually be

for the Union and its member states. Yet, acknowledgment of de facto Taiwanese

sovereignty — spelled out as internal (positive) or external (negative)
sovereigntyEo — must be the starting point of any new engagement effort to bear
fruit.

This said, four models or conceptual approaches will be discussed in the
following sections that are considered by this author as representative — may
be even paradigmatic — for recent intellectual undertakings to deal with
Taiwanese sovereignty and to overcome the dead point in current cross—Strait

relations: Lynn T. White's truce proposal, the central contribution to a forum

discussion on the "Taiwan question" in a 2000 edition of China Information;:~! He
Baogang's and Jeremy T. Paltiel's attempts on divided sovereignty under the roof
of "one China" in the above—mentioned 2001 edition of China Perspectives:“® and
Zhang Yazhong's neo—functionalist integration theory advocating the idea of a

"third subject' that has been laid out in a whole set of publications since the

early 1990s.7? Certainly enough, this selection is far from being exhaustive, as



conceptual thinking on cross—Strait relations has gained considerable momentum
in recent years among scholars outside the PRC. However, this author believes

that the analysis of the debate wouldn't be substantially enriched by putting in

more models out in the market.“! These approaches should be carefully studied in
FEurope, if a serious debate on a new Taiwan policy is put on the agenda of the
EU or its member states and a decision for future third—-party engagement in the

Sino—Taiwanese conflict to be taken.

Model 1: A Truce in the Taiwan Strait

The most restrictive design for giving space to Taiwanese sovereignty is Lynn T.

Whites proposal of a temporary truce between Beigjing and Taipei.25 Actually,
what he is particularly concerned about is not to guarantee Taipei substantial
sovereignty as a precondition of achieving peace in the Taiwan Strait. On the
contrary, the island is repeatedly reminded of its enduring security dilemma by
insisting on too much sovereignty in the eyes of mainland Chinese nationalism.®
Furthermore, a temporary agreement between Beijing and Taipei would reduce the
danger of Washington being dragged into a Sino—Taiwanese war. This danger is

real for White, as he thinks it "increasingly naive" of the United States to

believe that under current circumstances Taiwan and China will engage in

peaceful negotiations to resolve their conflict.?’

As nobody wants a war in the United States, nor in China and Taiwan, the idea
is "a temporary truce between Taipei and Beijing, by which the mainland would
not pursue force while the island would not pursue independence during a
cooling—off period. Their unofficial foundations might agree to note a third
party's list of current diplomatic ties (without legitimating these formally),
so that neither side could later claim the other side was breaking the truce
because of old diplomacy. Cross—Strait negotiations on all other topics could be

more fruitful if a 'time out' were called on both the island's implicit threat

of non—Chinese sovereignty and the mainland's military threat."”® More
precisely, White suggests the following wording of a truce to be negotiated and
agreed on by the PRC's Association for Relations Across the Taiwan Strait
(ARATS) and Taiwan's Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF), the two semi—official

organizations of both sides which are in charge of bilateral negotiations:

The Beijing side would not pursue major military force to assert its claim to
Taiwan for several decades (e.g., fifty vears), and the Taipei side would
forswear declaring non—Chinese independence on Taiwan during that same period.
The two foundations might also note, without approving, an unofficial neutral
party's 1list of the diplomatic liaisons their authorities currently claim. They
would permit that this agreement might later be modified by further interim

agreements between the two foundations in the course of the ongoing discussions



to which they are already committed.?’

Looking at the problem of sovereignty here, it is noticeable that White opts for
a "freezing" of the current asymmetric state of affairs in which Taiwan is not
an internationally recognized entity, but enjoys 'sub—official' (or de facto)
sovereignty. More than this would "overestimate the value of continued ROC

demands for diplomatic 'breathing space', a demand that "has now become totally

irrelevant to Taiwan's security.“w However, "this truce would practically —
though not explicitly — assure the emergence after fifty years of a Chinese
confederation retaining full democracy at least on Taiwan: so it would meet each

side's main substantive demands, which each side's politicians are still too

awed by sovereign emblems to serve effectively."31 White claims that by securing
Taiwan's de facto sovereignty as it exists today for a long enough period, the
best is achieved for the island republic and for peace in the Taiwan strait.?
The setting of a fifty—year time—frame, sharply reminiscent of the Hong Kong

formula, is most important to the author, because otherwise Beijing would be out

of the deal.

