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Rowe: Taiwan - Problems and Prospects

TAIWAN - - PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS

A lecture delivered
at the Naval War College
on 27 October 1958 by

Professor David N. Rowe

Taiwan, with its problems and prospects, now has come to
be so important an element in national policy that it is important
for us to realize, at least at the outset of any consideration of it,
just how weak our fact basis is for public opinion in the United
States regarding this matter. I think it is not an exaggeration to
say that the general publiec opinion in this country — which we
must take into account at all points when we talk about feasible
and desirable policy — is about ten years behind the facts. This
applies not only to Taiwan, but it also applies to the Chinese
Communists over across the water from there.

In general, the misunderstandings and misapprehensions of
the educated public in this country are based upon errors that go
in two directions.

In respect to the Chinese Communists, the error is to as-
sume that they are still in the position in China in which they
were ten years ago, at which time they were in the beginning
of a success. Today, the problems of China — which are built in
and which any regime there has to face — are overtaking them.
In response to those problems, the Communists seem to be drifting
more and more rapidly into applying to these problems solutions
derived from Marxist dogma of the Stalinist type. They have be-
come more extreme in their dogmatism about the applicability of
Marxism to the solutions of these problems as the problems them-
selves become more severe and more difficult. As a result, they
are alienating very severely and very critically the opinion of
their public toward them. They tried a little liberalization a year
or two ago, as far as the expression of public opinion was con-
cerned. Mao Tse-tung, who initiated this policy under the label of
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“Let a hundred flowers bloom ; let all points of view be expressed”
(you may remember this), seemingly was so utterly dismayoed
and surprised by the hostile reaction of the publie, of the intel-
lectual elite, to the regime that he immediately had to elamp down,
S0 they have now become more repressive than they cver were
before.

On the other side of the Taiwan Straits there is another
regime which in educated cireles in this country again is thought
of for the most part in the framework of facts relating to its situa-
tion ten years ago. At that time it was a beaten and discredited
regime which had been thrown out of the Mainland and had fled
to Taiwan, which was in a depressed situation inherited from the
Japanesc and the war, That picture has to be modified, today, for
the situation is utterly different.

I'rom that, T will embark upon a description of the situation
in Taiwan, which I have organized under the threc headings of
political, economie, and milifary. 1 wiil try to back up the general-
ization that I have just given you.

Politically speaking, there is in Taiwan today a disciplined,
smooth-running administration. By the faets of history and the
facts of life, this administration has been purged of many of the
people that contributed to its failures on the Mainland, In addition,
there is concentrated in Taiwan today a far higher per capita
talent pool than there is on the Mainland. Many of the most im-
portant manpower resources of the National Government came
over to Taiwan. Instead of having the almost impossible job of
governing a continental area (that is, Mainland China), they are
concentrated on the governing of an arca about the size of Con-
necticut and Massachusetts put together; instead of a population
of 500-600 million, there are only 10 million. So they have geized
upon this business. The administration which they have set up
has its faults and defects, as all administrations do of course,
but it is by all standards an excellent administration.
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I have said recently (and [ think this is a fair statement)
that this is the best government China has ever had in modern
times. That is a large statement, but as time goes on in this talk
I will make a number of statements which will appear to you to
be dogmatic. For me to try to prove that statement (I firmly
believe I can) would, of course, consume the better part of an hour's
lecture. But this is a judgment based upon the evidence,

This summer I travelled inside of Taiwan itself, during seven
wecks in the ficld, a total of some 3,000 miles by car and airplane. I
got into remote corners of the country and observed the Admin-
istration at firsthand. I speak Mandarin dialect but I do not speak
the local language, which is Fukien Chinese dialect; however,
after seven weeks I got so that I could also understand some of
that. I will say that in all of my twenty-five years in Chinese ter-
ritory, ranging all over the Mainland, I have never seen a better
administered Chinese area; in fact, I have never seen an area
administered as well. That, again, is a judgement for which I
cannot take time in providing details to prove it, but it is my con-
gidered judgment.

The National Government in Taiwan is largely controlled
by the people who came over from the Mainland. The talent
pool which I mentioned is largely a Mainland-derived group. But
in the case of local government in the Province, there has been a
tremendous development of local control. They have five {(5) major
municipalities with mayors and sixteen (16) prefectures, which
are subdivisions of the Provincial Government of Taiwan. Qut of
the twenty-one (21) mayors and prefectural magistrates, nineteen
(19) are people born in Taiwan. Of 1,025 county and municipal
assembly members, 923 are born in Taiwan, including 101 women.
Of 66 provincial assembly members, 60 are Taiwan-born.

Elections for these people are held every three years, In
January of 1958, the most recent election, 78.831% of all eligible
voters did cast ballots — a very impressive record in view of the
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fact that the experience of these people with the right of gelf-
government is very, very new. It dates back only since the National
Government occupied Taiwan, for these people had no such privi-
leges and rights under the Japanese, The voters cast their ballots
in gecret., The majority rule and secret ballot that have, for
hetter or for worse, been brought into Taiwan, are rooted there
permanently. No power that I can imagine can uproot them, be-
cause this would be the cause of very grave civil disagreement.

