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The US Role in Taiwan’s Quest for International Participation under the Improving Cross-Strait Relations
This past year has brought unprecedented change in cross-Strait relations. The change has profound and far-reaching implications for Taiwan and mainland China, as well as for the international community, particularly the Asia-Pacific region.
Since President Ma Ying-jeou took office in May last year his administration has been seeking to ease tension with mainland China and striking to create conditions for reconciliation in the Taiwan Strait.  According to Chairwoman Shin-Yuan Lai of Taiwan’s Mainland Affairs Council, pursuing cross-Strait peace and development is Taiwan’s pragmatic strategy for facing up to mainland China’s rise and creating a win-win situation for both sides.  Specifically, Ma administration’s new approach includes:
· In the international community, Taiwan has taken up a constructive role as “peacemaker”…instead of “troublemaker.”

· In cross-Strait relations, Taiwan adheres to advocacy of “no unification, no independence, and no use of force,” to maintaining the cross-Strait status quo, and to preserving peace in the Taiwan Strait and stabilizing cross-Strait relations.

· In Taiwan’s foreign relations, the new administration has unveiled a strategy of “flexible diplomacy” and adopted a “diplomatic truce,” as means to alleviate competition …between the two sides of the Strait in the diplomatic arena, and allow Taiwan to concentrate on strengthening ties with friendly countries and expanding participation in international organizations… 

As Ma administration’s strategy is “to address the easy ahead of the difficult, the urgent ahead of the non-urgent, and the economic ahead of the political”
 in its prioritization of cross-Strait issues, this conciliatory approach has rapidly led to many concrete results, with the resumption of the institutionalized negotiation by the two governments across the Strait as the most important breakthrough.  Through the SEF-ARATS channel
, three rounds of “Chiang-Chen talks”
 have been taking place, resulted in the signing of nine agreements on mainland tourists visiting Taiwan, weekend charter flights, cross-strait air and sea transport, postal services, food safety, scheduling of regular flights, financial services, and joint crime-fighting and judicial mutual assistance respectively, as well as the achievement of a consensus on mainland investment in Taiwan.

This cross-Strait rapprochement has also born fruits in the international arena.  Former Vice President Lien’s participation in the APEC Economic Leaders’ Meeting in Peru last November, the World Health Organization’s inclusion of Taiwan in its International Health Regulations mechanism as well as inviting Taiwan to attend the World Health Assembly as an observer this year, are some examples that reflect the changed cross-Strait atmosphere internationally.
So far, we’ve seen initial achievements and goodwill gestures shown by leaders of the two sides. However, this is just the beginning of a long and complicated process of reengagement
.  At this early stage of “peaceful development” in cross-Strait relations, modus vivendi is more a fluid process than a steady foundation for bilateral interactions. It is progressively shaped by many complex factors. As the cross-Strait issues getting harder, it remains to be seen if this modus vivendi is sustainable.
Under President Ma, Taiwan is seeking to improve cross-Strait relations while preserving its fundamental interests. Yet, as David Brown rightly observes, “the fundamental concerns of both sides have not changed: Taipei’s concerns for its security and its place and dignity in the international community; Beijing’s concerns about “one China,” about independence sentiment, and about progress toward eventual reunification…”
 It is against the background of these fundamental differences between the two sides that some US specialists doubt whether the changed atmosphere of cross-Strait relations will continue to evolve in a way that is satisfactory for parties concerned. Robert Sutter, for example, questioned whether Taipei’s new policies provide sufficient incentives to inspire Beijing to make concessions.
   
Another goal of President Ma’s administration is to alter the zero-sum nature on both sides’ foreign relations,
 especially on relationship among Taiwan, China, and the United States.  Scholars and specialists in the US seem to agree that, by and large, Taiwan’s new policy is welcomed by Washington and Beijing.  President Ma’s approach not only stabilizes cross-Strait relations but also creates opportunities to transform the US-Taiwan-China triangular relationship into positive sum relationship.
 Try to manage the three sets of interactions at the same time and for the win-win-win dynamics to continue certainly requires a significant balancing act. However, it is not the task for Taiwan to face alone. The creation of positive sum relationships serves American security interests.
  As for Beijing, a stabilized cross-Strait relation also provides an environment to achieve its goal of peaceful development. Since the positive sum relationship serves common interest among the three, both Washington and Beijing need to take steps to maintain the momentum as well.