White thinks his approach to be most practical, as it avoids to ground any
solution of the cross—Strait conflict on the tricky concepts of (Taiwanese)
national identity and sovereignty, which for him appear to be purely ideological
issues and difficult to handle in any cross—Strait agreement. Since security is
the most important issue, identity and sovereignty should step back in order to
find a compromise with Beijing that institutionalizes peace for the time being.
Taiwan should be aware that the United States would only defend the liberal
institutions established in Taiwan, but not Taipei's claim to be a non—Chinese
nation that has to be rescued from mainland Chinese nationalism and
expansionism. White takes some effort in his article to make clear that China is
more important for the United States than is tiny Taiwan and that therefore,
Taiwan's politicians are gambling most irresponsibly when they hold on to a
strategy of ongoing resistance against Beijing's pressure to start political

negotiations, as they think Taiwan to be under the safe umbrella of U.S.

military support.&gThe author concludes by summoning U.S. leaders that they
"should clarify in public that they will not defend Taipei from being
politically connected to Beijing, as soon as Beijing makes clear that its
promises of practical autonomy for Taiwanese can be backed by credible long—term
guarantees of enforcement controlled for a long time on the island, not Jjust by

words from the mainland.">*

As becomes clear in White's response to various commentaries by well—-known China

scholars in the same edition of China Information,35 his model takes seriously
Beijing's offer of a widened version of the 'one country, two systems'—formula.

At the same time, he speculates on a "loose confederal system" that might evolve



through the fifty years of guaranteed peace in the Taiwan Strait. He insists

not to advocate the Beijing version of the "one China" principle,36 but that
reunification after fifty years "would depend on interim Taiwanese Jjudgments

"3 1t is obvious that

about the China it will in any case have to face then.
White believes that China will change in the meantime to a more democratic

country that would abstain from any violent action against Taiwan, enabling both

to finally agree peacefully on the ultimate political status of the island.®®
What the U.S. will or should defend till this distant day is Taiwanese

democracy, not Taiwanese nationalism or external sovereignty.

Model 2: A "Confederal China" Represented in the UN

Whereas Lynn T. White does not problematize the issue of Taiwan's sovereignty,
but — by advising Taipei to accept a unification deal — adheres to the concept
of an undivided Chinese State to be represented by the PRC (at least for the
time being), He Baogang goes in another direction. His approach focuses on the
question how to give substance to the idea of a "confederal China." As he
writes, "to settle the Taiwan question peacefully, both sides of the Taiwan

Strait need to pool their sovereignty to form a lose federation and share

sovereignty in the UN. "% The key for a solution lies in the establishment of
two "asymmetric seats" in the UN, by which "Taiwan would still be a part of

China, while at the same time enJjoying special status in the UN that would

recognize its current status and international position."40 As contemporary
examples for such a structure, he names the cases of San Marino (associated with
Italy, while still being a sovereign state that controls its own foreign

policy) and Liechtenstein (also a sovereign state, but sharing power with
Switzerland in the UN). What the author suggests here, is dual representation of

China along the German model between 1973 and 1990, the Yemen model between
1967 and 1990 or the Korean model since 1991*! — albeit Taiwan is granted

asymmetric recognition only.4

It follows in the article a 1list of benefits that China would harvest by such
an agreement, among them — somewhat unconvincing — the facilitation of an
Economic Union and a gain of more trustworthiness in the eyes of the Taiwanese,
helping to bring them back on the track of unification. Beijing should not
regard a UN seat for Taiwan as a pathway to independence, but as a stepping—
stone to a unified China. However, "recognition of Taiwan having a seat in the

UN is a special arrangement that would require Taipei's stated commitment to

reunification in return."* What the author envisages is confederalism "in the
following sense: although Chinese sovereignty should be realized through a

formal unification of mainland China and Taiwan, Taiwan is allowed to have its

own army, police force, currency, and parliament."44 This sounds pretty much as



the widened "one country, two system" formula that Beijing has proposed to
Taipei long ago—yet with the important difference that the two systems to be

designed here acquire equal international statehood at least temporarily.