Take the matter of civil rights. It is one thing to have an
orderly government, but what about the public rights of people?
I have gpoken of these under the heading of “political participation.”
Civil rights have to be seen in Taiwan from the point of view of
the war, in which the Chinese Government — or the Republic of
China on Taiwan — is constantly engaged with the Chinese Com-
munists.

Subversion and countersubversion are practices carried on by
both sides — both by the Communists and the people on Taiwan.
The result is that there is a very strongly developed police or-
ganization which works to uproot subversive activities, to corral
the subversive agents, and to prevent their actions from having
any harm. On the other hand, however, this does not mean that
there is no open, strong criticism of the government in Taiwan.
Strong, open criticism of the government is frequent, is unimpeded,
and goes on in the local newspapers - many of which are owned
by Taiwan people — and also in publications set up by Mainlanders
who came over with the government. The people there get away
with a good deal more than one would expect, if one considers
the condition of war (which is an emergency situation).

As far as civil order and public tranquility are concerned,
a few facts, As I saw and observed during my travels in Taiwan
this summer, the country is basically stable. There is no hint of
disturbance; there is no hint of civil disorder. In fact, the Chinese
farmers on Taiwan are so prosperous today (they are the most
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prosperous Chinese farmers I have ever seen anywhere in all
my experience — I never saw anything like this on the Mainland)
that they have very little time left to think about abstract political
matters. They are not interested in changing the government,
for the government has given them a “new deal,” the like of which
they never had before. Under the Japanese, by contrast (the Japan-
ese ruled Taiwan for fifty years, from 1895 to 1945), there were
some one hundred major civil disturbances during those fifty years,
or an average of one every six months.

There were also some civil disorders in the early stages
of Nationalist occupation. These should not be glossed over by
any matter of means, for they were very important, and their
residue of bitterness is seen in the relations between the National
Government and the local people. But, by and large, those differences
have now been buried in a mutual search for public welfare. There
is no question but that the National Government is devoted to
the welfare of the people, so much so {as I argued with important
people in Taiwan this summer) that they may be going too far
with raising the standard of living,

This seems to many people to be a rather peculiar point
of view, and they ask: “Do you mean to say that the standard
of living of Chinese farmers can be raised too high?” Well, you
know that the standard of living is a matter of comparatives; that
it is what one can afford to have. All I was urging was this: in-
atead of keeping on with the objective of raising the standard of
living constantly, they should slow down the increases in distribu-
tion; they should take off some of the excess of produetion in
compulsory savings, in taxation, and have the government devote
that to industrialization. But I got nowhere with such arguments.
This is primarily because raising the standard of living of the
farmers on Taiwan — and giving these farmers a standard of
living which will excite the envy and admiration of all masses in
Asia, no matter where they are — is a prime political warfare
objective of the government. In their fight of political warfare
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they know exactly what they are doing; they are not doing it
purely for philanthropic purposes, They have, for better or for
worse, come to believe a great deal of what has been said about
their failures on the Mainland: namely, that if they had only
put public welfare farther up in their scale of objectives for at-
tainment, if they had only reformed landholding and gone in for
agrarian reform, they would never have lost the Mainland. This
may or may not be true, but whether it is true or not they have
embodied this idea as part of their program,

This leads us into a consideration of the economy of Taiwan.
I would say that the cconomy of Taiwan is flourishing. In the first
half of 1958, for example, the exports from Taiwan came to a
total of some B7.6 million U. S, dollars and the imports came to
a total of 67.8 million dollars, leaving a surplus of 19.8 million
U. 8. dollars of exports over imports. Most of the surplus comes
from the sale of sugar, of which about $100 million a ycar is sold
abroad; there is also rice, of which a surplus of some 200,000
tons a year not needed for local consumption are sold almost cn-
tirely to Japan. The imports constitute chemical fertilizers, mach-
inery, crude oil, and so on.

Military expenditures arc so heavy that the budget must
run out of balance. The only thing which keeps it in balance, keeps
the currency stable, and prevents inflation is continued U. 8. aid.
This U, 8. aid runs around $100 million a year; thus, over a ten-
year period it has come to approximately a billion dollars, This U. S.
aid is becoming slightly less necessary as time goes on, with the
progress of economic development in Taiwan and, particularly,
with the increase of industrialization. Whether this aid can ever
be totally done away with is quite another question — I am rather
inclined to think it cannot be done away with in the foresceable
future,

A few words about the military situation, since it is so tied
into both economics and politics.

https:ggigital—commons.usnwc.edu/ nwc-review/vol12/iss2/3
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You must remember that at all times Taiwan has under arms
some 500,000-600,000 men. This is about the same ratio between
armed forces and total population as was involved in the level of
armed forces in the United States in relation to our population
at the peak of our mobilization for World War II. Of course we
all know what happened to the American economy and to the Ameri-
can debt structure in World War [I: we simply went into debt
very heavily, The economy of Taiwan, however, does not have
that kind of capacity for debt. The result is therefore that they
would be on the road to absolute financial ruin if they kept this
size of armed forces intact and at the same time were deprived
of U. 8. military and economiec aid.

