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摘   要

多年來美方官員在談論對台政策時,經常使用不同的語彙來加以說明，然而美方卻一再聲稱，美國對台政策始終未變。由於語言是表達政策之工具，政治語彙的改變，究竟是否代表政策的改變。本篇報告希望從政治語彙分析的角度，對美國由卡特政府起，以迄目前布希政府之對台政策進行一系列的檢視，希望由此等歷史的回顧中，能對多年來的美國對台政策有更深一層的瞭解，並期盼由此等分析中可以更清楚的瞭解美方在使用這些語彙時其背後所代表的意義，或可作為未來我國與美國往來及溝通時之參考。
1、 目的：依據外交部選送中高級同仁出國進修計畫，奉准於93年6月16日至93年12月2日赴美國史丹福大學短期進修，除利用該校豐富之學術資源，就個人有興趣之科目進行研習，充實本職學能外，亦利用短暫停留史大期間，與同時在該校進修之各國研究人員及史大教職員進行互動，促進我國在史大之能見度。
2、 過程：進修期間除旁聽各知名教授（包括美國前國防部長William Perry）講授之課程外，亦就個人研究主題「從政治語彙分析美國的對台政策」進行資料彙集及並與指導教授前美國國防部助理國務卿Harry Rowen教授進行意見交換。於總結報告完成後，並於中大亞太研究中心舉行論文發表會，有各系所及校外人士約五十餘人與會，就相關事項交換意見，對提高史大學生及研究人員對於台灣事務之關心及注意提供具體的貢獻。
3、 專題研究心得：
(一)多年來美國官員在談到對台外交政策時，始終表示其政策未變，卻經常發現美方官員在談及對台政策時使用不同的語彙來加以說明。由於語言是表達政策之工具，政治語彙的改變，究竟是否代表政策的改變。本篇專題研究希望從政治語彙分析的角度，對美國由卡特政府起，以迄目前布希政府之對台政策進行一系列的檢視，希望由此等歷史的回顧中，能對多年來的美國對台政策有更深一層的瞭解，並期盼由此等分析中可以更清楚的瞭解美方在使用這些語彙時其背後所代表的意義，以作為未來我國與美國往來及溝通時之參考。
(二)在溝通進行之中，我們經常必須在兩種不利的情形下選擇損害較輕的結果，在溝通理論中稱此為雙避衝突(avoidance-avoidance conflict)。面對此一情形，如果選擇其中任何一種不利的結果將使本身的立場遭受損失，如果為了避免損失而選擇不予回應，則有違語用學中之禮貌原則(politeness principle)，為獲得妥適之解決方案，溝通的雙方爰採取模稜兩可的表達方式(equivocation)，並採用策略性的模糊來表達立場。
(三)在美國對台政策中可以看到許多的模糊化語彙。例如美國「認知」中共的「一個中國」立場；「經過一段時間最終」得以解決對台軍售問題等。這些語彙其實均係美國與中共在談判時因各自堅持其立場，在無法獲得共識，又不願意造成雙方談判無交集之負面印象，而刻意採取模糊化處理之政治語彙。由這些語彙中，亦可看出美國與中共在台灣問題上難以解決的歧見。

(四)二十多年來，歷經七位總統，美國對台政策仍然維持其三大主軸，即（一）美國的「一個中國」政策，美國對「中國」的定義採模糊的認知，留待海峽兩岸人民自行解決；（二）兩岸問題的解決，將以和平方式為之，任何有違和平原則之行動，美國均視為其「嚴重之關切」；（三）依據台灣關係法，美國有義務提供台灣足夠的防衛需求，而對台軍售之質與量，將視中共對台之威脅而定。

(五)多年來，上述基本政策並未改變。而在政治語彙上容或有所改變，多係為促使台海雙方在推動其各自的政治主張時，不致太過於徧離上述基本政策，及台海的和平及穩定。過去的數十年間，曾出現美國行政部門在美、中、台三邊關係上因為認知或立場不同，而使用不同的政治語彙，未來此等情形亦有可能繼續發生，是否可能因此引致其對台基本政策之調整，仍有待觀察。
(六)處於外交第一線的外交同仁，應深刻瞭解政治語彙在外交溝通上所代表的涵意，及使用的方式及時機，以期有助於我們的溝通的工作及任務的達成。

四、建議:

(一)史大名列美國一流學府，不論優良的師資、活潑的學術風氣、豐富的館藏及史料（僅其東亞圖書館即擁有數十萬冊中文圖書）、雋美之校園環境，均值得我國持繼派員進往進修，以在工作之外，亦有機會充實本職學養。惟目前我國派往史大進修之計畫多僅為期半年，就學習效果而言，似嫌不足，倘得以延長為一年時間，當可獲得更佳的成效。

(二)史大在美國學術界甚具影響力，甚多教授均曾於美國政府部長擔任重要職務，而現任美國國務卿萊斯亦係由史大副校長轉往行政部長任職。因此，史大之學術研究，對美國政策之走向具有相當程度之影響。有鑒於史大的影響力，韓國、日本及中國均派遣甚多之研究人員於史大進修，反觀我國之研究人員及支持之研究計畫則嫌不足。為加強我國在史大之能見度及史大對我國事務之關切，我似應增加派往史大研究之人員或加強與史大相關研究計畫之合作。
五、附錄：檢附個人研究專題「從政治語彙分析美國的對台政策」。
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A Rhetorical Analysis on the U. S. Foreign Policy toward Taiwan

Introduction

Whenever a journalist raises questions about the United States’ policy toward Taiwan in a State Department Briefing, the typical answer will normally be “the policy has not changed.” In most cases an elaboration from the podium will follow that the United States has its “One China policy” based on the three communiqués and its responsibilities under the Taiwan Relations Act. However, if nothing changed, the journalist would not bother to ask such a question. A journalist once asked this question in the State Department Brief: “Policy is described in words. When words change, so does the policy, doesn’t it?”
 And the answer to this question still is “the policy has not changed.” It is true that politics is largely a matter of words, and most political issues are presented in the forms of text or speech. We can use political discourse to answer genuine and relevant political questions and to deal with issues that are discussed in political science. In fact, much work on political discourse was traditionally done under the broad label of “rhetoric.”
  
Rhetoric is the oldest approach of political language which can covertly influence political thought and the outcome of political development in the international system. By proper use of political rhetoric, negotiations are held, speeches are made, debates take place, bargains are struck, proclamation, treaties are crafted and communiqués are signed.
 As James Andrews once indicated: “Only through the careful analyses its (the text) intricacies can the critic begin to interpret its overall function and judge its rhetorical worth.”
  Base on this idea, I wish to use a rhetorical analysis approach to conduct a review of the U. S. foreign policy toward Taiwan from Nixon to current Bush administration. I hope this review can help me get a better understanding of what kind of historical meanings stand behind the current U. S. foreign policy? How dose that policy shape into its current form? What has changed and what still endures? And what can we infer for the future development of U. S-Taiwan relations? And most importantly what can we learn from the rhetoric used in those historical events and documents?

Theoretical background 

What is rhetoric

Classical rhetoric was primarily developed as an art to persuade people in political assembly. When talking about rhetoric, people tend to give it a negative label because rhetoric is usually seen as verbose, hyperbolic, dishonest, and immoral.
 As Socrates once said: ”There is no need to know the truth of the actual matters, but one merely needs to discover some device of persuasion which will make one appear to those who do not know to know better than those who know.”

Other scholars think rhetoric has its positive meanings and functions and take rhetoric as the “study of misunderstandings and its remedies, understanding and cooperation in thinking;”
 the study of “perlocutionary force of utterances which is the effect speakers intend them to have on their audience,”
 or as “the conscious or unconscious use of verbal of nonverbal symbolic strategies to achieve identification between men.”  Kenneth Burk, a 20th Century social critic, proposes that “the function of rhetoric is to induce cooperation and to transcend hierarchy and estrangement in achieving the ‘Good Life.’” He takes rhetoric as the essence of communication and indicates that ”the rhetorical use of language is rooted in an essential function of language itself, namely the use of language as a symbolic means of inducing cooperation in beings that by nature respond to symbols.” Burk argues that whenever there is meaning there is persuasion and whenever there is persuasion there is rhetoric. As long as humans use language symbols at all, they cannot help being rhetorical.”
   