As sovereignty today is no longer sacred but actually a "commodity that has an
exchange value," He Baogang appeals to Chinese pragmatism to solve the 'Taiwan
question' peacefully. As long as both the PRC and Taiwan uphold the principle of
absolute and undivided sovereignty for their respective countries, war seems to
be the only consequence for the future of cross—Strait relations. More
specifically, the author stresses that Beijing cannot treat the Taiwan issue as
an internal affair anymore and should accept that a peaceful settlement requires

"certain forms of foreign 'intervention' so as to build up a trust mechanism

acceptable to the Taiwan people.”‘15 At the same time, Taiwan's nationalists must
give up the aim of formal independence and the foundation of a new Republic of
Taiwan. Both sides have to accept that absolute sovereignty must be traded for

peace.

It is interesting how the author introduces the notion of "post—modern
sovereignty" in the final part of his article, which he sees embodied in the
state—transcending model of European integration that should be the point of
reference for Sino—Taiwanese relations in the future. Although China has still
a far way to go to accept such new look on sovereignty, the formation of
supranational organizations and the gradual adaptation to the standards of
today's international society — as the recognition of universal human rights
and the practice of democracy — characterize post—modern sovereignty as an
inevitable pathway. To He Baogang, the European Union "certainly offers rich
intellectual resources regarding the multiple possibilities of sovereignty

arrangements" that China can learn from.*°

Model 3: "One China with Parallel Jurisdictions" Represented in the UN

Still a different answer to the problem of Taiwanese sovereignty is tested by
Jeremy T. Paltiel, whose point of departure is the fact that Taipei refuses to
be subordinated legally or politically to Beijing and that it is therefore

necessary to find a formula that can "reconcile 'one China' — a doctrine that
both parties to the dispute have pledged to uphold in principle’” — with

divided sovereignty."48 Directly linked to this problem is for Paltiel the
question, if domestic sovereignty can be guaranteed in some form to Taiwan

without creating "two Chinas" — something that according to the author has not

been substantiated in theory and practice with any model, yet.49 Obviously, the
formula of "one country, two systems" does not fit Paltiel's precondition of
workable Taiwanese sovereignty, because the island republic is permitted a too

limited international role here and — as important — the Hong Kong blueprint



does not contain any commitment that binds Beijing to its promise of autonomy by

international law.”

Asserting that Beijing's uncompromising strategy of forcing Taipei under its

exclusive sovereignty and electoral politics in Taiwan have both made the island

republic ever more determined to advocate a "two China" policy,51 Paltiel
insists that Taiwan has to face the fact of international non—recognition.
Consequently, there is nothing more as to get a compromise from Beijing on the
issue of sovereignty. The key of a promising new initiative, as Paltiel
continues, "lies in separating the domestic and international aspects of

sovereignty and taking the broadest possible interpretation of the 'one China'

principle consistent with political negotiations.”32 Under these premises, the
author argues for Taiwan to have "substantive legal autonomy in association with

the PRC in contrast or substitution for quasi—sovereignty under threat from the

PRC,”53 urging both sides to make a deal and to give up striving for exclusive
sovereignty: "Without, at the minimum, some legally binding and effective
restrictions on the Jjurisdiction of the central government along confederal or
at least federal lines consistent with an association of parallel rather than
subordinate Jjurisdictions, there is no realistic formula for negotiated

unity."54

The idea of parallel jurisdictions under a one—China framework, on which both
parties have explicitly to agree, would open the possibility for a "Chinese