There is in Taiwan a system of compulsory universal mili-
tary training and service -— it is compulsory for all. Those who
are trained go through a two-year course, are then put back into
the civilian reserve, and a steadily increasing pool of manpower is
thus made available for expanding the armed forces in time of emer-
geney to approximately double their present size, This means that
approximately 1.25 million men could be mobilized out of Taiwan
during time of war without breaking down the economy. The rice
surpluses would disappear — that is to say, they would not be
able to export 200,000 tons of rice a year — but there would still
be plenty of foodstuffs for Taiwan to feed its own people.

The military posture of this foree of 500,000-600,000 men
is strictly defensive. Indeed, it is because the Communists have
always insisted they must take Taiwan and rule it for themselves
as part of Mainland China that the mobilization in Taiwan is forced
on the people. I say the posture is purely defensive. How can we
justify such a statement? We can do this by looking at what they
have to do with. When onc remembers that the Armed Forces of
the National Government — the Republic of China on Taiwan —
have only a very small navy, that they have practically no landing
vessels, that they have practically no heavy transport vessels, that
they have practically no heavy bombers, one can see that they
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do not have offensive weapons. They have no weapons which would
justify or in any way make feasible an autonomous operation of
transporting their forces over to make an attack in a landing
on the Mainland. This is because of deliberate U. 8. policy.

. S. policy is to monopolize all potentially offensive weapons
of war vis-a-vis the Republiec of China, and not to allow the Re-
public of China to have those weapons with which it eould deter-
mine the time and place when it would try to attack the Mainland.
This is a fact, and there is no way of getting around it. Whatever
people say about the danger that Chiang Kuai-shek will get us into
war through attacking the Mainland — well, any such attack
would be utter suicide for him without our support, and I mean our
support on a very large scale. In fact, the government of Chiang
Kai-shek knows perfectly well what its situation is there.

I would describe the long-range military policy of Chiang
Kai-shek today in somewhat the same terms as one should de-
scribe his policy regarding the Japancse between the years of 1931
and 1941. You will remember that in 1931 the Japanese attacked
Manchuria. From that time on, they steadily drove the Chinese
Government back and took over more and more of China. Chiang
Kai-shek was powerless to retaliate; in fact, he was powerless o
turn the tide. ITe “holed” himself up out in West China, bchind
the mountains (today, he is behind an ocean barrier — it is dif-
ferent, and yet the barriers are very similar in many ways), and
there he sat! This situation looked utterly and complelely hopeless,
and the Japanese were convinced that it was. They went to him
many, many times with offers to surrender and with offers lo
make peace. They said, “We will give you a big share in govern-
ment if you will only sec the light. What chance have you possiblv
got to drive us out of your country? You had betler surrender
while time is still available to you. Let's be reasonable; let's got
together ! This, of course, was very tempting.

But remember that Chiang Kai-shek is not only a military
man, but a politician, He is a man interested in power -~ as all
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politicians have to be, because that is their business and what
they deal in. So when the Japanese tried to get him to go in with
them and to combine with them, he said “No!” He did not say
that just out of sheer obstinacy and sheer nonsense; he said it
because he had a policy and a theory as to how things were going
to work out. His theory was: “If I wait long enough, the Japanese
aggression, the Japanese expansiveness, the Japanese insistence
upon controlling other people (which is aggression, after all) is
going to bring them into conflict with people who will have to
resist and who will have the power to resist. After that happens —
Lord knows how many years it will take — what happens to
China will be a function of events, of power situations and power
distributions over which I, personally, have no control.”

Now Chiang Kai-shek read the lesson of modern Chinese
history absolutely correctly in that most of the things that have
happened of great importance to China in the last century have
been functions of external influences. There has never been anyone
in China during modern timea who has been able to build enough
power to give China a power autonomy. No nation has complete
power autonomy. But, to build a regime in China that has power
self-determination, and that is not a dependency from a military
point of view — well, the Communists certainly have not done that
as yet, and I do not think they will do it for another fifteen or
twenty years, if then. What will happen in between, nobody knows.
But Chiang Kai-shek knew that what happened to China was a
funetion of external relationships, of external power factors. So
he said: “I'll sit it out. T know that the rivalries over China and
the rivalries in the world are going to bring the settlement of
the Chinese business into a framework of international rivalries
and international power struggles.” Well, he sat it out and he
waited it out.

Of course it so happened that the Japanese thought they
had to attack us, and they did so. This attack was brought on by
their progress into Southeast Asia, which brought them into
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frontal conflict with the Western European powers and their co-
lonial empires. When this happened, the United States began to
gtiffen up, in spite of the fact that 909 of the public in this
country considered war with Japan to be utterly inconceivable
(and I do not think this is an exaggerated statement). Cast your
minds back to the period of 1931 to 1941, Is it not true that the
American public not only had no desire for war but had a horror
of war, and that they thought twoe things: “We will never attack
anybody — we don’t want to. And anybedy would be a fool to
attack us, because they know they would get beaten eventually.”

Well, we just took that all for granted, but no war is incon-
ceivable. You see Chiang Kai-shek knew more about what the
Americans were going to have to do than the American people
did. Of course he may be wrong, today, but this time he is banking
upon the same line of strategy. You may say, “IBut, man, you are
getting awfully old — you are 72, How much longer can you go
on with this?” At this point T want to make one fact perfectly
clear: this is not a one-man concept; this is not a one-man
conviction; this is a concept of a party and a regime.