As Isocrates( 436- 338 BC) identified:

We are in no respect superior to other living creatures; nay, we are inferior to many in swiftness and in strength and in other resources; but, because there has been implanted in us the power to persuade each other and to make clear to each other whatever we desire, not only have we escaped the life of wild beast, but we have come together and founded cities and made laws and invented arts; and generally speaking, there is no institution devised by man which the power of speech has not helped us to establish.”

Human beings are better than animals simply because we know who to communicate with and know how to use rhetoric to form attitudes or to induce actions in other human agents and to seek to affect the behavior of the addressee. Therefore, rhetoric, when properly used can serve as a mean to facilitate communication with each other and to reach consensus among people with different opinion and thus become a solution for conflict. 

Rhetoric in the form of equivocation 

Rhetoric can present itself in many different forms and styles. I wish to discuss here a commonly seen rhetoric in a communication: that is “equivocation.” Having been addressed, if a person says one thing, it will lead to one outcome; another message will lead to another outcome; even silence would lead to still another. The success or failure of communications depends on the approach the participants are using. An invalid communication on the personal level can only hurt the feeling among a limited numbers of people, but a failure of a political communication on the international level may probably result in a serious military conflict. Therefore, it is not uncommon to witness an acceptable consensus in an international negotiation even though the parties involved might disagree with each other on many issues. This kind of “agree to disagree” is often presented in the form of equivocation. As Bavelas indicated, equivocation is the result of the individual’s communicative situation. Equivocation is avoidance; it is the response chosen when all other communicative choices in the situation would lead to negative consequences.
 

I wish to use Bavelas’ situation theory to illustrate how an equivocation results. In the course of a negotiation, there are occasions in which a choice must be made among several positive alternatives or among only negative alternatives. These are situations of conflict. The closer a person comes to these conflicts, the stronger the intensity of the consequence. This is so called the goal gradient and can be found in ordinary daily life. For example, when a golfer hit a lower seventy, he/she could not wait to tell all his/her friends about this great story immediately after that game over. However, when the same golfer did a bad game, he/she was reluctant to discuss the scores even when asked by others. This principle leads to interesting predictions of different communicative conflicts in which a choice must be made. If the conflict is between positive options, a typical case of approach – approach conflict, the person will choose whichever come to his/her mind first. Under the goal gradient principle, the attraction to the goal will increase when the person comes closer to that goal and the attraction to other option will decrease. When the alternatives are all negatives, which is so called avoidance – avoidance conflict, the different result will come out. While the person tries to avoid a negative option he/she will move to the other negative option. However coming close to the other option will make the situation worse and make former choice a better one because it is farther away. But, turning back to the first alternative will fall into the same cycle. This situation will make the person standing in between the two negative options, thinking about the best choice, will be leaving the field.  An avoidance- avoidance conflict is much more difficult to resolve and the best solution is to avoid both alternatives, if it is all possible.

It happens quite often in a communication that an inquiry from other person will apply pressure on the source to select one of the two unpleasant options. Offering a clear answer may offend the questioner or some other receiver, but failing to respond may violate the “Cooperative Principle”
 of communication. The source would like to avoid saying something that will offend somebody but wants to avoid appearing uncooperative. Under this circumstance, this avoidance- avoidance conflict produces an inner conflict that leads to equivocation.
 Here equivocation becomes a good solution because it is better than those negative options and can even be a success in solving the dilemma entirely. By using equivocation the message becomes ambiguous. Indeed, ambiguity is a necessary property of a message that must avoid saying anything, and under such a circumstance an ambiguous message become perfectly understandable.         

Ambiguity

We use language to convey thoughts and meaning, therefore, the true meaning does not reside in words, but in people’s mind and in specific contexts. As I. A. Richards indicated, meaning is not just a matter of linking a word to a thing, but encompasses the relation between the word, its referent, and the cluster of perceptions we associate with both. Words, by themselves, are open to ambiguity.
 Eric Eisenberg encourages the use of ambiguity. He thinks that rigid thought leads to overly specific, narrow language and such restrictive language fosters rigid thought. He claims that “this synergistic cycle can be reversed if the individual moves to ambiguous language,” and that “ambiguity allows change within the individual by reducing rigid thought.

Ambiguities play an essential part in the phenomena of linguistic politeness which combines two conflicting desires. On one hand, a speaker wants to convey a clear message. But if he expresses in its authentic form, he/she will insult a human being. On the other hand, he/she desires to soften the message to avoid making that human being feel offended or humiliated.
 In a political communication we can always find the so called strategic ambiguity. The purpose of this strategy is to promote unified diversity, to ease the inevitable tensions between the individual and the aggregate, to facilitate organizational change, both at the central and interpersonal levels, and to leave room for people to fill in rather than being specific.
 

As Drazen Pehar points out, ambiguities are pieces of language that can be interpreted as meaning A; can be interpreted as meaning B, but cannot be interpreted as A and B simultaneously. However, eventually, as a neutral source, from which, under specific focuses of interpretation, both A and B might at separate times spring. This is what makes ambiguities a sort of amazement to common sense, just like the "duck-rabbit" picture generates an optical unease.
 Pehar further illustrates that if two parties have strong and contradictory interests, and that neither side is ready to concede a part of its demand while, at the same time, the negotiations are running short of time and the parties can not discuss such concessions in more detail. Then the conflicts can be resolved by a compromise. The participants will come up with formulas which are open to at least two different interpretations. One to satisfy the interests of party A and another to gratify the interests of party B. Meaning A will thus stand in harmony with the interests, or preferences, of party A, while meaning B will stand in harmony with the interests, or preferences, of party B. Thus, the mediators maintain the integrity and comprehensiveness of the outcome of the negotiation, and, at the same time, reserve an elaborating. In other words, ambiguities make sure that, on the one hand, the parties retain their own individual perceptions as to "how things should proceed" and that, on the other, one common language is adopted, which both parties may later equally use.

The positive side of using ambiguity
Pehar also points out in his article that ambiguity, if properly used in a political communication, can achieve the following benefits:

First, an ambiguity makes it easier for negotiating parties to accept an agreement and therewith put a close to a war, or to a situation of increased friction or hostility.

Second, one can compare the use of ambiguities with the practice of reservation in international treaties, and say that both somehow depend on the imperfect nature of international actors. Both the practice of reservation and the use of ambiguities rest on the purely pragmatic idea of using whatever means are available to ensure that a text of a treaty is accepted.

Third, Ambiguities make the conflict of interpretation predictable. It means that the parties to an agreement will continue fighting politically even after they sign a treaty. However, this process of political fight will be more predictable if one knows in advance which provisions of the jointly adopted text will give rise to a conflict in opinion or interpretation.

Fourth, there is no such a thing as a peace agreement which can resolve a conflict and turns hostile relations between former adversaries into a straightforward relationship of peace, cooperation and understanding. Instead there are shades of grey and the process of conflict transformation will slowly take root. The erstwhile enemies gradually learn how to cope with their differences, and how to prevent them from jeopardizing the areas of overlapping interests, including interest in peace. By using ambiguities, adversaries understand that a free expression of one's own interest, which may sometimes contradict other’s interest, is no wrong as long as it takes place in a polite manner and with due regard to the codes of civility. They also understand that the best way to move away from the state of war is through a slow accumulation of pros and cons, in the form of logical, well-founded arguments, aiming at a third reading, a third interpretation, to which an ambiguous provision may have, however indirectly, already pointed.
  
According to these points, ambiguities might also describe as the products of unresolved conflicts and disputes. Maybe I can sum up here by saying that studying ambiguities can help us learn to communicate well, but it also can leads us to the real issues behind the glamorous agreements and to the stories of how comprises are made during the negotiation process.