Commonwealth" substantiated by a "common superstructure" — or a "superstructure

of a common state" to be negotiated between the protagonists.55 Concerning
international representation, both Taiwan and the PRC "would agree that
embassies of each side be considered 'embassies of China' but that neither side

seek to represent the interests of the other without explicit instructions of

the respective government."ySHence, Taiwan would finally gain international
recognition, although a conditional one: it would have to bind itself to the
idea of "one China" to be gradually realized through the systematic
establishment of common institutions and state structures following
international diplomatic recognition of the Sino—Taiwanese agreement.57 Finally,
this agreement should be secured by international guarantees, not a least to
assure Taipei that it wouldn't fall into the trap of Hong Kong autonomy which is

much more fragile for the simple fact of depending exclusively on Beijing's good

will.>® However, a third party must not interfere in the negotiation process of

constructing a new Chinese state itself, for this is a matter to be settled

under (common) Chinese sovereignty:*

At first sight, this approach does not differ too much from He Baogang's

proposal, as both uphold the concept of "one China" and advocate conditional



international representation for Taiwan. Also, both speak tentatively of
confederalism to point at the necessity that conditional sovereignty for Taiwan
must not mean legal or political subordination. Finally, both authors demand
international guarantees for the interim agreement that the two sides must agree
upon before Taiwan's international recognition can be institutionalized.
However, Paltiel seems to demand a bigger commitment to reunification from
Taiwan than He Baogang when he urges both Beijing and Taibei to engage in
systematic integration by the establishment of cooperation projects and common
administrative structures. Most important, however, is both authors' pleading
for a degree of internationally sanctioned Taiwanese (de Jure) sovereignty that
clearly transcends Lynn T. White's proposal of a "freeze" of the limited (de
facto) sovereignty that Taiwan currently enjoys. Whereas all three approaches
would be hard to accept for Beijing, the latter two would be harder so than the

first.

Model 4: Constituting a "Third Subject"

One of the most elaborated approaches to the recent debate on cross—Strait
relations and the "Taiwan question" has been presented by Taiwan scholar Zhang
Yazhong and his idea of a 'third subject' as an answer to the issue of
Taiwanese sovereignty. His proposal should indeed be very stimulating for
Furopean policy makers in their efforts to give the EU a voice in the Sino—
Taiwanese conflict, since it is modelled along the European example of
establishing peace and mutual cooperation between different political entities

or states ready to overcome past hostilities.

Zhang Yazhong's starting point is the signing of an interim agreement (guoduxing

xieyi) between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait as the basic precondition for

a normalization of Sino—Taiwanese ties.®’ Said this, the author makes clear that
such an agreement couldn't severe the question of sovereignty from the rest of
its content as most protagonists of a truce between Beijing and Taipei advocate,
since "any substantial agreement will necessarily touch upon governance

(zhiquan) , and governance has more often than not commonly shared and mutually

dependent relations with sovereignty (Zhuquan)."61 Taiwan, however, would
certainly have to compromise on the issue of sovereignty in the proposed
agreement, which means to give legal assurance to its promise to keep open the

final outcome of the island republic's political status and to pursue

reunification.® Without this, no deal can be struck with Beijing.

Who is actually signing the proposed interim agreement — two sovereign states?
How can both sides tackle the "one China" principle that has to be the basis of
any agreement that Beijing is supposed to accept? According to the author, these

tricky questions are best handled by the introduction of a new notion in the



"

very beginning to replace the wording of "one China," thereby modifying its
homogenizing and usurping tone, that Taiwan finds so hard to accept: This notion
would be "China as a whole" or "the whole China" (zhengge Zhongguo). The "whole
China" is represented by both the Republic of China on Taiwan and the People's
Republic of China on the mainland: its state authority (guojia quanli) is
commonly exerted by both sides as long as reunification has not materialized,
yet. Although there is no time frame to be set for eventual reunification, both
sides will commit themselves by legal assurances to this aim. Consequently,

their relations turn to be "inter—state," taking middle ground between purely

internal and foreign relations in terms of international 1aw." The signing of

the interim agreement would therefore be the founding act of "the whole China".