One of the most interesting phenomena in the study of re-
lations between States is the way in which allies conduet their
relations with each other. On the one hand, Ally A says “I am
having my relations with Ally B for this purpose — and this
purpose alone.” Ally B may also state, “I am having relations
with Ally A for this other purpose — and this other purpose alone.”
The fact that these purposcs may depart from cach other with the
speed of light, going in exactly opposite directions very rapidly,
is something that is often lost sight of.

For instance, there is no gquestion but what the people in
the Government on Taiwan consider their relations with the United
States and in fact their whole policy in Taiwan solely and simply
from one point of view: as something which is going to help
them to take back China. The Americans, however, consider the
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policy utterly differently. They do not want Chiang Kai-shek to
take back China — well, they would like it, of course, if he could
do it without costing anybody anything. But to risk a war about
taking back China — they won't face that! So our policy is, “No
war! We are strengthening you for purely defensive reasons!”

These two policies do not jibe with each other; one policy
or the other is going to give, and maybe they have to both give
at the same time. But we are in a situation where the policy of
the Government in Taiwan (whatever they say about no use of
violence, and all that came out in a recent statement) and our
policy are utterly different one from the other. These two things
do not jibe ; they mutually contradict each other. Now I do not think
that a foreign policy based upon mutually contradictory aims be-
tween the two allies in relation to things both of them want to do
can be maintained forever. The question here, of course, is: “Who
is going to back down? Who is going to change? And, even more,
whose policy is going to be backed up by the events that will take
place ?”

We hope, you see, that our policy of “No war” will be backed
up by a development of the Chinese Communists in the direction
of peaceful coexistence, The Chinese Government on Taiwan laughs
at such an idea, however, and says: “The Communists are that
way and they will be maintained that way. The more trouble they
run into at home, the more certain are they to maintain their ag-
gressiveness, Therefore, the American policy of trying to avoid
frontal conflict with them cannot succeed.”

Now, to bring up U. 8. policy in relation to Taiwan, forces
us then to consider it in detail as perhaps the single thing which
bears most directly on the future prospects and possibilities in
regard to Taiwan.

Let us enumerate the chief elements of the United States’
policy regarding China at this point; then let us try to analyze
this policy in order to see what has happened to it recently and
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what is likely to happen to it in the future. The policy can be said
fo be made up of about seven (7) points.

The first of these points is that we recognize the Republic
of China as the Government of China.

In the second place, we refuse to recognize the Chinese
Communists and we also insist that we wiil not allow them to
be admitted to the United Nations. We brand them as “aggressors,”
and we maintain strongly this kind of attitude toward them.

Third, there is a treaty of mutual defense belween the Re-
public of China on Taiwan and the United States. This pledges
the Armed Forces of the United States to the defense of Taiwan
and of the Pescadores Islands which lie immediately off Taiwan.

Fourth, within the area of Presidential discretion lies the
question of taking any neceasary military action in adjoining areas
which he may deem at any moment nccessary for the defense of
Taiwan and the Pescadores. In this connection, the President has,
until very reocently, refused to make any decision as to whether
the offshore islands would be defended.

Fifth, there is another factor which has heen broughi into
this policy that is negative: that is, the Presidential statement
of 195656 and the recent statements that have come from the U, 8.
Government imply that an attack on the Mainland by the Republie
of China would be a form of military aggression. We do not wish lo
have, or encourage, military aggression ; we do not wish to encourage
the solution of political and territorial problems by military force;
therefore, we will not allow the National Government of China
to attack the Mainland.

Sixth, part of our policy is to maintain constant contacts
with the Chinese Communists, and we do this by having the talks
with them which started at Geneva and which are now going on
intermittently in Warsaw. The talks between oursclves and the
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Chinese Communists have had two main contents: in the first
place, we are insisting that the Chinese Communists release all
American prisoners whom they hold; in the second place, we are
trying to get the Chinese Communists to say that they will renounce
the use of force in relation to Taiwan and the offshore islands in
the Taiwan area. Our aim is to prevent war. The strategy here
is to try to keep these people talking as long as possible, with the
hope that if they continue talking they will not attack and talk
at the same time. I do not think that modern history is very
encouraging in that sort of business. We remember that the Pearl
Harbor attack took place at the very time when talking was
going on at a very high piteh. In fact, talking had been going on
with the Japanese for almost a year before the Pearl Harbor at-
tack — and still the attack came. So I think it is not incorrect to
say that talks can be used as a shield for attacks. Simultaneous
consuitations and attacks are well-known things in military history.
The talks may lull people to sleep about the possibility of armed
attack. If they do this to us, in light of recent history and going
back only a few ycars, we have oursclves to blame for whatever
may happen.

Seventh, we provide full U, S. economic and military aid
to the Chinese National Government on Taiwan, Herve is where 1
brought up the divergence of use, intent, and aims between our-
selves and the Chinese as far as this aid is concerned. It is at this
point, indeed, where the whole policy becomes rather vulnerable.

Let us now take a Iook at this policy, trying to analyze a
bit of what these separate items meuan.