As cross-Strait issues become harder and more complicated, Taiwan’s new policy will face more and more challenges. Among the difficult issues, most analysts concede that, Taiwan’s international participation probably serves as the leading indicator of Beijing’s sincerity in responding positively to Taipei’s rapprochement approach. The general views almost all agree that the US should play an active role to help Taiwan’s international participation in the face of a changing cross-Strait relationship. The US has been helping Taiwan with its international participation even after the suspension of official bilateral relations in 1979. However, the issue (of US assistance in Taiwan’s international participation) takes on new shades of delicacy in an environment of an improving cross-Strait relationship. What if China continues to maintain its zero-sum mind-set and object any foreign interference in this “internal issue,” is the US still willing to respond positively toward Taiwan’s quest?  As the US becoming more and more relying on a rising China’s cooperation on numerous global and regional issues, will the US-China closer cooperation develop at the expense of Taiwan and override Taiwan’s interest? 
Several conferences and round table discussions about Taiwan’s international participation having been held since President Ma took office have proved that this is indeed a topic closely watched by many who are interested in and concerned about the development of cross-Strait relationship.
  This research is hence aiming at looking deeper into the relationships among Taipei, Beijing, and Washington with regard to Taiwan’s international participation, in particular in the area of inter-governmental organizations (IGOs,) 
 and trying to examine whether the positive sum relationship among the three in this particular arena is achievable.
In the following sections, this researcher will first establish the points that Taiwan’s participation in the IGOs serves as an essential element to maintain, and even to further, the improved cross-Strait relationship and, the US involvement in the process is imperative. We will examine some cases of co-existence of the two sides in the IGOs to elaborate the point that Taiwan’s pragmatic approach makes its quest for international participation more viable now than before. However, to find solutions or formulae for the question will need the US’s leadership and expertise. Then we shall take a look at the reasons of bringing Taiwan into the international system and its implications on the US. Finally, this research attempts to draw some conclusions to see whether the expansion of Taiwan’s participation in international organizations is likely to be fulfilled along the lines of a possible positive sum relationship between Taipei, Beijing and Washington.  It needs to be stressed that the views expressed herein are those of this researcher’s alone, and not necessarily represent those of either her institute or organization.
Progress in Taiwan’s International Participation Essential to Maintain the Improved Cross-Strait Relations
Over the years, a considerable amount of public opinion polls have been conducted on the issue of ‘Taiwan’s participation in the international organizations’ and its relationship to the PRC’s attitude.  The results showed that the majority in Taiwan want the government to continue to press for an end to Taiwan’s international isolation even at the risk of increasing tension across the Taiwan Strait. This popular demand arising from Taiwan’s democratization process is now a fact that no government can easily ignore or risk losing electoral support. Moreover, because of the effects of globalization, having a voice in multilateral forums is essential if a country is to prosper and not be left behind. Hence the need for Taiwan to have greater “international space,” as it is commonly put, is more than politically symbolic, it is rather strategically valuable for Taiwan’s survival.
 
President Ma has made it clear from the outset of his administration that progress in cross-Strait relations will be closely related to the degree to which Taiwan is treated with dignity in the wider international community.  Indeed, his inaugural address stated this point in a straightforward way:

“Taiwan doesn’t just want security and prosperity. It wants dignity. Only when Taiwan is no longer being isolated in the international arena can cross-Strait relations move forward with confidence….I would like to call upon the two sides to pursue reconciliation and truce in both cross-Strait and international arenas. We should help and respect each other in international organizations and activities….people on both sides should do their utmost to jointly contribute to the international community without engaging in vicious competition and the waste of resources….”
The ‘flexible diplomacy’ President Ma promoting is Taiwan’s new foreign policy guideline from which it tries to find a mutually accepted way allowing the two sides of the Taiwan Strait to coexist in the international community. The most concrete part of this new foreign policy is seeking ‘diplomatic truce’ with Beijing, which calls for both sides to cease diplomatic strife for bilateral recognition.  This is a relatively easy task partly because it aims at maintaining the status quo.  On the multilateral front, however, ‘flexible diplomacy’ tries to promote Taiwan’s dignified and meaningful participation in intergovernmental organizations and multilateral fora.  This will confront both sides of the Taiwan Strait with difficult choices on matters of great importance and political sensitivity domestically.
Both Taipei and Beijing understand that cross-Strait progress is contingent on not forcing the sovereignty issue or allowing it to become an obstacle. Hence the ‘1992 consensus’
 becomes a useful way to meet the condition of “shelving controversies” 
by the two sides to improve cross-Strait relations.  Yet as far as Taiwan’s international relations are concerned, especially when dealing with multilateral relations, this “shelving sovereignty” approach might be working in a much more complex manner.
On December 31, 2008, Hu Jintao gave an important speech laying out six points as major new cross-Strait initiative.
 One of the most important proposals Hu put forward was the accommodation to Taiwan’s aspiration for “international space.” Still Hu embraced the orthodoxy of the past and placed great emphasis on adherence to the “one China” principle as the only basis for peaceful development of cross-Strait relations, specialist concurs that, in tone and nuance however, the proposals Hu laid out in the speech suggested possible future flexibility in implementation.
 Nevertheless, though the six points are an official guideline at the top level of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP,) there have been mixed signals about the pace of any Chinese shift toward greater accommodation since then. Has China genuinely overhauled its policies toward Taiwan? Or are the adjustments in policy primarily cosmetic or tactical in nature, while Beijing’s overarching strategic goals remain the same?  As with any transformation in sensitive policy, many questions have been raised.

We can imagine several possible reasons for the reluctance of Chinese side to adjust to the new situation. The first is bureaucratic inertia: China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs has sought to suffocate Taiwan in the international community for six decades. This constitutes one of its longstanding SOPs and will not easily be abandoned; 
 the second possibility concerns the threat perception: the fear that pro-independence forces could return to power in Taiwan so China must not give up too much;
 the third possible reason is Chinese concern that the improvement of Taiwan’s international space will enhance its status as a sovereign independent entity; 
 and yet another reason might be internal disagreements between Hu Jintao and other hard-liners.
 There might be other reasons, or the explanation could be some combination of the above. But China’s failure to adjust has important implications for the future of cross-Strait stability, because it will seriously affect the sustainability of President Ma’s policies. 
In Taiwan, while the majorities are still content with the direction of the new government’s policy, polls also show many are concerned that Taiwan’s interests may be undermined. The opposition party has been criticizing President Ma’s diplomatic overtures toward China as being “over-dependent on China’s goodwill.” To try to maintain benign relationship across the Strait while defending Taiwan’s right to pursue its international space, Ma administration truly walks a fine and difficult line.