Zhang backs his idea by pointing at its identity with former Western Germany's
approach to the issue of German reunification. As a matter of fact, Western
Germany postulated to represent the "whole Germany" (Gesamtdeutschland, i.e.,
Western Germany including the territory of the former German Democratic Republic
in the East), which it considered to be a juridical reality. This approach made
it then possible for Bonn in the early 1970s to accept dual German

representation in the UN, since "the whole Germany" did not cease to exist by

this move.% Behind this background, Zhang Yazhong suggests a reinterpretation
of UN resolution 2758 of 1971, which just clarified that the PRC was the only

"

legitimate representative of "the whole China," whereas it didn't say that the

PRC is "the whole China."% This subtlety, so the author's argument, opens space
for giving a UN seat to Taiwan under the roof of "the whole China." There
should be no problem with dual representation of "the whole China" as long as
both Taiwan and the PRC cooperate on the basis of a political and legal
commitment not to be "eternally separated."66

Following this, the author specifies the relationship between Taiwan and the PRC
and insists that the concept of "the whole China" or "one China, two states"

(yi Zhong, liang guo) — an alternative formula that he advocates — does differ
categorically from those concepts and slogans that Beijing continuously reJjects,
as "two Chinas" (liangge Zhongguo), "one China, one Taiwan" (yi Zhong, yi Tai)
or "special state—to—state relations" (teshu guo yu guo guanxi). It is Taiwan's
legally assured commitment not to strive for secession from "the whole China"

that makes the difference:

In the definition of "one China, two states," it is the promise to "one China,"
by which Taiwan expresses not to seek a legal basis for leaving "the whole
China": 'two states' expresses the reality between both sides and the mutual
respect for their respective subjectivities (zhutixing). Such relations are
somewhat comparable to those of brothers, who have bound themselves not to leave
the big family: although they have an absolute right to control their own small

67



housholds, they consult over and control together the big family.

Next is a more specific explanation of how Taiwan and China would enjoy
international recognition under the roof of "the whole China." This directly
touches upon the question of how far—reaching Taiwanese sovereignty can actually
go in this concept. Zhang speaks of equal representation of the "whole China" by
both Taiwan and the PRC, but this is an equality marked by asymmetry (bu
duichen). For example, the PRC enjoys permanent membership in the UN National
Security Council, whereas the Republic of China would certainly never do. How
exactly dual representation of "the whole China" materializes when it comes down
to the details, depends all on mutual consultation and negotiation between
Taiwan and the PRC, undertaken in a spirit of good—will and compromise.68

The author concedes that his idea to bring in a "third subject" (disan zhuti)
for resolving the conflict on sovereignty between Taiwan and the PRC is hard to
understand, but things become easier if the European Union's history and present
are taken as a point of reference: "In international relations, the EU is a
"state of the whole Europe' (zhengge Outi guojia), whose existence does not
preclude its member states to enjoy subjectivity at this level. Given their own
respective representations, the two sides of the Taiwan Strait could make up
delegations to represent 'the whole China' (...) in, for instance, the World
Health Organization, the International Labor Organization, the UN General

Assembly, the World Trade Organization, etc., and observer groups to

corresponding international organizations."69 To put it in a nutshell: Whenever

both sides agree to cooperate, they appear on scene as one actor (a "third

subject") representing "the whole China." "

The most important element of this concept is the idea of gradual integration as

the forerunner and driving force of reunification.’ Zhang Yazhong emphasizes
that at the beginning, the "third subject" would operate on a restricted level
only, providing a framework for regular consultation and contact between Taiwan
and the PRC. However, as this leads up to more unified action and, consequently,
integration, the "third subject" is granted ever more authority and power, along
with a growing legitimacy to transcend the sovereignty of both Chinese states.
Eventually, this brings about the "whole China" as the only player around, as

both Taiwan and the PRC have reached an ultimate agreement to skip the rest of

their respective sovereignties for the benefit of the "third subJect."72

The author claims that this approach, grounded on a thorough analysis of the
history and current state of European integration, is the best practical

solution to the security problem in the Taiwan Strait and the future of both

China and Taiwan facing the challenge of "global economic liberalism."™ As
indicated earlier, his proposal seems to be more elaborated as the foregoing

models and relies on an example which has worked pretty well during the post—



World War II decades: European integration. It is probably extending Taiwanese

sovereignty most of all concepts discussed here, even using the formula of "one

"

country, two states," which implies internationally recognized statehood for
Taiwan equal to that of the PRC — with the important qualification, however,
that this is asymmetric sovereignty to be negotiated within the framework of
"the whole China" and legally committed to transform common Chinese sovereignty
in the future. The exact point of time when this will happen depends on the
degree of voluntary integration of the two Chinas which is nevertheless to be
actively pursued by them in all suitable sectors of their economic, social and
political systems. If the European Union decides to articulate and implement a

new Taiwan policy that takes seriously the postulate of granting Taiwan

substantial sovereignty as a precondition of a lasting peace between Beijing and

Taipei, its own model of "sovereign integration"7""L might be the most suitable

framework for such a purpose.