IFFor instance, the nonrecognition of Red China and the rec-
ognition of the Republie of China ig attacked as being unrealistic.
One radio commentator, whose material I read recently, said: “We
are acting as though the 630 million Chinese on the Mainland do
not exist.” I think this is an absolutely unjustified statement, In
fact, nonrecognition of their government is a testimonial that we
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not only know they exist but are acting in their best interest as
we, ourselves, conceive of it. Qur nonrecognition policy has, as
a fundamental underpinning, the notion that this regime in China
is not going to last; that to recognize it would help it to last longer
and fasten it upon the Chinese people. Thus, recognition would be
to the harm of the Chinese people, and nonrccognition is not a
matter of neglecting them.

In the second place, since we do not recognize the govern-
ment on the ‘Mainland and we do recognize the Republic of China,
we are tempted from time to time to think that we can stabilize
our relations here and avoid war by initiating the so-called “Two
Chinas Policy”; that is, that we can recognize and deal with both
Chinas. We started out along this line by the talks with the Chinese
Communists at Geneva and Warsaw. We are dealing with the
Chinese Communists, whether we recognize them or not. But I
do not believe that a “Two Chinas Policy” is feasible. I do not
belicve that it will ever be possible for us to recognize both regimes
simultaneously and deal with them cqually.

If we should offer the Chinese Communists recognition, to-
day, and still maintain our recognition of the Republic of China,
the Chinese Communists would reject our recognition and refuse
to enter into diplomatic relations with us. If, however, we insisted
on recognizing them, then the government on Taiwan would im-
mediately break diplomatic relations with us. No, as far as the
“Two Chinas Policy” and recognition are concerned, I do not think
that we can “have our cake and eat it at the same time,”

The British are making a pretty good play along this line.
They have, of course, recognized the Chinese Communists, They
also have a consular representative in Taiwan, Their consular
representative is not accredited to the National Government, how-
ever, but is accredited to the Provincial Government. This is a
very interesting point in international law, and one can find prece-
dents for this. You know, some people say that we should be ruled
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by laws, but I think this is a case where the laws are being used
to do what one wants to do with them — which is entirely justifiable
if one can get away with it,

This policy of dual recognition which the British are toy-
ing with in this case is not inexpenasive to them; it is not something
which they can get for nothing. The fact that they have a consular
representative on Taiwan is not calculated to smooth out and main-
tain on a peaceful level their relations with the Chinese Com-
munists., In fact, mere recognition between the two countries (the
United Kingdom and the Chinese Communists) has never resulted
in anything of very great value to either side except from a political
point of view — and, here, I am inclined to think that the Chinese
Cominunists have had all the better of it. So far as all such mat-
ters are concerned, the Chinese Communists in fact have an attitude
of complete exclusiveness; that is, that one cannot play both sides,
but must lean toward their side 1009 ; that one cannot argue that
a stated condition of recognition will stabilize things.

To show you what this means in terms of the Chinese
Communists, I wish to point out that after recognition by Britain
{there was a long delay in Chinese recognition and in entering
into relations with Britain), at least in one very interesting case,
an official Chinese Communist delegation to the United Kingdom
refused to deal with the British officials in England and insisted
that all of its business should be conducted through the British
Communist Party. That sounds very peculiar, and T suppose if one
looked for a precedent for it in international law one would not
find any. But that, of course, does not bother the Chinese Com-
munists, for international law to them is a Western invention; it
is an Imperialist device; it should be broken up. They do not believe
in an international order. They will try at all points to do as much
damage as they possobly can to the built-in order of the Western
State system, which Communism and its World Revolution is
designing, planning and working to overthrow, and for which the
Communists wish to substitute a World Communist State. This
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is not “Internationalism”; neither is it “Nationalism,” as we under-
stand it. But it is the image of the future in the Communists’ minds.
How ecan anybody do international business with people who do
not believe in a multi-State system and who do not believe in the
persistence of independent, autonomous State units, but who be-
lieve in the total domination of a World Communist State?

Here is where the mere question of recognition and nonrecog-
nition becomes so insignificant, compared to the overall contradic-
tion of aims on both sides, as to make the whole question of
recognition and nonrecognition nothing but an academic matter.
In other words, one recognizes people and enters into relations
with them supposedly for mutual benefit on both sides. The trouble
here is that there is one side that is entering into these relations
truly from a destructive point of view, It desires to destroy the
very strueture within which the other side hopes to operate,
which is on a basis of mutuality with them. It has a substitute for
mutuality: exclusiveness; absolute monopoly of power; the wiping
out of differentiations and the wiping out of differences, and thus
the elimination of all compromises. How can one coexist with
people like that ? I think that coexistence is going to be increasingly
impossible with the Communists. T use this case of recognition
and nonrecognition only to illustrate the problems connected with
it.

Now let’s go to the policy of the United States in relation
to the Republic of China — the policy of preventing any Chinese
attack on the Mainland — for I would like to subject that to a
bit of analysis.

