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I. Introduction 

My intention is to outline what an ultimate political solution in the Taiwan Straits might 

look like some 15 to 20 years from now.1 Because a lasting political solution is 

improbable in the near future, I’ll intentionally distance myself from the present 

antagonistic politics of the ‘Taiwan issue’. I began to probe possible political solutions in 

the Strait when I was commissioned by the International Crisis Group, based in Brussels 

and Washington DC, to write a report looking at, firstly, the prerequisites for a political 

solution, and secondly, possible models for a political settlement. Because of time 

constraints I cannot today discuss the prerequisites, but for those who are interested in 

this topic, I refer to the ICG Taiwan Strait report no. IV (see footnote 1). 

Today, I will focus mainly on a ‘Greater Chinese Union’ as the basis for a lasting 

solution to the impasse in the Strait.  

Before venturing in to the future, it is necessary to define the meaning of a ‘political 

solution’ or ‘settlement’. A political solution entails a mutually agreed upon peaceful 

settlement which would establish the framework for a non-antagonistic relationship 

between China and Taiwan. 

                                                 
1 This paper draws heavily on research done and interviews conducted by Linda Jakobson in Beijing, 
Brussels, Helsinki, Hong Kong, Honolulu, Shanghai, Taipei and Washington DC from September 2002 to 
February 2004 before publication of Taiwan Strait Report IV: How an Ultimate Political Settlement Might 
Look, Brussels: International Crisis Group, Asia Report no. 75, 26.2.2004, of which Linda Jakobson is the 
co-author. See also Jakobson, “Taiwan’s Challenge to China and the World – Part II: A ‘Greater Chinese 
Union’ offers best political solution”, YaleGlobal, March 15, 2004, 
http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=3520 ; Jakobson’s talk at seminar “The Volatile Taiwan Strait: 
Can Peace be Achieved?” at the Finnish Institute of International Affairs in Helsinki 12 May 2004, 
http://www.upi-fiia.fi/english/navigation/events_frameset.htm ; Jakobson, Taiwan’s Unresolved Status. 
Visions for the Future and Their Implications for EU Foreign Policy, FIIA Report 8/2004, Helsinki: 
Finnish Institute of International Affairs, November 2004. 



The de jure independence of Taiwan, in other words a separate Taiwanese nation-state 

with international recognition and full representation in international organisations can 

not be considered a political solution in the next 15 to 20 years because whatever kind of 

conditions arise in China during the next two decades, it would be unrealistic to presume 

that any regime in Beijing would accept a full-fledged independent Taiwanese state. Even 

in the unlikely event that Taiwan would declare full independence and attain the support 

of the international community, the relationship between China and Taiwan would 

remain extremely antagonistic. 

Predicting the future is obviously precarious. It is worth bearing in mind that the West did 

not contemplate accepting the independence of Ukraine or the Baltic States, for example, 

while the Soviet Union was at the height of its power, but full recognition of these 

countries did not pose a problem for Western countries once the Soviet Union collapsed.  

By the same token, reunification along the lines of Beijing’s present ‘one country, two 

systems’ model can not be regarded as a viable political solution because it would be 

equally unrealistic to presume a change in Taiwanese society so dramatic that the 

majority of Taiwan’s population would voluntarily accept a reunification reminiscent of 

the Hong Kong model. If this type of reunification is forced upon Taiwan, again, the 

relationship between Taiwan and China would remain hostile and would not resemble 

one of normality. 

The status quo in the Taiwan Strait is not static; rather it constitutes an evolving set of 

conditions in a changing environment. In this talk status quo is meant more generally to 

indicate the status of Taiwan as a de facto independent society which has its own army, 



politi cal system and currency, but which lacks de jure independence and is to a large 

extent isolated in the international arena due to Beiji ng's objections.  

II. Envisioning the End Result: One Model for a ̀ Union-of-Sorts'  

There have been numerous attempts by scholars to envision what a ̀ union-of-sorts' 

between China and Taiwan could look like. Models drawing from concepts of federation, 

confederation, federacy, associated statehood, union, cross-Strait common market and 

commonwealth abound. I will  mainly focus on a ̀ union-of-sorts' for which there is no 

existing terminology; this union would contain elements of several existing integration 

concepts.  

First, a few words about existing model proposals: 

‘One Country, Two Systems’ is the colloquial way to refer to Deng Xiaoping's formula 

for reunification, the only model that Beiji ng continues to promote and the one on which 

Hong Kong's relationship with Beiji ng is based. Taiwan categorically rejects the formula.  