[II. Intervening as a Third Party in the Sino—Taiwanese Conflict: Why

Europe Would Better Do Than the United States

It is no question that if the European Union decided to embark on a model of
"sovereign (asymmetric) integration" between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait
under the roof of "one China" and, under these premises, advocated an UN seat
for Taiwan, it would divert significantly from Washington's long—time Taiwan
policy. It would also arouse unavoidable and strong opposition from the current
Chinese leadership and its "one China" principle. However, this author contends
that it is European "soft power" and a model combining sovereignty, integration
and reunification as a long—term goal (depending on the success of integration)
that would ultimately win out against the resistance from Beijing, Washington
(and like—minded spirits within the community of China scholars) — if the
European Union started actively to promote such a model. There is no peaceful

solution to the "Taiwan question," if Taiwanese sovereignty — not autonomy —

is not accepted and internationally recognized, but categorically rejected.

The United States has often enough declared not to intervene in any negotiations

between the PRC and Taiwan'® and "only" to make sure that Beijing abstains from
military action and that Taiwan does not declare independence. This approach has
secured a "cold peace" in the Taiwan Strait, but has proven to be unhelpful to
sponsor any sustainable deal for two reasons: First, it leaves a complicated
problem to two protagonists who are obviously unable to solve it bilaterally,
while the "cold peace" between them is becoming ever more unstable; and second,
the U.S. approach is conceptually incoherent, as it does not problematize the
issue of Taiwanese sovereignty, which is the key to any peaceful solution of the

76



current conflict. By so—called "strategic ambiguity", Washington keeps the
final decision for itself, if, when and how the U.S. is going to intervene in a
military conflict in the Taiwan Strait, while it would not interfere in any
bilateral talks between Taipei and Beijing. There is much consistence at least
concerning this last point, as any U.S. attempt to be an active third party
would most certainly provoke strong counter—reactions in the PRC with dangerous
repercussions for Asia—Pacific security. The same danger, however, does not lure
if the European Union started such an attempt with only soft power resources to

bring into the mediation process and no geo—strategic interest in Asia that

might collide with Chinese foreign policy obJectives.77 Chinese resistance would
still be strong, but it could not be legitimized on the grounds of realist

political thinking to the same degree as it would be the case with U.S.

intervention.”® If the European Union has a well—elaborated and practical
approach at hands which it advocates with political perseverance and patience,
it might be best suited to bring new momentum to cross—Strait negotiations and

to contribute to a peaceful solution of the conflict.

IV. Limits and chances of a new European Taiwan policy

As has been indicated earlier, chances for a modification of the current EU
stand on Taiwan along the conceptual lines outlined above are slim today. With
FEurope—China relations still at the beginning of their institutionalization, the
EU's internal unity rather weak in terms of any co—ordinated foreign and defense
policy, and the "Taiwan question" being one of the most sensitive issues for

the Chinese leadership at all, any change in Europe's Taiwan policy is
improbable for the time being. Certainly enough, PRC resistance against efforts
to internationalize the "Taiwan question" and to engage in "fresh thinking on
sovereignty" will be hard to overcome. Also, the political "surplus value" of
taking issue with the Beijing government's definition of the "one China
priniciple" is dubious, as it would strain Europe—China relations to the point
that the Union or its member states could be strongly sanctioned in the economic
realm, meaning a downgrading of trade relations and commercial opportunity on
the Chinese market. This all seems to make the foregoing sections of this

article "idle theorizing", widely neglecting political reality.