Here, again, it seems to me, is where we are trying to “have
our cake and eat it at the same time.” We recognize the Republic
of China as the sole legitimate government of China. This means
in law (and we still supposedly believe in international law) that
this government has title to all of China and that it represents
the Chinese people. The fact that it does not possess all of China
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is another point. If, by law, this government owns all of China,
how can one tell it that it has no right to take back what it owns?
Of course one might say, “You may take it back if you wish, but
we will not help you!” — but that is an entirely different matter.
If the United States says that, then they are afraid than an autono-
mous cffort by the Republic of China to take back what it owns
would start a war in which we, ourselves, would get involved ; there-
fore, we wish te have nothing of it. I cannot make too much sense
out of this policy. We recognize the Republic of China; we thus,
of course, insist that it owns China whether it posscsses it or
not (which is cxactly what we insisted about all of the refugee
governmentis on our side that assembled outside of Western Furope
during World War II, and which went back and took what they
owned). If they legally own the Mainland, then what is the basis
for our insistence that they have no right to try to take it back?
I just present this to you, and you can think it over for yourselves.
To me, it does not make any sense.

I do not know who sold the Administration this particular
line of prescntation, but it has to be broken up at some place. Either
one has to say, "We don’t recognize you as the Government of
China,” or one has to say, “Well, if you are the Government of
China, more power to you if you ean go back and take what you
own!” But trying to have it both ways at once is one of the most
difficult jobs in any ficld, and certainly it is difficult in the field
of diplomacy.

Let’s go on to the talks which were held first at Geneva
and arc now being held in Warsaw. Of course the basic idea here
is that we are trying to get the Communists to give us something,
but we are not talking to them in order to give them anything.
In fact, I have never been able to find ont what it is we are offering
the Communists as a quid pro quo for the two main things we are
trying to get from them in these talks — which, as I said hefore,
are the release of all American prisoners and a flat statement
that they will not use force to get what they claim they own in the
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Taiwan arca. What have we ever offered them as a quid pro quo
for this? Recognition? No! Admission to the United Nations? No!
“You are aggressors,” we say. “You are really bad people — perhaps
you are so bad that we should not even be talking to you. But we
had rather talk to you and keep you talking, with the hope that
this will keep you from shooting and from attacking.”

This is unilateral diplomacy. This is putting the diplomats
into an impossible and untenable position. Something has to give
here! It seems to me it is only too obvious that no person who wants
something can go and say, “Give it all to me — 1 give you nothing!”
In the world in which we live we are supposed to give a quid pro quo;
we are supposcd to be commercial ; we are supposed to pay for what
we get. We are not supposed to be able (as the Communists try
to do) to put these things on a basis of exclusiveness and unilatev-
alism. Perhaps in Geneva we fell into the trap of trying to imitate
the Communists. This, you know, is the kind of diplomacy that
we always attribute to them. I do not think, however, that we
are getting too far with trying it in this particulav case.

What is the real meaning of these talks? Well, the real
meaning i8 to weaken two important things. First, we weaken
our nonrecognition policy. In other words we say, “Recognition
means nothing, because at the same time that we will not rec-
ognize you, we will talk to you.” These two things do not exactly
jibe. The second thing we weaken is our policy of recognition of
the Chinese National Government. At the same time we say to
them, “You are the Government of China,” we arc dealing with
the other regime. Then when you put together with this the fact
that we have never offered the Communists a quid pro ¢uo for any-
thing we have asked them for, I, personally, wonder how the talks
have gone on as long as they have. Perhaps they have lasted as
long as they have merely because neither side wants to take the
blame for breaking off the talks. The Communists do not want
to say, “Yes, we refused; we broke off the talks,” thus giving the
moral advantage to the Americans. The Americans, having got
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into this situation, do not want to say, “We are sufficiently ob-
stinate and unreasonable; we broke off the talks,” thus giving
the moral advantage to the Communists,

Of course the Communists personally do not care about
“moral advantage.,” But they care a great deal about it as a weapon
of political warfare. 1t is the position in which they try to put us
that is important in these matters. Of course we try to put them
in a bad position, but T think they have had all the better of it in
this business. The Communists go on the assumption that Taiwan
and the offshore islands are Chinese property. This is China —
and it belongs to them. How in the world can the Communists be
persuaded to give up unilaterally the use of force in recovering
what they consider to be rightly theirs? How can one possibly
get them to do this? If they wrowuld do it for one reason or another,
they could not do it — if only because, having sworn they will not
use force, they would have given away the only weapon they have
against us: the threat of war; military blackmail or atomic black-
mail, if you will.

Atomic blackmail is a factor that is always present in the
situation regarding Taiwan and the offshore islands: we use it
against them, and they use it against us. We publicized the fact
that the Seventh Fleet has a fantastically concentrated power of
destruction perhaps unprecedented in military history. This is
atomic blackmail used against the Communists. The Communists
use the threat that any attack by us on them, or any military op-
position to their aims in this area, will bring on World War III,
and that means the Russians will be in it. That is atomic blackmail
used against us.

Blackmail, of course, succeeds in direct proportion as the
individual subjected to it is afraid of the results, Who is more
afraid, or who has more reason to be afraid, of atomic blackmail
today — the Chinese Communists or the Americans? Here is some-
thing on which, again, I think we must revise our point of view.
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We go on the assumption that the Chinese Communists are less
afraid of an atomic war than are we, and that the Russians are
also less afraid of it than are we. Since we have come to this
conclusion, we do the backing down. Every time when this subject
comes sufficiently to the fore, we have to seek a way out of the
threat of war, Moving to the brink, you see, is easy. But moving
back from the brink is something we have to do, because we are
more afraid of atomic blackmail than the Chinese Communists.