Beijing now is faced the question of whether it wishes to follow through with creative initiatives if it is to capitalize on the opportunity that Ma administration presents.  Rebuffing a more conciliatory Taiwan government could damage China’s credibility that it wishes to pursue a peaceful and constructive solution for cross-Strait ties.  Any perceived China reluctance also could serve to revitalize Taiwan’s domestic opposition to President Ma’s policy. 
How far and how fast Taiwan can travel down the road of cross-strait rapprochement will mainly depend on the answers of the question: Is Beijing ready to seize the opportunity and reciprocate with significant political rewards? Signs of sincerity on the part of Beijing certainly include relaxing China’s opposition to Taiwan’s international participation.
Taiwan’s participation in the World Health Assembly as an observer had been presented by Ma administration as a litmus test to assess Beijing’s willingness to reciprocate Taiwan new government’s cross-Strait policy. By moderating its long-standing objection to Taiwan’s participation in the WHA last May, Beijing leadership showed that they understood the stake associated with this issue. Because both sides showed some flexibility and took pragmatic approach to the issue, a mutually acceptable arrangement was found to reach a positive result.  It demonstrates that leaders from both sides of the Strait have made a strategic decision not to allow sensitive political issues to obstruct constructive engagement.  The key question now is, whether the WHA formula can be replicated for Taiwan to get access to other international organizations, or if it is merely a case bearing no consequences for the substantial expansion of Taiwan’s international space.
There remains a significant gap between Taiwan’s expectations for expanding its role in international organizations and Beijing’s willingness to facilitate Taiwan’s participation. The WHA case demonstrates that, by sidestepping sovereignty issues and taking pragmatic approach, there are opportunities to create small steps of incremental progress to closing the gap.  However, even if a way is found to allow Taiwan’s substantive participation in international organizations, if Beijing casts itself as the sovereign state granting a favor to its subordinate or to maintain the “door-keeper” role as it always tries to do, it will totally undermine the positive effect it would otherwise produce in Taiwan.  Hence the international factor vis-à-vis Taiwan’s international participation can’t be neglected.  In particular, to address effectively Taiwan’s domestic concerns and avoid creating the patron/client relationship image between Beijing and Taipei, the US role in this regard would be essential. On the other hand, Washington’s encouragement would also help to strengthen the hand of moderates in Beijing who would not like to see the Taiwan issue weaken the international support for China’s peaceful development and hence reinforce their incentives to be more responsive to meet Taiwan’s demand for international space.
Taiwan’s Pragmatic Approach Makes its Quest for International Participation More Tangible
Since 1971 when the United Nations General Assembly adopted resolution 2758 to seat Beijing in place of Taipei, Taiwan has been excluded from the UN system and subsequently from almost all major IGOs. The impact of China’s entry into the UN on Taiwan’s international participation was evident: Taiwan’s IGOs membership soon shrank to single digit. At the time when both sides considered IGO membership was a matter of “Chinese representation,” Taiwan was doomed to be the losing side of this “zero-sum” game. However, since IGOs become more and more important as global/regional fora where regulations of international activities are being drafted, negotiated and supervised, Taiwan’s exclusion from these multilateral mechanisms has made it extremely difficult to address relevant issues arising amid increasing global interdependence.  To meet the challenges and ensure its survival, Taiwan started to come up with unconventional ways to assert itself within the international framework.    
Taiwan’s foreign policy is inevitably linked with its policy towards mainland China. Following the liberalization of exchanges between the two sides of the Strait and abolition of martial law under President Chiang Ching-kuo in 1987, President Lee Teng-hui developed a mainland policy that redefined Taipei’s position towards Beijing and adopted a pragmatic approach to promote Taiwan’s international relations. Facing the reality that it can no longer afford to play the zero-sum “game of choice” at the IGOs, Taiwan has being willing to use names other than its official designation (the ROC) so as to sidestep the thorny issue of sovereignty for its participation in the international organizations. Hence the “game of choice” became “game of names,” as some specialist put it.
  The coexistence of Taipei and Beijing in the Asian Development Bank (ADB) in 1986 marked the threshold of this pragmatic thinking and strategic change in Taiwan’s participation in IGOs. 
Taiwan was a founding member of ADB, a regional financial organization with no UN affiliation. Unlike other major IGOs, Taipei enjoyed relatively strong advantages when Beijing applied for membership with the precondition of Taiwan’s expulsion in 1983: it was a founding member in good standing and a capital guarantor rather than a borrower. Furthermore, when Taiwan joined the Bank, its subscription to the Bank’s capital stock was based on Taiwan area figures only; hence the issue of Chinese representation should not apply in this case. More importantly, it was US’s staunch support which played the key role to maintain Taiwan’s membership in ADB. Through US mediation, a compromised arrangement to seat both sides in the Bank was reached with Taiwan’s designation changed to “Taipei,China” and its full-membership guaranteed. After boycotting ADB meetings for two years (1986, 1987), Taipei resumed its participation in the organization (albeit still protesting against its new name,) and even sent a delegation to Beijing to attend the annual meeting of ADB in 1989, marking the first case of Taipei-Beijing officials co-participating in an IGO.
      