However, such a viewpoint underestimates the internal dynamics of European
political integration and the gradual evolution of a Common Foreign and Security
Policy within the European Union. One of the consequences of September 11 and
U.S. unilateralism might be a new momentum for European political integration —
at least in the long run. Even if "transatlanticists" and "Europeanists"
currently fight out a battle over the future path of the Union, it has spoken

up more confidently against those who do not share its values and political

convictions. There is some reason to believe that September 11 and its aftermath



have triggered what the protracted process of European political integration
could not achieve before: the formation of a body with clear principles to be
as strongly defended and advocated as those of other "great powers". It is
asserted in this article that European "soft power", stemming from moral
authority by strictly adhering to the principles of international law and from
political perseverance to live up to these principles — combined with limited
military and civilian capabilities to prevent and mediate regional and
international conflicts — will ultimately compensate for Europe's hard power

deficits.

Although the Iraq crisis and its aftermath may suggest otherwise, Europe will
certainly gain more international voice in the future through more political
integration, and this voice can and will be used to look more intently at
security problems worldwide. This will bring the "Taiwan question" into European
focus, too. Even today, as the EU's caution towards the PRC's claim over Taiwan
is more than evident, the problem is discussed behind the curtain in many
European foreign ministeries. As a matter of fact, nobody questions Taiwan's
legitimate claim for substantial sovereignty. While in the future, the European
Union will continue to be strongly interested in good relations with the PRC it
will also make them more compatible with those principles and objectives of a

Common Foreign and Security Policy which have recently been spelled out by the

European Convention.” The stronger this policy becomes, the less probable that
its fundamental aims can be compromised by tactical retreat — as is the case
with Europe's current Taiwan policy in the eye of steadfast Chinese opposition
to any international dialogue on the issue. If Taiwan remains a "hotspot" for
regional and international security, Europe will have to deal with the problem
sooner or later. Whoever thinks such development hypothetical should have a

second look at the process of European political integration since September 11.

V. Conclusions

As it was argued at the beginning of this paper, any active engagement in a
political conflict that is in danger of military escalation needs a workable
approach, consisting of a coherent conceptual framework, long—, mid—, and short—
term goal definitions and a set of operative measures to achieve each pre—
defined goal. It was this article's main aim to discuss the pillars of the
conceptual framework, which has to come to terms with the issue of Taiwanese
sovereignty. It was argued that ongoing non—-recognition of Taiwanese sovereignty
as advocated in Lynn T. White's truce proposal will not solve the problem.
Without substantial and internationally recognized sovereignty guaranteed to the
island republic it would not accept any "one China" solution—which, for its
part, must be considered a sine qua non for the Chinese leadership. Therefore,

it is



e internationally recognized sovereignty for Taibei

e within a framework of dynamic integration between Taiwan and the PRC

e sponsored by a mutually agreed formula of "one China"

e to be represented at the international level — if possible — as a "third

subject"

that has been considered here as the most appropriate approach to the "Taiwan

question". Once such a formula is accepted, the successive steps are easy to

make . %Y

According to the historical experience of the European model treated as a
blueprint here, there is no trade—off between sovereignty and integration (or
unification, if that is the perspective), but sovereignty is the necessary basis
for any peaceful integration (unification). The political structure of a unified
Europe is not pre—determined and right now could hardly be imagined as an
unitary European state. However, the work of the ongoing European Convention
makes clear that political integration goes ahead and gradually overcomes
national sovereignty without forcing it into surrender during the process.
Confederalism, federalism or state unity are Jjust heuristic concepts to give
names to a reality that is under negotiation and open in terms of time and
structure. European integration and unity is nurtured by a desire to co—operate,
a feeling to share a common identity and the conviction that things develop to
the benefit of all actors involved in the integration effort. The more this
process bears fruit, the more it gains momentum:; functional linkage effects and
political efforts go hand in hand here. It seems to this author, that the same
understanding of future cross—Strait relations and the fostering of unity in
Beijing and Taipei is basic for an enduring peace between them. It is time that

the Europeans start telling them — and they might do so soon.

*

This article will be published by ASIEN, a German Quarterly on Asian Affairs, in October
2003. Copyright remains with ASIEN.
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