It seems to me, in fact, that atomic blackmail not only will
be used by both sides but must be used by both sides. Then this
question arises: Which side is going to win in the struggle to
use atomic blackmail? At this point, it seems to me that the United
States and our side can win just as easily and just as cffectively
as can the other side. At all times we must be very careful to make
perfectly plain to the other side exactly what atomic war would
mean to it; we also make plain to the other side that any major
conflict today is going to be an atomie war, Here, of course, we run
into the great moral blocks, the great fears, and the great ap-
prehensions among our people and those on our side. Our people
do not like the word “blackmail,” to start with. And when the word
“gtomic” is attached to it, they like it even less. They have a
moral tenderness, you see, that the other side does not feel — the
other side has no such feeling as this. As a result, the people in
this country who understand full well that the weapon of atomic
blackmail must continue to be used, who are willing to use it, and
who understand it can be used successfully, are hindered by the
prevalent state of public opinion (which is unreal in the extreme,.
ag far as I am concerned).

I think that the longer we keep on talking with the Chinese
Communists in Warsaw, the more we are going to dig ourselves
into an impossible diplomatic position. Since this is so, and since
by the nature of the situation we have to prove how reasonable
we are {we do not expect the Communists to prove how reasonable
they are, but we think they are basically unreasonable), then in
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every such case where we get ourselves into a diplomatic impasse
of the kind we are building up at the Warsaw talks it will be the
United States that will back out. The back-out over Taiwan and
the offshore islands has already begun,

What is the shape of the back-out that has already begun?
Well, we have gone to Chiang Kai-shek and have made him publicly
state what he hag said privately to us for several years: namely,
that he knows he cannot go back alone and land on the Mainland
by force, IFor what purpose was this done? Was this supposed to
be something designed to make the Chinese Communists feel hap-
pier? Not exactly that — we are not really supposced to care too
much whether they feel happy or not. It is aimed at our allies,
whom we say are so afraid of war; it is aimed at our public, which
we also think is so afraid of a possible war. So Chiang Kai-shek
has now to say publicly — in front of the whole world — what
everybody has known to be true but has been kept decently hidden
in private up to this point.

This is like taking one of your aces (if you have two or
three), or kings or queens which you are holding in your hand,
and playing it at this point. The face is up; everybody knows what
it is, and it is spent. Chiang Kai-shek cannot say that again, at
lecast with any profit. We are thus inducing a process of gradually
giving away our hand to the other side and playing it out. This is
somewhat like the issue of the offshore islands in this sense. If
the issue of the offshore islands could only be gotten rid of, would
we not feel a great deal happier? The question which then arises
is this: How many cards are there in your hand to play in this
game? In othor words, after you have gotten rid of the offshore
islands, after you have played and perhaps won something with
it (don't just give it away, but get something for it — say, get
the Japancse, the Australians, and the Filipinos to come in with
an alliance to defend Taiwan), the question which this then arouses
is: What are you going to give away next? You must have a plan
for this, you know. Well, what is next?
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There are the Pescadores Islands — a few thousand fisher-
men live there. All the old arguments will be repeated: the pres-
ence of a Chinese Nationalist naval base in the Pescadores consti-
tutes a threat of aggression against the Mainland; this makes the
Chinese Communists uncomfortable; sitice, when they get uncom-
fortable, they get nasty and threaten us with atomie blackmail,
if we can only give them these islands and make them feel com-
fortable they will forget all about this.

It seems, however, for better or for worse, that hunger is
built into the psychology of these people. They will still remain
hungry., Well, what about that? We had some experience with
that problem, too. We said before 1937-39 that there were at least
two classes of nations in this world: some of them were the
“haves” and the others were the “have nots.” We said if we only
could make Hitler see reason, that we would be glad to make
Germany a “have nation,” at the expense of Czechoslovakia, of
course. The question which arises is this: How much does Ger-
many need to become a “have nation?’ This complicates the
business. If we could only wipe out the difference between people
who have everything they think they will ever want and people
who know they haven't got everything they think they will ever
want — then we could have peace and stability in this world.
Of course we could do that easily enough by abolishing the human
race — that would be simple — and sometimes people think that
is where our policy is going to lead us. But you cannot say, “I
am poing to give them this once and for all, because it will solve
or settle the problem,” because it does not solve anything.

So under those circumstances why not just be unreasonable?
Is that asking too much? I do not think so. There comes a time
when the virtue of flexibility, the virtue of compromise, and the
virtue of reasonableness become not virtues. There are times when
those virtues have to be thrown out the window in favor of other
virtues which we perhaps do not like quite as mueh but which
are necessary for survival. Those other virtues are: the virtues
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of insisting that we will not give an inch on anything, that we
are going to resort to principle and are going to say, “Your hunger
is going to stop here; you are going to have to pull your belt in a
noteh for we are not going to try to satisfy your hunger.”