Another form of ambiguity may appear in the form of translation. Normally an international agreement will have several language versions. Since each party will do their interpretation solely in accordance with its owe language version, it may happen that translation can be use as a tool to tone down some controversy and create an ambiguity for different party to do a different interpretation.  

Other rhetorical operations 

As discussed above, ambiguity will lead to political fights after an agreement is reached, and will also result in different interpretation from both sides. Therefore, we can expect all sorts of political statements in various forms of rhetorical operation starting to float out after the original statement. In reviewing documents and statements about U. S. policy toward Taiwan, we can also use rhetorical operations as illustrated by Blummaert & Bulcaen to so some analysis. These rhetorical operations are: repetition, addition, deletion and substitution.
 

Repetition: this is a major strategy to draw attention to preferred meanings and to enhance construction of such meanings in mental models and their memorization in ongoing persuasion attempts or later recall. Repetition is effective because people are comfortable with what they are familiar with. Politicians like to repeat key words or themes in theirs discourse to make their audiences saturated and remember the message without conscious effort to achieve the purpose of persuasion.

A special form of repetition is Parallelism. Parallelism is normally defined as the repetition of a syntactic structure within a short space of text or period of time. The syntactic structure can be developed by using various kinds of parallelism to add emphasis, clarity, balance, and cumulative weight. When used properly it can convey the spontaneous energy of deep feeling or conviction. In this kind of parallel structure, the last one is often is most important one.

Additions: addition is a verbose style in the semantics level of description and degree of completeness. Political speakers use addition to elaborate in details their own or their own group’s beneficial actions and the horror stories about their enemies. As a result of an ambiguous political agreement, addition will commonly emerge afterward. When the parties concerned arrive at a third formula, a third reading, through an exchange of arguments and additional post-agreement talks, disambiguation of ambiguity will take place. This kind of disambiguation will certainly turn into an addition. 

Deletion: Communication in itself is a decision process which will decide what information to include and what to omit. Therefore, the final agreement reached is limited, slanted or biased in one way or the other. Politicians often choose to deliberately omit information about disadvantages, ineffective and dangerous to their proposal. By examining what is deliberately omitted it can often give us some clue on what is the controversy in a negotiation.

Composition: The way a how language composed can be used as a technique of intensifying. The type of language used, the level of detail, the use of absolutes (all, always, never, etc.) metaphors, exaggerations, and the overall organization of a text can all be used to emphasize certain strong intention or themes. Rhetoric used between a public statement and a private commitment will definitely present itself in different composition.
U. S. policy toward Taiwan throughout the past three decades 

Current U. S. Policy toward Taiwan

According to the “Background Note” on the State Department:

The United States position on Taiwan has been clear and consistent, as reflected in the Three Communiqués and the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA). The U. S. “one China” policy acknowledges that both Taiwan and the Mainland are part of China. The U. S. insists on the peaceful resolution of cross-Strait differences and encourages dialogue to help advance such a resolution. The U. S. does not support Taiwan independence. President Bush clearly stated U. S. policy on December 9, 2003. The United States is opposed to any attempt by either side to unilaterally alter the status quo in the Taiwan Strait.
 

Whereas, in April 21, 2004, Mr. James Kelly, Assistance Secretary of State, stressed in a hearing before U. S. House International Relations Committee the following core principles on U. S. policy toward Taiwan:

--The United States remains committed to our one-China policy based on the three Joint Communiqués and the Taiwan Relations Act; 
--The U.S. does not support independence for Taiwan or unilateral moves that would change the status quo as we define it;
--For Beijing, this means no use of force or threat to use force against Taiwan. For Taipei, it means exercising prudence in managing all aspects of cross-Strait relations. For both sides, it means no statements or actions that would unilaterally alter Taiwan's status;
--The U.S. will continue the sale of appropriate defensive military equipment to Taiwan in accordance with the Taiwan Relations Act; and
--Viewing any use of force against Taiwan with grave concern, we will maintain the capacity of the United States to resist any resort to force or other forms of coercion against Taiwan.
Our foremost concern is maintaining peace and stability in order to advance U.S. interests, spare the region the dangers of war, safeguard Taiwan's democracy, and promote China's constructive integration into the global community as well as the spread of personal freedom in China. Because the possibility for the United States to become involved in a cross-Strait conflict is very real, the President knows that American lives are potentially at risk. Our one-China policy reflects our abiding commitment to preserve peace in the Taiwan Strait so long as there are irreconcilable differences.

These U. S. government official lines all indicate that the U. S. policy toward Taiwan is based on the three communiqués and Taiwan Relation Act. In order to understand the true meaning of the “One China” policy we need to take a closer look of these documents and to find out what had happen that resulted in some new elements added to the original text created by Kissinger and Nixon in 1972.  

Shanghai Communiqué 

Following Kissinger and Nixon’s trips to Beijing, the first joint communiqué between U.S. and China was signed. This communiqué, like every agreement, could only reach an acceptable conclusion until all kind of concerns and conflicts between both sides were temporarily resolved. After finished his historical trip to China in 1971, Kissinger had put down these words: “The Shanghai Communiqué was an unusual document. Its explicit, sometimes brutal disagreements gave emphasis to the common positions – the concern with hegemony (an euphemism for Soviet expansion), the commitment to normalize relations. The paragraph on the American defense relationship to Taiwan was left open, but the two sides’ positions were within range of each other and the agreed portions needed beefing up.”

Indeed there were many differences between China and U. S. Some could be easily solved, some took longer time to get a comprise language, while others still needed time to reach a conclusion. Among those differences, Taiwan obviously was the major hurdle need to be discussed. At one time, China demanded that U. S. had to renounce its ties with Taiwan. In replying, Kissinger said: “The Chinese would not respect us if we started our new relationship by betraying our old friends; we would not renounce our Taiwan Ties, problems between us had to be solved by history not by force.”
 On the peaceful solution, the Chinese wanted U.S. to state that was a “hope.” However, Kissinger insisted on affirming it as an American interest and stressed that they would use “reaffirming” to imply that it was a commitment. The Chinese wanted U. S. unconditionally to withdrew its forces from Taiwan. But, U. S. rejected that idea and insisted on linking the withdrawal both to a peaceful solution of the Taiwan problem and to the easing of tensions in Asia in general. In it’s original language, U.S. tied withdrawals to the “premise“ of a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question. But it was changed to the “prospect” of a peaceful settlement at the request of Chinese side. Although Kissinger was once hesitated on the change for a while, but did agree it by considering this phase still implied some degree of Chinese commitment. In addition, Kissinger also got agreement from the Chinese to state that the U. S. acknowledge Taiwan as a “part” rather a “province” of China. This did eliminate a suggestion of subordination.
   

Chinese leaders, including Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai
, had expressed explicitly to Nixon and Kissinger that “the issue (Taiwan) is not an important one….The small issue is Taiwan, the big issue is the world.”
 However, during the negotiation of the Shanghai Communiqué, the major focus from Chinese side was nothing but Taiwan. Contrary to Chinese intention, Nixon and Kissinger’s main objective was to normalize relations with China, so they could have China on their side for Vietnam and Soviet issues. They might be willing to make some compromises on Taiwan but would not betray Taiwan. Therefore Kissinger emphasized: “the divergence of views on Taiwan would not be allowed to disturb the new relationship that had evolved so dramatically and that was grounded in geopolitical interests. The basic theme of the Nixon trip – and the Shanghai Communiqué – was to put off the issue of Taiwan for the future, to enable the two nations to close the gulf of twenty years and to pursue parallel policies where their interests coincided.”
 Kissinger further indicated that “Chou and I understood that we were in no position to make formal agreements. We could strive to understand each other’s purposes and tactics. To the extent that they were compatible that would lead to complementary policies”
 

We can sense that both China and U. S. did not want to run the risk of concluding the first high level meeting without a communiqué, but at the same time they did not want to give up too much on their political standing in order to avoid domestic pressure on them. This situation can well be described as an avoidance- avoidance communication conflict as discussed above. Under such circumstance, all possible solutions are considered to have potentially negative consequences, but nevertheless a response is still needed. What people typically do in this kind of situation is to equivocate and use ambiguous language to help solve problem or push the solution to a later time.     