The Taiwanese are understandably proud of their democratic society and are quick to 

point out that the residents of Hong Kong never enjoyed full -fledged democratic rights 

under British rule. A repeated phrase in Taipei is: ªTaiwan is not Hong Kong.º All 

mainstream parties in Taiwan maintain that it would be unreasonable to presume that 

Taiwan would agree to a reunification formula that does not safeguard ªeverything 

Taiwan already has.º2 

                                                 
2 Interviews in Taipei, December 2002 and February 2003. See ªKMT rejects ̀ one country two systems',º 
July 20, 2001 Central News Agency, Taipei http://th.gio.gov.tw/show.cfm?news_id=9834 



Beijing has been aware that Hong Kong serves as a testing ground of China’s ability to 

accommodate political, social, and economic diversity. Despite this, Beijing decided in 

early 2004 to substantially curb Hong Kong’s right to independently pursue political 

reform, casting severe doubt on Beijing’s ability or intention to genuinely accept the co -

existence of two different political systems. Beijing’s actions in the last 18 months have 

only reinforced the view among Taiwanese that the Hong Kong model is an unacceptable 

foundation for political integration.3 

‘One country, one system’ . Taiwan’s present Guidelines fo r National Unification sees 

unification as a process of short-term, medium term, and long-term phases, as a series of 

steps based on the democratic evolution of Chinese society and government. According 

to the guidelines, the acceptable path to reunification presupposes democratisation, 

economic development and establishment of the rule of law in China to facilitate a ‘one 

country, one system’ (the system being one reminiscent of Taiwan’s today). 4 

Noteworthy is a recent report written and compiled by scholars at Beijing’s Qinghua 

University. They note, as many others, that the situation in the Taiwan Strait is not static. 

                                                 
3 In the summer 2003, Tung Chee-hwa, Beijing’s appointed Chief Executive, tried to push through an anti -
subversion law under Article 23 of the Basic Law. The most sensitive clause of the proposed new law 
provoked public uproar because it stated that any organization of which Beijing disapproves on security 
grounds could be proscribed in Hong Kong. Among several other controversial provisions was one that 
dispensed with the need for a search warrant. About 500,000 Hong Kong residents marched in protest of 
Article 23 on July 1, 2003, marking the largest demonstration in Hong Kong since Beijing government’s 
crackdown on the Tiananmen democracy movement in 1989. As a result of the political crisis, Tung was 
forced to concede to further consultations on the wording of the new law and postpone the legislative vote. 
Then, in April 2004, China’´s National People’s Congress ruled that the Hong Kong Chief Executive could 
not be directly elected in 2007 nor could all members of the legislature be directly elected in 2008. See 
Keith Bradhser, ”Beijing fights criticism of Hong Kong policy”, International Herald Tribune, 28 April 
2004; Michael C. Davis, "Civil liberties, not security, should be emphasized in Article 23 debate," South 
China Morning Post, September 29, 2002; Jonathan Fenby, “Subverting Hong Kong’s Autonomy,” Time 
Magazine (Asia), October 7, 2002; Siu-Kai Lau (ed.), The First Tung Chee Hwa Administration – The First 
Five Years of the Hong Kong Special Administration Region, Hong Kong: Chinese University Press, 2002. 
Jacques deLisle, “The Chinese Puzzle of Taiwan’s Status,” Orbis, vol. 44, no. 1, Winter 2000, pp. 42-44. 
4 deLisle, “The Chinese Puzzle…” op. cit., pp. 42-44. 



They add that “as mainland’s economy further develops, social interest will become more 

fragmented, and ideological control more weakened.” According to the Qinghua 

University report, the Communist Party “will have to find ways to legitimise it’s rule. 