Soon after, Taiwan’s innovative approach to international organizations began to yield some dividends. Given Taipei’s flexibility in form and legality for its participation, over the years it has made possible for several IGOs to have adopted flexible formulae with regard to the question of co-existence of both sides of the Taiwan Strait:  the Asian Development Bank (ADB),  the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) and the World Trade Organization (WTO, formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, GATT) are noteworthy cases. As of today, Taiwan participates as a member in 28 IGOs and holds observer or other status in 21 others.
 These IGOs are mainly functional-oriented and none is affiliated to the UN except the WHA, the decision-making body of the World Health Organization (WHO.) Although this is a far cry from the 1980s when the number of Taiwan’s IGOs membership was merely single digit, in sum, it is only 0.6% of the total some 7000 IGOs in the world. 

President Ma believes pragmatic and flexible strategy will make it easier for Taiwan to achieve its ultimate objective of participation in international organizations.
 Since he took office in May 2008, Taiwan has been adopting a moderate and pragmatic approach towards its international participation. The annual UN campaign is a case in point.  In 1993, President Lee Teng-hui started an annual campaign for Taiwan to seek a proper role in the UN system. But the annual bid of a modest proposal submitted by Taiwan’s diplomatic allies always failed to be included in the agenda of the UN General Assembly. The frustration led to President Chen Shui-bian’s decision to apply for UN membership directly and hence caused tension across the Taiwan Strait increasing to unprecedented high. In September 2008, under President Ma’s administration, Taiwan requested for the first time for “meaningful participation” in the UN specialized agencies, rather than the UN itself. This year Taiwan went even further to moderate its policy by dropping past practice of asking its diplomatic allies to submit a proposal to the UN General Assembly regarding Taiwan’s participation in the UN system.  Instead, emphasizing that participation in international organizations is for the sake of the people, President Ma decided to appeal to the international community for supporting Taipei’s pursuit to participate meaningfully in the two UN affiliated mechanisms which concern its people’s well-being the most: the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO,) building on the momentum following Taiwan’s participation as an observer in the annual Assembly of World Health Organization last May. 

With this new functional-driven policy and non-confrontational approach in pursing Taiwan’s international participation, Taipei aims at showing good will to Beijing and enlisting support from the international community. Since Hu Jintao has stressed several times that mainland China cares for Taiwan people’s welfare, Taipei’s approach will test whether Beijing means what it says or simply pays lip service and still places its insistence on sovereignty and territorial integrity above the needs of Taiwan people.   
US Role Critical in Finding Solutions for Co-Existence of the Two Sides across the Strait in IGOs

The obstacles to Taiwan’s bid for international participation appear to be two conceptually separable but practically related factors: objection of Beijing and lack of support from other members of the international community. Even Taipei took a conciliatory initiative to recognize communist rule on the mainland since late 1980s, Beijing still denounces Taipei’s intention as creating “two Chinas” or “one China, one Taiwan,” and accuses any effort of Taiwan’s international participation as disguised attempts to that end. Thus Taiwan’s participation in IGOs continues to face up-hill battles. Although history shows that China made compromises on some rare cases regarding Taiwan’s IGO participation, any compromise by China has only come after considerable diplomatic effort, most often led by the US, as the ADB case vividly shown. 
The United States policy toward Taiwan is guided by the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA) and the three US-PRC Joint Communiqués. Section 4(d) of the TRA stipulates that, nothing in the 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.” Although the US congress’ concern at the time of drafting the Act may have been mainly on the ADB, 
 this unique document thus provides legal basis for Washington’s support in preventing the expulsion of Taiwan from IGOs, and the American role as a middleman in the process of Taipei’s efforts to join IGOs has emerged as a new dimension in the Taipei-Washington relationship.
 