To solve the dilemma and find a solution, Kissinger decided that he would use “a formula to acknowledge the unity of China, which was the point on which Taipei and Peking agreed, but at the same time would not show support to the claim of both side of Taiwan Strait.” And finally he put forward the American position as follows: “The United States acknowledges that all Chinese on either side of the Taiwan Strait maintain there is but one China and that Taiwan is a part of China. The United States Government does not challenge that position. It reaffirms its interest in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question by the Chinese themselves. With this prospect in mind, it affirms the ultimate objective of the withdrawal of all U.S. forces and military installations from Taiwan. In the meantime, it will progressively reduce its forces and military installations on Taiwan as the tension in the area diminishes.”
By using the word “acknowledge”, U.S. did not endorse the Chinese Position. And by saying “does not challenge,” U.S. showed that she has not intention to cross China on this tough issue. U.S. did not want to take a position on the definition of “China” and wished the people across the Taiwan Strait to solve the issue by themselves, but insisted that this settlement must be a peaceful one. U.S. did not commit a specific date to withdraw its military forces out of Taiwan, and left an empty space for the final date waited to be filled in. It was well explained by Kissinger that: “the Taiwan paragraph of the communiqué was not a victory by one side over the other, no constructive relationship can be built on that basis…It put the Taiwan issue in abeyance, with each side maintaining its basic principles. Despite the continuing difference over Taiwan our rapprochement with China accelerated because we shared a central concern about threats to the global balance of power.
 He was also proud of the delicate design by saying that: “I did not think anything I did or said impressed Chou as much as this ambiguous formula with which both sides were able to live for nearly a decade.”

In order to give spaces for both parties to interpret, even the translation into the Chinese was ambiguous. On the peaceful settlement, the “interest”, which should be strategic and national interest not idle curiosity, was translated into Chinese only as “guan-xin”(concerns). And the phrase “in the prospect in mind” which stated the prerequisite of U. S. commitment to withdraw its force from Taiwan, was lightly translated as “kao lu dao zhei yi qian jing” (under such a consideration).By doing so, this sentence can be interpreted as China did not made a promise on the peaceful settlement on Taiwan issue.    

To some extends, the Shanghai Communiqué did create some ambiguous languages. However, Chinese leaders would not be willing to make such concessions without some concrete concessions from Kissinger and Nixon on the key issue that China placed serious concerns. In his memoirs, Dr. Kissinger played down the concessions he had made on his first trip to Beijing. When talking about his first meeting with Chou En-lai, Kissinger just asserted that “Chou (En-lai) and I by tacit agreement did not press controversial issues to the hilt. Taiwan was mentioned only briefly during the first session.”
 However, James Mann indicated in his book “About Face” that: “recently declassified records and memoirs shows, however, that Kissinger’s account was at best misleading and incomplete. According the record of the negotiations later prepared for the CIA, during his initial meeting in Beijing with Chou, Kissinger pledged that the United States would not support independence for Taiwan or the Taiwan independence movement.” James Mann also quoted the memoir of Holdridge, an assistant who accompany Kissinger on his first trip to Beijing by saying that: “I waited impatiently fro him (Kissinger) to get to the point about Taiwan. He finally said what I had written for him on not two China; no one China, one Taiwan; no independent Taiwan. Chou’s response was immediate: ‘good these talks may now proceed.’” James Mann concluded by saying that: “In other words, if Taiwan was barely mentioned, this was only because Kissinger gave China the private assurances it sought at the beginning of the first meeting.”
 It is also true that at the final stage of the negotiation of the Shanghai communiqué, Nixon told Chou En-lai personally that: “we would not encourage a “two China” solution, or a “one- China, one- Taiwan” solution, or encourage other countries to replace our military position on the island”
 I believe this would be a factor which made China accept the ambiguous language on the U.S. position.  

With the Chinese position clearly indicated in the Shanghai Communiqué: “the Taiwan question is the crucial question obstructing the normalization of relations between China and the United States,” I do not think that Kissinger would be that naive as to take Chou and Mao’s words at their face value and to think that Taiwan is just China’s secondary concern. It seemed to me that Kissinger just wanted to this viewpoint to justify himself that Taiwan should be a hindrance to “disturb the new relationship” between China and U. S. If this is the case, then we will not wonder why Kissinger made such concessions to China on the Taiwan issue.

As the conclusion of the Shanghai communiqué, the U. S. took an ambiguous position on  “One China” but insist on a peaceful settlement on conflict across the Taiwan Strait and on the maintenance of the security for Taiwan. This formula tremendously changed the dynamic among U.S., China, and Taiwan, and created a new direction for the interaction between U. S. and Taiwan.  As Kissinger put it : ” We had not in fact made any commitments undercutting Taiwan’s security; but the entire process was bound to be inimical to its status.
 
Communiqué for establishing diplomatic relations with China

The euphoria from the Shanghai Communiqué did not smoothly turn into a wave to ensure a rapid normalization of the relations between U.S. and China. Major reasons for that could be Vietnam and Watergate, on the U.S. side; and the power struggle after the death of Chou En-lai and Mao Tse-tung on the Chinese side. Both sides did establish their liaison in Washington and Beijing but nothing more developed. It was until Carter administration that the issue of establishing diplomatic relations with Beijing was high on the agenda again.

In May 1977, a study done by National Security Council, known as PRM-24, reaffirmed that Kissinger and Nixon had pledged the following five points to the Chinese: “1. we would acknowledge the Chinese position that there is one China and that Taiwan is part of it; 2. we will not support a Taiwan independence movement; 3.as we leave Taiwan, we will ensure that Japanese do not come in to replace us; 4. we will support any peaceful solution to the Taiwan situation; we will not support Taiwan in any military action against the People’s Republic of China; and 5. we will seek normalization and try to achieve it. This study also indicated that because of Kissinger and Nixon’s commitments to China the stumbling blocks for the U. S. – China relations had already been removed, and the administration should start to normalize the relations with China. Carter accepted these points and decided to move ahead.
 The first step was to send Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State to China in August 1977 to offer the establishment of diplomatic relations. 

From 1973 to 1977, China had continued to urge U. S. to accept three basic points on Taiwan, namely to cut off diplomatic links with Taiwan, to end its defense treaty with Taiwan, and remove all U.S. military personnel and installations from the island. But, Vance told Chinese leaders that his government wanted to keep certain U.S. government personnel on Taiwan. This proposal was angrily rejected by Deng Xiaoping. Deng even called this proposal as a retreat from the commitments made by previous U.S. leaders. China not just showed their displeasure verbally, they also invited James Lilly and George Bush to visit China in order to put some domestic pressure to Carter Administration.
 

By the spring of 1978, Carter administration was more enthusiastic on this issue. Carter calculated that normalizing relations with China would help him in the Senate because this move would raise some anti-Soviet sentiment. Another major factor was a strong advocate within the Carter administration to use China as measure for anti- Soviet term. Zbigniew Brzezinski, the National Security Advisor, thought that U.S. policy toward China was so important in its struggle against Soviet. He also took Taiwan as “a relatively minor casualty of an important strategic accomplishment that would significantly enhance national security.”

Under the authorization of President Carter, Dr. Brzezinski visited China on May 20, 1978. Brzezinski confirmed with Deng that the U. S. would accept the three basic Chinese points on Taiwan, and reaffirmed the five points committed by previous U. S. Administration. Brzezinski also made it plane to Deng that: “our security commitment to Taiwan would continue even after normalization, during the ‘historically transitional era.’” Brzezinski called this a deliberately vague phrase he used to describe Taiwan’s continued separate status. He later used the same phase to in his talk with Hua Guofeng , Chinese Primer at that time, that there will thus be a historically transitional era in the course of which certain relationships between the United States and the people on Taiwan in some form will continue.”
 Chinese leaders did not voice any rebuttal on the U. S. position on Taiwan. May be it was because U. S. already made concessions under the Chinese terms.