Jiang Zemin’s ‘three represents’ is a good example in the search by the party for new 

legitimacy. This transformation will ultimately lead to the legalization of multiparty 

systems in mainland China… The reunification of two sides will no longer need the ‘one 

country, two systems,’ but will be under ‘one country, one system’.” 5 

Federacy 6 is an integration model reminiscent of Deng Xiaoping’s “ one country, two 

systems formula”. But, it is relevant to the discussion of a possible political solution in 

the Taiwan Strait because in the case of one of the two existing federacies in the world – 

the Åland Islands’ relationship with Finland – the federacy, Åland, has been demilitarised 

because of its strategic location.7 The islands are located between Sweden and Finland, at 

the entrance to the Gulf of Bothnia, dominating access to St. Petersburg. They are of 

importance to three states: Sweden, Finland and Russia. In the 1920s and 1930s the 

Åland Islands were described as a “pistol aimed at the heart of Sweden” 8 (just as Taiwan 

                                                 
5 The Cross-Taiwan Strait Relations: Past, Present, and Future, Beijing: Institute of Strategic Studies, 
School of Public Policy and Management, Tsinghua University, December 2003, pp. 26-27. 
6 Alfred Stephan defines a federacy as “the only variation between unitary states and federal states,” and as 
a “political system in which an  otherwise unitary state develops a federal relationship with a territorially, 
ethnically, or culturally distinct community, while all the other parts of the state remain under unitary rule.” 
Stepan, Alfredo, “Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Mode l,” Journal of Democracy, October 
1999, p. 20. Federacy has also been called “an asymmetrical relationship between a federated state and a 
larger federate power, providing for potential union on the basis of the federated state maintaining greater 
internal autonomy by forgoing certain forms of participation in the governance of the federate power.” 
Elazar, Daniel J., “International and comparative federalism. (Federalism: Aftermath of the 1980s and 
Prospects for the 1990s)”, Political Science & Politi cs, vol. 26, no. 2, June, 1993, p. 190. 
7 Interestingly, James Seymour mentions the world’s other existing federacy, the relationship between 
Greenland and Denmark, when discussing the idea of demilitarization in the Taiwan Strait (“Chen Shui -
bian's inauguration speech: How he might delight almost everyone” ( Apple Daily, May 10, 2004).  
8 Rene Nyberg, “Demililitarisointi ei estä puolustamasta Ahvenanmaata,” Sotilasaikakauslehti, vol. 66, no. 
1, 1991, p. 12 [“Demilitarisation does not rule out defending the Åland Islands” in Finnish journal of 
military affairs]. 



would be perceived by Japan, if the People’s Liberation Army or the armed forces of a 

unified China would have the right to station troops on Taiwan).  In addition, Åland’s 

demilitarisation is guaranteed by international treaty. 

The notion of a federacy, combined with demilitarisation of Taiwan, is presently rejected 

by both Beijing and Taipei for a number of reasons. However, in the event that a 

markedly different kind of political environment emerges, it is a formula that could offer 

the basis for discussions aimed at resolving the impasse in the Strait.  

In the Finland-Åland case, the people inhabiting the Åland Islands have a strong local 

identity that sets them apart from a mainland-Finnish identity; they speak a different 

language (Swedish) than the majority of Finns, and contrary to the Swedish-speaking 

minority living on mainland-Finland, Åland residents do not, as a rule, speak any Finnish.  

Mainland-Finns are not allowed to own land in Åland.  Åland has its own parliament, its 

own legislation, its own tax laws, etc., but in terms of foreign affairs adheres to Helsinki. 

The provisions of the agreement on autonomy were approved by the Council of the 

League of Nations in 1921. Although Finland is in charge of Åland’s foreign affairs, the 

Åland Islands are represented separately in the Nordic Council. Åland vessels use the 

Åland flag; Åland has its own postal stamps; people holding the separate Åland regional 

citizenship carry Finnish/EU passports marked with the word ‘Åland’. 9  

Though the Åland Islands are demilitarised, Finland still has the right to defend them. 

There are no naval or army bases on Åland, but the Finnish naval and air forces are 

                                                 
9 See Ruth Lapidoth, Autonomy. Flexible solutions to ethnic conflicts, Washington DC: United States 
Institute of Peace, 1996, pp. 70-77. 



responsible for surveillance of the area, and would defend them against military 

aggression. 10 

Beijing’s official position rejects the need for international guarantees for Taiwan’s 

security. However, over the past 18 months of discussions I have had with Chinese 

officials and scholars, it has been evident that the necessity of accommodating Taiwan’s 

security concerns by some form of loosely worded international guarantee is under 

consideration among think tank research studies in Beijing. In the words of one well-

connected Chinese official: “China would not accept the kind of hands -on international 

guarantees that have been applicable in the Balkans, for example Kosovo. But could 

Beijing one day in the future accept a statement or document approved by the United 

Nations General Assembly, which acknowledges a treaty or an agreement negotiated 

between both sides of the Taiwan Strait? If that would resolve China’s longstanding 

desire to achieve some form of unification? Certainly.”  