In September 1994, the Clinton administration completed a comprehensive inter-agency review of American policy toward Taiwan. In that policy review, the United States pledged to support Taiwan’s membership in organizations for which statehood is not a requirement, and to help Taiwan’s voice be heard in organizations where Taiwan’s membership is denied. 
In line with the above-mentioned policy, the US has been providing assistance in creating co-existence formulae for the two sides within several IGOs: these include the ADB (where Taiwan’s designation changed but full membership maintained;) the APEC (where Taiwan joined under the name “Chinese Taipei” along with China and Hong Kong while all members are defined as “economy” rather than country;) the GATT/WTO (where Taiwan joined as a separate customs territory but on equal footing with other member countries;) as well as some international fishery management organizations (where Taiwan joined as “fishing entity” as full member and/or was allowed to sign and ratify related international instruments as other contracting parties.) In all these cases, the US plays a leading role either by coordinating consultation among parties concerned to reach agreed arrangements or by extending its support upfront so that other like-minded countries would follow suit.
Unlike GATT/WTO, APEC and some other functional IGOs which admit certain territories or non-state bodies as members (so that Taiwan can find room to participate while avoiding the sovereignty controversy,) the UN Specialized Agencies accept only states as members. Since these organizations are linked with the UN, Beijing has been staunchly opposed Taiwan’s participation in or gaining access to any of them. Considering that observer status has been given to entities like the Palestine and Order of Malta, Taipei has campaigned for pursuing the WHA observer status ever since 1997. Despite Taiwan’s effort to keep its WHO drive as apolitical as possible, China had refused to budge on the basis that the WHO is UN-affiliated organization hence excluding the participation of non-sovereign states. Nevertheless, the US has long supported Taiwan’s meaningful participation in the WHO, including observer status at the WHA. With US leading support, international sympathy towards Taiwan’s cause apparently increases. Amid this favorable international atmosphere and the recent cross-Strait rapprochement, we finally saw the participation of Taiwan as an observer at the WHA for the first time in May 2009. But whether the WHA case can provide a replicated precedent is still an open question because a uniform system of rules and regulations for observers in the UN affiliated organizations seems non-existed.
Nevertheless, lessons learned from past experiences do show that, by sidestepping sovereignty issues and with the support of the international community, there is possibility to create room for both sides to participate in the same IGOs. For example in some IGOs, the constitutional requirements and procedures for membership may be subject to flexible interpretations to accommodate Taipei’s desire without evoking Beijing’s sovereignty concern (as the GATT/WTO case;) in some others, their past practices provide precedents for Taipei to follow (as the WHO/WHA case;) and in yet others, the common desirability of members of the organizations to have both sides taking part in makes possible to find a creative way to avoid political sensitivity (as the APEC case.) Since there is no uniform formula, each has to be addressed individually.  In each case, to find a creative arrangement palatable to both sides involves status, capacity, form (including name and symbols,) even as trivial as seating arrangement, these all need to be ironed out through lengthy and difficult negotiations. Considering the complexity and the multilateral nature of the task, the constructive role of the US should be welcome by both sides in the process of searching technically feasible formulae and politically viable solutions, if Taipei and Beijing really mean to set aside differences and promote a win-win situation in this particular field.
Bringing Taiwan into International System is in Line with US Global Interests
President Obama’s clear commitment to international cooperation since taking office has restored America as a leader in multilateral diplomacy.
 The US is taking on the leadership and urging every member of the international community to share responsibility for global challenges. As Secretary of State Hillary Clinton puts it: the US “will use---sound foreign policy strategies to create partnerships aimed at solving problems;” she believes “this approach will advance our interests by uniting diverse partners around common concerns,” and the strategy will also “offer a place at the table to any nation, group or citizen willing to shoulder a fair share of the burden” to solve global problems. 
 Taiwan has the capability and willingness to shoulder its fair share of burden. Given the chance, Taiwan will surely prove itself as a constructive and valuable partner to the US in the multilateral arena. 
On the other hand, in the context of China’s rise and its growing global influence,   it is only natural that the US administration is placing high priority emphasis on pursuing global cooperation with this major global actor.
 One only needs to take a look at the agenda on the Strategic and Economic Dialogue (S&ED) between the two countries held this summer, which covered a full spectrum of global and regional issues, to tell how broad and deep the Sino-American strategic cooperation has become. 
Against this background, one would wonder whether it’s possible for Taiwan to find room to fit in the growing interdependency and mutual engagement between US and China.  In particular, how does Taiwan’s quest for international participation play in the mist of this closer and more strengthened Sino-American global partnership? Will a stronger US-China bilateral cooperation on global issues develop at the expense of Taiwan’s interests?  This researcher notes that common cause and interests could be found to make the relationship among Washington, Taipei and Beijing work in a positive sum manner amid the multilateral context. 
In a global environment in which the days of superpower hegemony are gradually fading and the need for multilateral cooperation and coordination has never be greater, the world community stands to benefit from the inclusion of Taiwan in international organizations. From functional perspective and global governance point of view, it makes no sense to exclude Taiwan from the multilateral mechanisms to which it can contribute, and to deprive Taiwan of the right to have access to the decision-making process of international norms by which it has to abide.  This is certainly against President Obama’s belief that the guiding principle of international cooperation must be “rights and responsibilities.”
 As the government of Taiwan has demonstrated its willingness to assume a more responsible role in the global arena with a pragmatic approach and functional agenda, the issue of helping Taiwan to gain more “international space” is not only politically more viable but also in line with America’s own global interest.  
Furthermore, as Taiwan’s expanding international participation is essential for President Ma’s mainland policy to gain domestic support, Washington’s active assistance in this regard will help to maintain the positive trends in cross-Strait relations and hence is conducive to peace and stability in the region. This will serve the fundamental and common interests of the United States, China, and Taiwan. Whether Beijing is prepared to make significant gestures to respond positively to Taipei’s olive branches and relax its dogged attitude towards Taiwan’s quest for international space is still an open question. Nevertheless, just as former chairman of American Institute in Taiwan (AIT) Richard Bush points out, Washington understands that how Beijing approaches the Taiwan Strait issue will be a key indicator of what kind of great power it will be.
 If, by continuous engagement and closer interactions with Beijing, Washington could help the Beijing leadership recognize that it serves China’s strategic interest to accommodate Taiwan’s aspiration for participation in the IGOs, then Washington’s engagement strategy will not only serve to build a “positive, cooperative, comprehensive US-China relationship for the 21st century,” 
  but would also help to foster the positive evolution in cross-Strait relations. However, if Beijing by its actions demonstrates a continuing desire to isolate Taiwan internationally, or coerces Taiwan into accepting a subordinate status in joining IGOs, it is also in the interest of the US to provide necessary assistance to adjust the situation.
Conclusions