The consultation on establishing diplomatic tie continued secretly both in Beijing and Washington after Brzezinski’s visit to China. On July 1978, U.S. instructed Leonard Woodcock, the Director of U.S. Liaison Office in Beijing, to deliver the following three points to Deng Xiaoping:

1. That the Chinese not contradict unilateral statement from the U.S. side at the time of normalization concerning the peaceful future of Taiwan;

2. That U.S. would retain a full range of economic, cultural, and other relations with Taiwan on an unofficial basis; 

3. That U. S. could continue to sell arms to Taiwan

Further to this effort, President Carter met with Chai Zemin, Chinese Ambassador to U.S., on September 19 and made it clear on the “U.S. right to sell arms to Taiwan” and the important of “a non-contradicted statement to the effect that the United States expected a peaceful resolution on the issue of Taiwan.” Brzezinski also told Chai that if they missed the opportunity, the normalization would not happen until late at least one year later.
        

U.S. was hoping that they would strike a deal on December 1978, however, the arms sales to Taiwan came up at the last minute. On December 15, 1978, Deng told Woodcock that China would never agree to these arms sales. Facing this possible fiasco, Brzezinski asked Woodcock to go back and tell Deng that: “it is simply impossible for the United States not to reaffirm it position on this subject.” Brzezinski also suggested that U.S. could not make a formal statement on this issue, but when asked by the press or by opponents of normalization, U.S. will response by saying: “within the agreement to normalize, the United States has made it clear that it will continue to trade with Taiwan, including the restrained sale of selective defensive arms, after the expiration of the defense treaty, in a way that will not endanger the prospects for peace in the region. The Chinese side does not endorse the United States position on this matter, but it has not prevented both from agreeing to normalize relations.”
 By using this rhetoric, Brzezinski was telling Deng that the United States understood China had some reservations on Taiwan but they needed to put the dispute aside and go ahead with the normalization. Finally, Deng accepted the suggestion and the communiqué was announced on the evening of that same day.

There is only one article concerning Taiwan in this communiqué. It states: ”the government of the United States of American acknowledges the Chinese position that there is but one China and Taiwan is part of it.” Actually, this is nothing but a repetition of the Shanghai Communiqué. By reaffirming this sentence, it shows that both sides attached strong significance to this basic point. However, U.S. still maintained its ambiguity on the “one China” issue and left a final settlement to the Chinese on both side of Taiwan Strait to resolve. But there is a change worth our discussion here. In the Chinese version of this communiqué, the word “acknowledge” is translated as “Cheng Ren” (recognize). By this translation, it gives an impression that the U. S. side has endorsed Chinese “one China” position. Or we may say this is another ambiguity, which can give both side enough room to make their different interpretations according to their own language version. We also find that this is a very short communiqué, and the major concerns on arms sales and peaceful settlement are not there. This is a typically deletion on rhetoric operation. By deleting this controversial part, the face of both can be saved and a consensus can thus be reached, and by saying nothing on the U.S. commitment to the security of Taiwan and its insistence on a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan issue, these policies remained as they were.  

Taiwan Relations Act

In order to” maintain cultural, commercial, and other unofficial relations with the people of Taiwan,” the Carter administration started to draft a bill in December 1978. They called the bill a “Taiwan Enabling Act.” However, the bill did not have clear provisions for Taiwan’s security, nor did it include detailed stipulations to facilitate legal commercial interaction with Taiwan. On the other end of the Pennsylvania Avenue, The U.S. Congress was upset by the concessions made by the Administration to China and unsatisfied about the contents of the drafted bill which did not provide a clear commitment to Taiwan. With the overwhelmingly bipartisan support, the Congress took measures to strengthen the bill by insisting upon some fundamental changes in this legislation and even by altering the name of this bill to Taiwan Relations Act (TRA). At one time Congress worried that their approaches in TRA will cause some troubles for the U. S. to assure other countries. But after Chinese invasion into Vietnam on February 1979, The U.S. Congress decided that they should do something to provide proper terms for the security of Taiwan
. 

There are altogether 18 articles in TRA. They stipulate the overall relations and interactions between U.S. and Taiwan. Among them the following several points worth our special attention:

Sec. 2 . b

3. to make clear that the United States decision to establish diplomatic relations with the People's Republic of China rests upon the expectation that the future of Taiwan will be determined by peaceful means; 

4. to consider any effort to determine the future of Taiwan by other than peaceful means, including by boycotts or embargoes, a threat to the peace and security of the Western Pacific area and of grave concern to the United States; 

Sec. 3. a

In furtherance of the policy set forth in section 2 of this Act, the United States will make available to Taiwan such defense articles and defense services in such quantity as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability.  

Sec. 4. b. 1. 

Whenever the laws of the United States refer or relate to foreign countries, nations, states, governments, or similar entities, such terms shall include and such laws shall apply with such respect to Taiwan.
Sec. 4. d

Nothing in this Act may be construed as a basis for supporting the exclusion or expulsion of Taiwan from continued membership in any international financial institution or any other international organization.
The rhetoric used in the TRA is totally different from those in the previous two communiqués in that there is not such thing as ambiguity. The composition is firm, precise and resolute. The major reason may be that there were not negotiations with China and not secret commitments to China. Phases such as “to make clear,” “of grave concern,” and “to enable to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability” shows no equivocation and demonstrate strong conviction of U.S. interest in the security of Taiwan. And Sec. 4 (1) even directly indicates that even though U.S. can not officially recognize Taiwan this does not diminish the Taiwan’s status as a political entity. Chinese leaders were enraged by this act. Nevertheless, this act passed at both houses of Congress by an overwhelming, and veto-proof margins. President Carter could not but reluctantly sign it into law. 
Communiqué on Arms Sales 

President Ronald Reagan, along with Sen. Barry Goldwater, was known as the most fervent supporter of Taiwan in the American politics. During Reagan’s presidential camping in 1980, he had suggested on several occasions that if elected he would establish “official relations” with Taiwan. It may be because of Reagan’s strong support toward Taiwan which made China try to push the envelope on Taiwan immediately after Reagan was elected. Key players in the Reagan’s administration had different ideas on the measures to handle arms sales to Taiwan. Mr. Alexander Haig was the one who favored the end of arms sales to China. However, during Haig’s visit to China in June 1981, Rogan declared that he “intend to live up to the Taiwan Relations Act” to provide defense equipment to Taiwan.
   

Seeing the negative response from the U.S. side, China gradually increased pressure on the Reagan Administration. The measures included suspending the visit of high-level officials, inviting alumni from Cater administration, urging the U.S. to set a date to end the arms sales to Taiwan, and even threatening to downgrade its relations with U.S. At the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the Shanghai Communiqué, the State Department suggested a new communiqué, in which language of limiting arms sales to Taiwan could be added. This ideal did not realize. Just before Haig finished his work as the Secretary of State, he wrote a memo to Reagan arguing that the U. S. should agree to end arms sales to Taiwan. Again, Reagan refused to give approval to it. Although Reagan did not agree to cut off arms sales to Taiwan, but he approved a so call “final offer” to Deng Xiaoping, “which is a written agreement that spoke vaguely of American’s hopes for a final resolution of the dispute over arms sales but set no date for the sales to end.”
 With this final offer, China finally agreed to the deal and the third communiqué between U.S. and China was enshrined on August 17, 1982. Later the communiqué was referred to as 817 communiqué.

Key articles in this communiqué concerning Taiwan are as follows:

1. …The United States acknowledges the Chinese position that there is but one China and Taiwan is part of China.