Were Taiwan to be demilitarised (with China retaining the right to defend the island from 

attack), it would have far-reaching implications for the South China Sea. It could reassure 

the security concerns of a unified China’s neighbours, especially those of Japan. The  idea 

of demilitarisation, guaranteed by international treaty, fits into several proposals for a 

Peace Zone of the Taiwan Straits. Chen Shui-bian has put forward the idea of 

demilitarisation of the Taiwan Strait in his proposal for a Framework for Peace and 

Stability.11  

                                                 
10 Nyberg, “Demililitarisointi ei estä …,” pp. 11 -14. 
11 Jason Dean, “T aiwan's Chen Softens Stance. Ideas for Better Relations With China May Not Be Enough 
to Ease Tensions”, Asia Wall Street Journal, 4 February 2004. 



III. “Greater Chinese Union”  

A union-of-sorts or ‘Greater Chinese Union’ , based on form rather than substance, is 

the model that could, in my view, be the most feasible when the both sides of the Taiwan 

Strait sit down to discuss political integration models.12 

Looking back at history, one can surmise that China’s traditional dual approach to 

governance constituted the foundation upon which Deng Xiaoping’s ‘one country, two 

systems’ formula of reunification was loosely constructed.  This tradi tional approach first 

evolved under the Han dynasty some 2000 years ago, and the Manchus further developed 

it to rule the vastly expanded Chinese empire. In regions where cultural and material 

circumstances were suitable, officials engaged in direct administration. Where 

circumstances did not permit direct administration of an area, usually due to long distance 

or to underlying cultural incompatibilities between the local residents and Confucian 

administrators, imperial governance was implemented indirectly. In this case, a highly 

refined system of ceremonial protocols bound the local chief to the emperor’s authority 

and through conferral of a noble title delegated responsibility to him.13 

Social institutions and the importance of ceremony comprise part of the glue that has held 

the Chinese together over the millenniums. Chinese identity “involved no conversion to a 

received dogma, no professions of belief in a creed or a set of ideas.” Rather it stressed 

ritual form. The Confucian concept of li , interpreted as ‘civility’ or ‘ritual behaviour’, had 

                                                 
12 The ICG Taiwan Strait Report IV: How an Ultimate Politi cal Settlement Might Look, op. cit. describes 
the concept of a ‘Greater Chinese Union’ in more detail. See also Gareth Evans, “A ‘Greater Chinese 
Union’ with Taiwan?” International Herald Tribune, 12 April 2004; Jakobson, “Taiwan's Challenge to 
China and …” op. cit.  
13 See Thomas Bartlett, “The Role of Hist ory in China’s View of the World Today,” Pacific Review, vol. 
13, no. 1, February 2001, p. 118. 



an institutionalised role in the state. Li implies acceptance of a mutual set of 

understandings that allows peaceful interaction even when people disagree. Orthopraxy 

became more relevant than orthodoxy.14 

Elaborating on these ideas from the imperial China a step further, any viable political 

solution in the Taiwan Strait will require the same sort of elastic interpretation of ‘what it 

means to be Chinese’ in which ritual and appearances are more profound than actual 

content. Since the aim of my talk is to envision what an ultimate political settlement in 

the Taiwan Strait could look like, an underlying assumption must be Taiwan’s 

acknowledgement that Taiwan belongs to the Chinese nation at large, that its fate is 

linked in some fashion to that of the Chinese mainland. In an environment of mutual trust 

– naturally a prerequisite for any political settlement to take place -- both sides can be 

expected to be more accommodating. It is also worthwhile to bear in mind that Chinese 

construct their national identity continuously.15 What it meant to be Chinese during Mao 

Zedong’s era has evolved in to something else today, and will continue to evolve. The 

same holds true when envisioning the identity development of Taiwanese. 