For decades, the two sides of the Taiwan Straits had been trapped in a vicious circle of mutual hostility and mistrust. The election of Ma Ying-jeou as president of the Republic of China (Taiwan) in March 2008 installed an administration in Taipei that is dedicated to a conciliatory approach to cross-Strait relations, thus improving the political atmosphere between Taipei and both Beijing and Washington. This cross-Strait political détente presents a historic opportunity to transform the Taiwan-China-US triangular relationship into a positive sum dynamic. But reaching this point will require creativity, flexibility as well as leadership among the three.
Taiwan’s participation in international organizations has long been a complicated and politically sensitive issue. It also becomes a crucial element in sustaining the momentum in the context of cross-Strait rapprochement. Past examples have proved that, with pragmatism and flexibility and by sidestepping sovereign issues, it is possible to find mutually acceptable solutions for co-existence of the two sides in the international organizations. In order to address issues consequential in improving the well-being of the people in Taiwan, Taipei has decided to take a pragmatic and modest approach in pursing its goal of international participation. However, the balance sheet of Beijing’s attitude towards Taiwan’s international participation to date is mixed. We haven’t seen much progress since Taiwan’s participation in the WHA last May. For the positive trends in cross-Strait relations to continue, both Beijing and Washington should grasp this window of opportunity to respond positively to Taipei’s appeal so that meaningful progress can be made and cross-Strait rapprochement may be consolidated.  The US, China and Taiwan have a key stake in finding commonalities in this regard.
The US has been playing a supportive role in Taiwan’s quest for expanding its international participation. With Obama government’s commitment to multilateralism, as well as strengthened Sino-American global partnership, the US has more leverage and opportunities to render necessary assistance to Taiwan’s cause.  Washington can take actions on two fronts: first, by giving active support to Taipei’s efforts and using its leverage to urge other countries and IGOs to take a more conciliatory and apolitical stance towards Taiwan’s appeal on the grounds of common good for global cooperation; and secondly, by encouraging Beijing to be more flexible and positive towards Taipei’s quest for international space so as to help consolidate the improving but fragile cross-Strait relationship.
By so doing, more tangible results to maintain the momentum of cross-Strait reconciliation could be reached; more opportunities for benign interactions between the two sides in a multilateral context would be created; and peace and stability in the region may be sustained.  