5. The United States Government attaches great importance to its relations with China, and reiterates that it has no intention of infringing on Chinese sovereignty and territorial integrity, or interfering in China's internal affairs, or pursuing a policy of "two Chinas" or "one China, one Taiwan." The United States Government understands and appreciates the Chinese policy of striving for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question as indicated in China's Message to Compatriots in Taiwan issued on January 1, 1979 and the Nine-Point Proposal put forward by China on September 30, 1981. The new situation which has emerged with regard to the Taiwan question also provides favorable conditions for the settlement of United States - China differences over United States arms sales to Taiwan.
6. Having in mind the foregoing statements of both sides, the United States Government states that it does not seek to carry out a long-term policy of arms sales to Taiwan, that its arms sales to Taiwan will not exceed, either in qualitative or in quantitative terms, the level of those supplied in recent years since the establishment of diplomatic relations between the United States and China, and that it intends gradually to reduce its sale of arms to Taiwan, leading, over a period of time, to a final resolution. In so stating, the United States acknowledges China's consistent position regarding the thorough settlement of this issue. 
7. In order to bring about, over a period of time, a final settlement of the question of United States arms sales to Taiwan, which is an issue rooted in history, the two Governments will make every effort to adopt measures and create conditions conducive to the thorough settlement of this issue.
James Mann argued that this communiqué was the most controversial agreement, because it agreed to set strict limits on the arms sales. However, we can have another interpretation from the rhetorical viewpoint. In para 7 of this communiqué, it states that both side will, “over a period of time,” try to bring about a final settlement.” This is a typical ambiguity, which did not specify a clear date and the final settlement had yet to be decided by both sides. State Department later argued that “the term ‘final resolution,’ when used with reference to arms sales, should not be read as synonymous with ‘ultimate termination,’” and “that, in fact, the communiqué did ‘not provide for termination of arms sales.’”
 As mentioned earlier, what Reagan offered is but a vague statement which is be subject to the party concerned to do his own interpretation according the situation evolving in a latter time. 

In addition to this, it states clearly in para 6 of this communiqué that the U. S. willingness to cut an deal on the arms sales issue is based on the commitment from Chinese side that it will use a peaceful resolution to solve the Taiwan question. This concept can be fully reflected in the phase “having in mind the foregoing statement of both sides.” However, in the Chinese translation, the phrase turns into simply saying that “considering (you jian yu) the foregoing statements of both sides.” This translation greatly undermined the political position from the U.S. side. Assistant Secretary of State Holdrige stated in his testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s hearing on August 17: ”our future actions concerning arms sales to Taiwan are premised [emphasis added] on a continuation of China’s peaceful policy toward a resolution of its differences with Taiwan. …The Chinese translation undercut the linkage between paragraph 6 and paragraph 4 by changing the phase ‘having in mind’ into ‘considering.’”
 On that same day, President Reagan issued a statement to clarify his position. He stressed: “Regarding future U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, our policy, set forth clearly in the communiqué, is fully consistent with the Taiwan Relations Act. Arms sales will continue in accordance with the act and with the full expectation that the approach of the Chinese Government to the resolution of the Taiwan issue will continue to be peaceful. We attach great significance to the Chinese statement in the communiqué regarding China's ``fundamental'' policy, and it is clear from our statements that our future actions will be conducted with this peaceful policy fully in mind.”
 This statement showed how strongly President Reagan felt about the arms sales to Taiwan. To clarify his interpretation of the communiqué, he even dictated a one- page memorandum which stated: The United States would restrict arms sales to Taiwan so long as the balance of the military power between China and Taiwan was preserved. If China upgraded its military capabilities, the United States would help Taiwan to match those improvements. This memo is placed in a safe at the National Security Council. Whenever questions arose about arms sales to Taiwan, the memo will be pulled out from the safe.
 
In the course of negotiation with China on this communiqué, Reagan also tried to moderate the impact that might bring to Taiwan by giving a six point pledges to Taiwan. They are:

1. It had not set a date for ending sales of armaments.

2. There would be no prior consultation with the People’s Republic of China regarding sales to Taipei.

3. The United States would not undertake mediation between Beijing and Taipei.

4. The United States would not revise the Taiwan Relations Act.

5. The American position regarding the sovereignty of Taiwan had not been altered.

6. Washington would not pressure Taipei into agreeing to negotiation.   

From a rhetoric point of view, the six assurances can be taken as additions to the U.S. policy toward Taiwan which represents the firm commitments to Taiwan and also make the communiqué more tolerable for the U. S. politicians, especial those strong supporters for Taiwan, to accept.   

There is another point in this communiqué worth our attention. In para 6, it states: “The united States Government has no intention of…pursuing a policy of ‘two Chinas’ or ‘one China, one Taiwan.’” Actually this should not be considered as a new position from the U.S., since the previous administrations had already made these concessions secretly to China. But, in the previous communiqués, these points did come out as U. S. position, why it stated clearly this time as U.S. position. May be we can try to explain it from a rhetorical viewpoint. As pointed out earlier in this paper, Reagan had once proposed to establish official relations with Taiwan. Maybe it was the desire of Chinese, to repeat this position to show the significance they attached to it. And this time they wished to use it as a result of disambiguation and presented it as a new element from U. S. side. Considering this phase had previously been committed, the U.S. gave its consent to use this rhetorical addition to easy the distrust from Chinese. However, later in his statement on August 18, 1978, President Reagan also clarified his position on this by stressing that: “The Taiwan question is a matter for the Chinese people, on both sides of the Taiwan Strait, to resolve. We will not interfere in this matter or prejudice the free choice of, or put pressure on, the people of Taiwan in this matter. At the same time, we have an abiding interest and concern that any resolution be peaceful. I shall never waver from this fundamental position.” That said, we can make an argument that the U.S. position did not changed. It is only an adjustment on the rhetorical presentation to make Chinese happy. 

Clinton’s Taiwan policy review and Three Nos.

The three communiqués between U.S. and China did cause certain degree of setback for Taiwan, but they were also impetus for Taiwan’s rapid transition both economically and politically. Even Nixon praised Taiwan for its amazing achievements during the 80’s and 90’s. He had pointed out in one of his books that Taiwan’s GNP figure far exceeded three fourths of the member countries in the United Nations (UN). It was these amazing achievements which brought Taiwan and U.S. even closer. In 1993, Taiwan was the fifth-largest trading partner of the United States, with combined exports and imports totalling $41.4 billion. Politically, Taiwan has turned itself into a full-fledge democracy with free press, free elections, stable democratic institutions, and sound human rights protections. During the early 90s, many U.S. Congressmen urged the administration to adjust its ways of doing business with Taiwan and to show greater respect for Taiwan. Some Congressmen even proposed to ao a amandment of Taiwan Relations Act. To ease the pressure from the Congress, the Clinton Administration announced its Taiwan Policy Review. Major points for this review included:

● Change the name of Taiwan's unofficial office in the U.S. from "The Coordination Council for North American Affairs" to "The Taipei Economic and Cultural Representative Office in the United States."

● Permit, on a case-by-case basis, high-level U.S. government officials from economic and technical agencies to visit Taiwan.

● Offer to establish under the auspices of AIT (American Institute in Taiwan) a sub-cabinet economic dialogue with Taiwan.

● Support Taiwan’s membership in organization where statehood is not a prerequiste, and support opportunity for Taiwan’ voice to be heard in organization where its membership is not possible. 

● Top Taiwanese leadership (president, vice president, premier, and vice premier) would not be granted visas to travel to the U.S. but would be permitted to make transit in the United States when necessary.

Actually this review did not please anyone. China was not happy, since it released the ban of U.S. cabinet officers’ travel to Taipei. Members of Congress criticized that the   changes did not go further. Taiwan was frustrated because of the Clinton Administration clearly rejected its campaign for UN membership. From a rhetoric point of view, this policy review showed U.S. interest in improving relations with Taiwan, but emphasized that it could only be done on a strictly unofficial basis. And the euphemism on Taiwan’s participation in the international organization was but a statement on Taiwan’s difficulty in pursuing for its sovereignty. It states in the TRA that “nothing in this Act may be construed as a basis for supporting the exclusion on expulsion of Taiwan from continued membership in any financial institution or any other international organization.” The assertion that U.S. does not support Taiwan in an international organization in which statehood is required, is against what is stipulated in TRA.