Deriving inspiration from imperial China’s philosophy of governance, Taiwan would 

give Beijing ‘face’ by acknowledging this sense of belonging to a ‘Greater Chinese 

Union-of-Sorts’ in return for Beijing acknowledging Taiwan’s need to not only safeguard 

its political system and way of life but also to enjoy more international space. That might 

                                                 
14 James W. Watson, “Rites or Beliefs? The Construction of a Unified Culture in Late Imperial China,” in 
Lowell Dittmer and Samuel S. Kim, (eds.) China’s Quest for National Identity, Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1993, p. 93. See also Linda Jakobson, A Million Truths. A Decade in China, New York: M. Evans, 
1998, pp. 202-203; Robert P. Weller, Alternate Civilities. Democracy and Culture in China and Taiwan, 
Boulder: Westview Press, 1999, pp. 26-27. 
15 Lynn T. White, “War or Peace Over Taiwan?” China Information, vol. XIV, no. 1 (Winter 2000), pp. 4-
6; see also Edward Friedman, “Chinese Nationalism, Taiwan Autonomy and the Prospects of a Larger 
War,” Journal of Contemporary China, vol. 6, no. 14 (1997).   



entail ritualistic meetings of a supreme council formally in charge of the ‘Greater Chinese 

Union’. These meetings could be held annually on the birthday of modern China’s  

founding father Sun Yat-sen, or on May Fourth, or on specific occasions to officially 

announce a pre-negotiated project of cooperation. 16  

China and Taiwan would be equal political entities in this ‘Greater Chinese Union-of-

Sorts’ or whatever the new poli tical entity is ultimately called. It could have all of the 

ceremonial trappings necessary to facilitate the image of a unified China, i.e. its own 

anthem and own flag. Both China and Taiwan would be represented in the supreme 

council, with each entity being responsible for the jurisdiction and governance of its own 

territory – just as they are de facto today.  

The paradigm of China-Taiwan relations is, after all, already at present based to a great 

extent on appearance more than actual substance. For example, China continues to insist 

that the ‘Taiwan issue’ is an inner -Chinese affair that warrants no international 

interference; yet it continuously demands international assurances of its own 

interpretation of the ‘One China’ principle. When tensions in the Strait escalated in late 

2003 following Chen’s announcement that he plans to introduce a new constitution, 

Beijing relied heavily on Washington to step in and interfere, condemning Chen’s plan a 

move toward independence. Outsiders, following the lead of the United States, continue 

to play along with “diplomatic fictions,” as Jean -Pierre Cabestan has coined it, giving 

                                                 
16 Admittedly, ‘sovereignty’ and nation’ are modern concepts, unknown in imperial China, so any attempt 
to adapt traditional approaches of governance to the present day can only be allusive. 



China the ‘face’ it desperately seeks. 17 The Taiwan Relations Act is itself testimony that 

Taiwan’s destiny is not merely a solely Chinese affa ir. 

Though Beijing claims to be adamant that it will not make any concessions over 

sovereignty in dealing with Taiwan, Beijing’s actual behaviour in the past two decades 

reveals a pragmatic approach to sovereignty when it is in China’s best interests. 

(Sovereignty itself is less and less absolute in today’s world, as the European Union has 

proven.) Beijing’s rhetoric diverges from its realpolitik. While integrating in to the 

international system by joining international organisations, ratifying international treaties, 

and making concessions to global economic forces, China has shown flexibility in its 

rigid, and in many observers’ view outdated, practice of sovereignty. By joining the 

WTO, China has given up some of its economic sovereignty. China has signed 

international treaties on human rights, acknowledging – even if not complying with – the 

notion of universal human rights across territorial boundaries. Even in the realm of 

international interference, China modified its hitherto sacrosanct opposition when 

supporting the UN peacekeeping force in East Timor. Over the question of Hong Kong’s 

return, China softened its traditional practice of sovereignty. In sum, when national 

interests are given top priority, China has been prepared to adopt a pragmatic approach 

and concede some of its sovereignty – though not as much as it will have to in order to 

unify with Taiwan. For a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question China must be 

prepared to further compromise, negotiate and share its national sovereignty.18 

                                                 
17 Jean-Pierre Cabestan, “Integration without Reunification?” Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 
vol. 15, no. 1,2002, p. 95. 
18 He Baogang, “The Question of Sovereignty in the Taiwan Strait,” China Perspectives, no. 34, March-
April 2001, pp. 9-17.  



In track II settings Chinese scholars already acknowledge that changing interpretations of 

sovereignty have had profound implications within international politics. China has 

started to accommodate these trends.19  

For any peaceful settlement to be reached in the Taiwan Strait, ‘One China’ has to be 

defined in the loosest of terms, along the lines that China’s Qian Qichen already touched 

upon in July 2000: In the world there is one China, and both mainland China and Taiwan 

are part of China.20 Taiwan cannot be expected to proclaim that it is part of the PRC. In 

Chinese ‘China’ – Zhong Hua – can allude to the ‘Chinese nation’, but also to ‘Chinese 

civilization’.  