In this business of China, as it lines up today, the future of
Taiwan seems to me to be increasingly becoming a matter of sur-
render. “Oh, no,” we say, “we are only insisting on settling the
issue of the offshore islands, of removing this thorn in the side
of peace, because we want to fall back on the main issue — which
is Taiwan.” 1 do not think that Taiwan is the main issue at all,
for when the time comes then people will say, “What are the in-
trinsic values of Taiwan?’ They will soon find that there are
many reasons for denying there is any need at all to hold on to
Taiwan. What are 10 million people? If you are willing to sacri-
fice 60,000 people on the offshore islands, 10 million people is just
a matter of quantity, isn't it? The principle of saying, “The 60,000
people on the offshore islands should be given to the Chinese Com-
munists,” if applied widely enough, will lead us right to Newport,
Rhode Island, will it not? Of course! And it will lead us right into
this room!

It would be only too easy to sacrifice Taiwan. Personally,
I can make some good arguments for giving up Taiwan. I can
make a number of good arguments — the only trouble is that I
cannot convince mysclf, But there are many people already con-
vinced of it. All they want to do is to find a delicate, polite, and
“moral” way out of this problem. The first thing to do, they say,
1s to dispossess the government that runs the island. We know that
is an emigre government (it is Chinese, but it came from else-
where) ; therefore, the thing to do is to dispossess it. I tell you that
this idea again is ten years out-of-date. If you were to hold a free
plebiscite with the consent of ihe National Government (which,
I assure you, is impossible to get), T would argue that the Nation-
alist Party would win an overwhelming vote of confidence from
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the local people. So there goes one of your answers — there goes
one of your solutions.

Well, if we cannot dispossess this government, we will
just say: “Look! We cannot afford to keep up economic aid to
you any more for it i3 too much of a drain on the budget. So,
economically, you are going down the drain!” This perhaps, we
can do. We can perhaps economically destroy Taiwan if we set
about it. If we disrupt it enough, perhaps dissatisfactions over
the years will become sufficiently intense so that somebody else
will come in, take it over, and run it. We will then have gotten
rid of the island. We will also have convinced everybody clse in
the area who has similar problems to this, and who is dependent
upon relations with the United States, that perhaps this is also
the answer that is in the cards for them,

The political bandwagon under the direction of the Com-
munist World will then come to take in Japan, for example. After
Japan is organized into the Communist orbit -— economiecally, if
not politically — it will then be possible to have a generation of
peace, 2 peace during which time the manpower, the know-how,
and the plant facilitics of the Japanese economy will be hooked
to the resources of the Asian Continent for the creation in reverse
of that “Greater Iiast Asia co-prosperity sphere” which the Japan-
ese were aiming at creating during the last war — only this time
it will be in the hands of the Communists. If this makes you fecl
any more comfortable than it did to contemplate, during the last
war, the “Greater Fast Asia co-prosperity sphere” in the hands
of the Japanese, why I must confess that it does not make me feel
any more comfortable.

These are the inevitable results of any policy whieh is
based upon the notion of getting rid of problems by giving them
away, by denying they exist, or by finding a way out short of
insigting that you are going to deal with them yourself and not
give them to somebody else to handle for vou. Getting rid of your
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problems in this way will mean getting rid of all the outposts in
the Western Pacific region; it will mean the concentration of all
Eurasia in the hands of the Communists. This will eventually mean
the isolation and destruction of every ally whom we have and of
their complete disillusionment with us; it will eventually mean our
own surrender, because by that time we will be faced with forces
against us which will be unfeasible for us to handle by ourselves.

People say that the defense of Quemoy is impossible. Per-
sonally. I do not think this is true — T believe that Quemoy can
be defended and that is is being defended. But if Quemoy cannot
be defended, how can the United States of America be defended?
They say that these islands are vulnerable. Well, one of the most
vulnerable places which 1 know of on the globe today is New York
City. I do not really know of any way in which to defend it, The
only defense of it is to insist that an attack upon it will bring
about results which will make the other side lose more than it
gains out of the attack. This can be done today on the few acres
of Quemoy real estate much more effectively than it can be done
in relation to Manhattan Island. This is really the issuc on which
the whole business is based.

You have speaking to you here today onc of those somewhat
unregenerate, eld-fashioned characters who still believes that not
all wars are bad wars. Has it ever occurred to you that the follies
of our public opinion on current foreign policy are based upon
the illusion that there is no such thing as a good war — has it
ever occurred to you that this is 50?7 I do not argue that wars are
inherently good. But the idea that there can be no such thing
ag a good use of military weapons, a good use of military power,
that there can be no such thing as a good war, I would argue
was disproved by the last war and disproved by World War I as
well. It was also disproved by most of the wars in which the
United States has engaged. This includes the Revolutionary War,
in which we had the help of certain allies in our rather weak con-
dition. We were dependent upon Lafayette and the French, as
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the Battle of Yorktown and other battles as well amply demon-
strate.

The time when these alliances are not going to be neces-
gary, the time when allies are not going to have to come through
and deliver in terms of blood, treasure, and hardware — those
times have not yet arrvived. It is premature to think they are going
to arrive in the near future. If this is the case, then, the place to
defend is the first place which you can defend. The thing not to do
is this: to seek the last possible place and give away all the first
places.

Thank you!
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