To demonstrate the U.S. support to Taiwan, U.S. House of representatives passed, in May 1995, 360- 0, a resolution calling the administration to permit Taiwan’s President Lee Teng-Hui to make a private trip to Cornell, his alma mater. One week later, the Senate voted, 96-1, a similar bill to support the idea. Many national newspapers voiced their support of Lee’s visit through their editorials. When all these pressures came to White, Clinton finally gave his consent, and Lee made his trip to U.S. on June 1995. It was this visit that made China launched a series of strong protests. First, it suspended many high level officials visit to the U.S. Then, the Chinese ambassador to Washington was recalled to Bejing. At the same time, China delayed the acceptance of the newly appointed U.S. ambassador to Bejing. Furthermore, China conducted a series of military exercises in the East China Sea. In these exercises, live missiles were fired to the water close to Taiwan coastline. 

In order to calm things down, the White House asked Kissinger to travel to China to explain the U.S. position, and planned to offer some concessions to China. In August, 1995, Warren Christopher, Secretary of State, met with Chinese Foreign minister in Burnie and gave him a letter from Clinton to Chinese President Jiang Zemin. In this letter the U.S. invited Jiang to visit Washington, which might be a counterbalance for Lee’s visit. Even more significantly, Clinton, in this letter, pointed out that the U.S. “1) would oppose or resist efforts by Taiwan to gain independence; 2) would not support the creation of “two Chinas.” Or “one China and a separate Taiwan; and 3) would not support Taiwan’s admission to the United Nations.” The formula later came to known as the “three nos.”
 After this letter, tension between U.S. and China became quite down, but the tension across the Taiwan Strait did not follow that trend. 

In February, 1996, only one month prior to Taiwan’s first direct presidential election, China launched a large scale military exercise. This exercise was bigger that those previously conducted by China, and it included the firing of the modern, accurate, solid-fuel M-9 missiles into the close proximity, only 30 miles off the two major seaports on the north and south end of Taiwan. On March 9, 1996, the Clinton Administration deployed two aircraft carrier battle-groups to the waters near Taiwan. This was the largest U.S. naval deployment in that area since the end of Vietnam War and clearly demonstrated U.S. determination in defending Taiwan.

After the 1996 missile crises, both the U.S. and the PRC wished to easy the tension across the Taiwan Strait. High level U.S. official, including Tony Lake( Nation Security Advisor),Warren Christopher(Secretary of State), William Cohen(Secretary of Defense), even Clinton himself, had all privately pledged China the three nos.
 What PRC wanted was more than these kinds of private commitments, it wanted a fourth communique, a public announcement from the U.S. side about this formula. In October 1987, a team of U.S. official, headed by Snadra Kristoff, was in China for negotiating the wording of a possible joint statement after the meeting of Clinton and Jiang Zemin latter in that month. Chinese officials pressed determinedly to have the “three nos” included into the written statement. However, that team was unable to reach an agreement. Chinese effort on this continued until several hours prior to Clinton and Jiang ‘s joint press meeting but of no avail. In order to satisfy the Chinese demand, the Clinton administration, however, did announce the three nos through the Spoke-person of State Department in a daily news briefing on day after the Clinton and Jiang’s meeting.
   

On May 20, 1998, Susan Shirk, Deputy Assistance Secretary of State, announced in his testimony before the House International Relations Committee that “U.S.- PRC relations will not come at the expense of Taiwan. We will not sacrifice Taiwan’s interests as we prepare for President Clinton’s June visit to China. There will be not fourth communiques on Taiwan arms sales or Taiwan issues at the summit.” It was also in her written statement that “We will continue to pursue a “One China policy. Consistent with this policy, we do not support ‘two China’ or ’one China, one Taiwan,’ Taiwan independence, or Taiwan’s membership in the UN.
 Although this statement ruled out the possibility of a fourth communique between the U.S. and PRC, it also well served as a prelude of President Clinton’s public announcement of three nos. Shortly after, Clinton publicly embraced the three nos during a press conference in Shanghai on June 30, 1998.

The Clinton administration stressed that the three nos was consistent with the U.S. policy and previous commitments to China. It was sure that Clinton’s three nos were just Kissinger’s secret promises to China but it was more harmful to Taiwan. From a rhetorical analysis viewpoint, we can take three nos as a repetition, but it is a repetition of Chinese arguments and symbolizes an U.S. endorsement on Chinese political position. This is also a structure of a parallelism. As I pointed out earlier in this article, a parallelism can help raise the attention of the audience, and the last element in this structure is the most important one. With the question of statehood included explicitly in the three nos formula, it really put Taiwan’s status in an awkward position. The three nos can also be an addition coming out of a disambiguation, which hints that the U.S. and the PRC have reached an agreement and want to include it as new element. Even further, no U. S. president has ever publicly given these promises as a package to China. The combination of no “ two China” or ”one China, one Taiwan,” no “Taiwan independence,” and no “Taiwan membership in United Nations,” with a cap of “one China” policy, form a type of composition which give an impression to the international community that U.S. has sided with China and denies every right and privilege of Taiwan. So, the three nos formula has thoroughly deconstructed the fine designed “strategic ambiguity” of U.S. “one China” policy. Even Clinton himself has realized the discrepancy in the three nos formula and tried to use another formula of three pillars, which includes “the one China policy,” “the cross-strait dialogue,” and “the peaceful approach,” to describe U.S. policy toward Taiwan in 1999.
The disambiguation of Bush Administration

The U.S. policy toward Taiwan returned to its original track in the Bush Administration. On the “on China” definition, it still maintains its ambiguity and left this question to the Chinese on both side of Taiwan Strait to negotiate. This administration also emphasizes on defending the security of Taiwan, as well as demanding the final settlement of Taiwan issue be conducted in a peaceful way. However, this administration also added a new element in its Taiwan policy. It is the “status quo” provision. The new policy opposes any unilateral moves to change the status quo as U. S. defines it. As James Kelly, described this in his testimony on May 20, 2004 before the House international Relations that: “For Beijing, this means no use of force or threat to use force against Taiwan. For Taipei, it means exercising prudence in managing all aspects of cross-Strait relations. For both sides, it means no statements or actions that would unilaterally alter Taiwan's status.” He futher elaborated by saying: “The President and the senior leadership of this administration consistently make clear to Chinese leaders that the United States will fulfill its obligations to help Taiwan defend itself, as mandated in the Taiwan Relations Act. At the same time we have very real concerns that our efforts at deterring Chinese coercion might fail if Beijing ever becomes convinced Taiwan is embarked on a course toward independence and permanent separation from China, and concludes that Taiwan must be stopped in these efforts.” Based on this strategic think, the Bush administration also states explicitly that they do not support Taiwan independence. 

Judging form the overall meaning of the rhetoric used in this newly added element of Bush administration’s policy, it may means that the first priority of U.S. policy is to maintain stability and peace across the Taiwan Strait. Although the United States will not participate in the talk between Taiwan and China, it strongly encourages both sides to resume their talk as soon as possible. Before both sides reach any consensus, no one should change the current political situation. Any unilateral move on this front will be a grave concern of the United States. As for the point that “the U. S. does not support Taiwan independence,” I will take is as a repetition because this is commitment made by several previous administrations. It may indicate that this administration want to attach some significances of this issue at this stage. The purpose for singling this out is to prevent both sides across the Taiwan Strait not to misjudge and miscalculate. On October 25, 2004, The Secretary of State, Colin Powell made a statement during his visit to China by claiming that “There is only one China. Taiwan is not independent. It does not enjoy sovereignty as a nation, and that remains our policy, our firm policy.” Shall the newly added “status quo” element and Powell’s recent statement shall be regarded only as rhetoric to ensure that Taiwan will not miscalculate the situation, or are they signs for possible policy change are issues worth our close observation.   