China needs to meet Taiwan halfway as far as fundamental compromises are concerned 

and acknowledge the validity of the ROC constitution. Presently Beijing states that the 

ROC ceased to be a sovereign state when the PRC was proclaimed on October 1, 1949 

and subsequently the ROC cannot have a constitution. Beijing also (falsely) claims that 

only a central government can have a constitution. Therefore, both sides need to mutually 

recognise the validity of the constitutions of their counterparts. If Beijing were to 

recognise Taiwan’s constitution, it would remove Taiwan’s concerns of subjecting itself 

to a subordinate position. It would also serve as recognition by Beijing of Taiwan’s 

democratic system. Beijing needs only to acknowledge the de facto situation, that the 

Taiwanese government does indeed exercise effective legislative authority over the 

territory of Taiwan, Penghu, Jinmen and Mazu. 

                                                 
19 See Allen Carlson (ed.), “Protecting Sovereignty, Accepting Intervention: The Dilemma of Chinese 
Foreign Relations in the 1990s,” China Policy Series, no. 18, September 2002, Washington DC: National 
Committee on United States-China Relations, pp. 25-28. 
20 Mingbao, July 14, 2000, p. B17. 



A politi cally more pluralistic China could be anticipated to accept a more flexible 

approach to sovereignty, paving the way for a ̀ Greater Chinese Union-of-Sorts' having a 

seat in the United Nations. To Taiwan, regaining some sort of representation in the 

United Nations has become equal to ªgaining international spaceº and would go a long 

way in satisfying popular demands for acknowledgement of Taiwan's special status in the 

world. It would certainly fulfil the often-stated requirement of reunification giving 

Taiwan ªsomething it does not already have.º 21  

Beiji ng would remain the sole occupier of the Chinese seat in the Security Council . In the 

General Assembly, Beiji ng's representative would serve as the chairperson in the 

delegation of the ̀ Greater Chinese Union' while Taiwanese delegates could participate as 

members of the delegation. Again, this arrangement would have more symbolic 

significance than substantial policy implications, especially as the role of the General 

Assembly will presumably continue its decline in importance.22  

The same formula could be applied to U.N. sub-organizations and other international 

organisations. Taiwan could either be represented within a delegation of a  `Greater 

Chinese Union' alongside representatives of the mainland, or separately as ̀ Taiwan, 

Greater Chinese Union'. Using this same terminology, Taiwan could have its own 

representatives within diplomatic missions, or establish separate general consulates (but 

                                                 
21 Interviews in Taipei 2002-2003. 
22 The question whether or not the chairman of the delegation could periodically alternate between the 
entities of the Greater Chinese Union is problematic. When the three satellit e states of the former Soviet 
Union were members of the General Assembly, they could be expected to vote loyall y according to 
Moscow's wishes and not cause the Soviet Union embarrassment by deviating from joint policy, as might 
be the case if Taipei had a rotating chairmanship in the delegation of  `Greater Chinese Union'. At least 
initiall y, China would fear being upstaged by a Taiwanese delegation chairman. On the other hand, a 
`union-of-sorts' presumes an environment of trust and respect, in which members of the Chinese delegation 
would have the politi cal will to negotiate a mutually acceptable stance on various issues. 



not embassies). China’s need  to maintain the image of ‘One China’ would be satisfied as 

long as there was only one Chinese embassy per capital. By upholding an asymmetric 

relationship between China and Taiwan, Beijing would remain the more powerful 

counterpart in the ‘union-of-sorts’ . 

Taiwan needs credible assurances that its political institutions cannot be changed without 

the initiation and consent of the Taiwanese people. International guarantees will be 

necessary. These could be in the form of an endorsement of the agreement reached 

between Beijing and Taipei by the United Nations or by the United States and Japan 

jointly. It is highly probable that even in an environment of enhanced cooperation and 

trust, Taiwan will demand security guarantees from the United States, i.e. that the Taiwan 

Relations Act or a revised but similar act passed by Congress which would also 

acknowledge the formation of a ‘Greater Chinese Union’ stay in force for a 

predetermined period of time after the initial founding of this ‘union-of-sorts’.  

Lastly, however averse Beijing is to the idea of a referendum, an ultimate peaceful 

settlement in the Taiwan Strait will require a mandate by the voters of Taiwan. This could 

be determined by a referendum or in conjunction with Taiwan’s presidential elections in 

which the winning candidate had clearly advocated and spelled out a platform for 

unification during the campaign. 