Three has not been mentioned under Bush administration, whereas commitment on Taiwan’s security and quality and quantity were the frequent topic on Taiwan. Without another publicly announced “Policy review,” this administration calls Taiwan a “government,” which is far better that the nomenclature in the TRA as “governing authorities on Taiwan.” Taiwan is now treated as a non-NATO ally in term of U.S. arms sales process, which means Taiwan is not restricted to annual arms sales talk and can make applications whenever desired. Officials in the American Institute in Taiwan (AIT), The U.S. de facto embassy in Taiwan, do not need to resign from their government service any more, they can be transferred directly from Beijing to Taipei or from Taipei to Tokyo. The section which is responsible for political affairs in AIT changed its name from Public Affairs Section to Political Section. All these demonstrate this administration is take a pragmatic approach in improving its relations with Taiwan. In James Kelly’s statement on May 20 this years, he also displayed the U.S. efforts in assisting Taiwan’s participation in international organizations. He said: “The United States continues to be a strong supporter of Taiwan’s participation in international organizations, either as a member, when possible, or in an appropriate from when membership is not possible. We actively support observer status for Taiwan in the World Health Organization.” Comparing this kind of rhetoric, with that in the 1994 Taiwan Policy review and Clinton’s three nos, we really should be optimistic about the future relations between Taiwan and U.S.   

Conclusion

After reviewing the U.S. policy toward Taiwan over the last three decades, we can probably agree with the spokesman of the State Department by saying the “the policy remain unchanged.” The fundamental structure of its policy toward Taiwan for seven U.S. administrations in the previous years has remained the same. It develops along three main axes, namely 1)An ambiguous “one China” policy. This means that the United States, within the context of three U.S.- China communiqués, will have diplomatic relations only with Beijing, but at the same time it will maintain all other forms of relations with Taiwan. Washington acknowledges that Beijing views Taiwan as a part of “China,” but it does not itself accept that view. As for the definition of “one China” and the final settlement of Taiwan’s future, The United States holds no position and wishes to leave those issues to be resolved in a manner mutually agreeable to people on both side of the Strait. 2) While the United States encourages people on both sides of the Strait to solve their dispute, it also attaches great interest on the final resolution to be peaceful means only. 3) The security of Taiwan and the stability of the region is a matter of grave concern of the United States. To ensure the this strategic goal and as mandated by the Taiwan Relation Act, the United States is obliged to allow Taiwan to “maintain a sufficient self- defense capability.”      

Although the basic structure remains the same, there were occasions when U.S. Policy toward Taiwan did made some adjustments. These adjustments happened mostly in the forms of different rhetorical presentation. The purposes were not to change the basic policy, but rather to ensure that this basic structure can continue. As Kissinger indicated, the decision of U.S. foreign policy is a process of balancing between idealism and realism. This is quite true if we apply it to the U.S. policy toward Taiwan. The U.S.- China – Taiwan trilateral relations tilted towards Taiwan when idealistic ideal prevail; while on other occasion, it leaned towards PRC when the realistic considerations were needed. It has happened before, and it will happen again. We have to admitted, whether you like it or not, that the United States seldom adjusted it policy toward Taiwan without putting it into the perspectives of its strategic relations with PRC. It was the case and it will be the case again. Judging from the previous experience, we can predict that adjustments on the U.S. policy toward Taiwan will come out again in the future as the three parties promote their political agendas with a different pace. To make sure that the future adjustment will benefit to all three parties, I wish to offer the following observation:

As President Truman had proposed that there are two different way of life. “One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distinguished by free institutions, representative government, free elections, guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech and religion, and freedom from political oppression. The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a controlled press and radio; fixed elections, and the suppression of personal freedoms. I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures. I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own way. I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid which is essential to economic stability and orderly political processes.” While the United States is encouraging people in Iraq and Afghanistan to embrace freedom and democracy, so should it see to it that the existing freedom and democracy will continue to flourish in Taiwan.

It is stated in the Shanghai Communiqué:” Wherever there is oppression, there is resistance. Countries want independence, nations want liberation and the people want revolution. This has become the irresistible trend of history. All nations, big or small, should be equal: big nations should not bully the small and strong nations should not bully the weak. China will never be a superpower and it opposes hegemony and power politics of any kind. The Chinese side stated that it firmly supports the struggles of all the oppressed people and nations for freedom and liberation and that the people of all countries have the right to choose their social systems according to their own wishes and the right to safeguard the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of their own countries and oppose foreign aggression, interference, control and subversion.” Chinese leader should cast some reflection on this statement again. If this is true to all Chinese, will this privilege also be shared by the Chinese on Taiwan where the PRC has never one day reigned over.

As President Lee Teng-hui stated in his speech at the Cornell University in 1995: “The people are in my heart every moment of the day. I know that they would like me to say to you, that on behalf of the 21 million people of the Republic of China on Taiwan, we are eternally grateful for the support—spiritual, intellectual, and material—that each of you has given to sustain our efforts to build a better tomorrow for our nation and the World. The people of Taiwan are determined to play a peaceful and constructive role among the family of nations.” Taiwanese leaders need to ponder on this and connect it with James Kelly statement on May 20, 2004 that:” Taiwan can count on sustained US support as it addresses its many important Challenges. This very much includes Taiwan’s efforts to develop its democracy. And we expect Taiwan to respect our interests in stability embodied in the Taiwan Relations Act. On that basis of mutual acknowledge of and respect for out interests, the road ahead is promising.” Only under this cooperative approach can Taiwan’s agenda win international support. 

Robert Sutter pointed out a very interesting point in his book U.S. Policy toward China. “As people on Taiwan have become economically advanced, better educated, more cosmopolitan, and politically democratic, they have demanded that their leaders adopt a policy to end Taiwan’s status as an international pariah. Taiwan leaders who run against this tide fare poorly in election.” On observing the political development across the Strait, Sutter also argued that “Just as Taiwan’s foreign policy has been pushed by domestic pressures and politic, it appears that domestic influence have contributed to PRC assertiveness. The leadership succession in the PRC seems to reinforce the PRC’s stance. During the transition, it appeared to be difficult for leaders to promote policy that suggested comprise of China’s moral right to its nationalistic aspiration. Conciliatory policies could be used against them in the ongoing struggle for power.”
 This reality of the political environment makes the solution of the dispute across the Strait quite an uneasy task. Scholars in the International Relations discipline have made a lot of suggestions. Among those suggestion, David Lampton and Kenneth Liberthal had proposed a framework in the Washington Post on April 12, 2004. Under this framework, “Taiwan can continue to assert during the decades-long period covered by the agreement that it is an “independent, sovereign country,” but it must abjure additional steps to turn this island-wide sensibility into a juridical fact. Beijing can continue to assert that there is only one China and that Taiwan is part of it, but it must give up its threat to use military force to change Taiwan’s status. On this basis Beijing and Taipei would agree on terms for expanded international space for Taiwan, including the island’s involvement in global and international organization.” Base on the current political situation across the Taiwan Strait, I am not so optimistic about this framework, because neither side will be willing to make a tremendous concession on its own sovereignty. However, if we can adopt this frame work with a rhetorical viewpoint it may be interesting. I would suggest that Taiwan can make a full range of decisions about its security, economy, foreign relations and other issues and demand for its deserved rights and privileges, but do not use too much rhetoric to boost all these political gains. On the other hand, China can continue to assert its political agenda, but refrains form using harsh rhetoric to intimidate Taiwanese or to alienate itself from Taiwan. Through this kind of rhetoric operations, trust, confidence and favorable impression between the two people can then gradually be established and lead to an environment conducive to the cross Strait dialogue.   

Lastly, I want to shed some light on the connection between rhetoric and diplomats. After reviewing all these rhetorical implication, we can discover that rhetoric an important tool in diplomatic negotiation. Some one defines a diplomat as:” a decent gentleman sent abroad to lie for the interest of his country.” Here, the words “to lie” may be a little bit exaggerating, but it does reflect that diplomat needs to be careful about his/her language and train themselves to be an expert in using rhetoric. World events are triggered by the words and actions of national leaders and politicians, therefore diplomats need to pay special attention to political speech in order to gain clues about the concerns, intentions, and agendas of national leaders and political figures. At the same time, the work of diplomats is based largely on their ability to use language well, to convince and persuade, and to equivocate, if needed. Diplomats need to be aware and in control of the power and effect of their words. They must bear in mind that they have a choice between different kinds of rhetoric. This freedom of choice is particular important because this instruments makes diplomats aware of their own responsibility in verbally expressing their attitudes towards international developments. Only through deeper understanding about and better use of rhetoric, can diplomats avoid driving adversaries farther away but bring them closer together.
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