� Minister Shin-Yuan Lai’s speech, 38th Taiwan-US Conference on Contemporary China: China Faces the Future, CNAPS-IIR, The Brookings Institution, July 14-15, 2009


� Ibid.


� In early 1990s, Taipei and Beijing each established an organization authorized by the government to handle cross-Strait exchanges and conduct direct talks: the Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF) in Taiwan, and the Association for Relations across the Taiwan Strait (ARATS) in mainland China.   


� The current heads of SEF and ARATS are Chiang, Pin-kung and Chen Yunlin, respectively. 


� Minister Shin-Yuan Lai’s speech at the 38th Taiwan-US Conference on Contemporary China.


� Richard Bush, “The Balancing Act across the Strait,” PacNet No.34, June 20, 2008


� David Brown, “US-China-Taiwan Relations Round Table Discussion,” in Cross-Strait at the Turning Point: Institution, Identity and Democracy, ed. I Yuan (Taipei: Institute of International relations, 2008), 433-34.


� Robert Sutter, “Cross-Strait Moderation and the US,” PacNet No 17, March 5, 2009; also at the Sigur Center Conference on “New Actors and Factors in Cross Strait Relations”, January 29, 2009


� President Ma’s interview with the New York Times and International Herald Tribune on June 18,2008: “(Internationally,) we certainly hope we could find a modus vivendi between Taiwan and the mainland based not on zero-sum game, but on pragmatism.”


� Bonnie Glaser, “Will China Seize the Opportunity to Improve Cross-Strait Relations?” PacNet No. 24, April, 28, 2008


� Bonnie Glaser, “Predictions about Obama Administration Policy toward Taiwan,” PacNet No.1, January 5, 2009


� For example, Sigur Center for Asian Studies held a Roundtable on “Taiwan’s Quest for International Space” on July 21, 2009


� International Organizations are often divided into two broad categories: inter-governmental organizations (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 


� Gary J. Schmitt, “US-China-Taiwan Relations Round Table Discussion,” Cross-Strait at the Turning Point, ed. I Yuan, 429.


� In 1992 when the two sides first conducted cross-Straits talks, they reached agreement to proceed on the basis of mutual acceptance of the “one China” principle, while not challenging the other side’s interpretation of what that meant. Hence it was called the “1992 consensus.” 


� President Ma Ying-jeou’s inaugural address, May 20, 2008 http://www.mac.gov.tw/english/english/macpolicy/ma970520e.htm 


� Hu gave the speech at a gathering to commemorate the 30th anniversary of the 1979 “Message to Compatriots in Taiwan” by Ye Jianying.


� Alan Romberg, “Cross-Strait Relations: First the Easy, Now the Hard,” China Leadership Monitor, No.28, spring 2009, p.3.


� Dennis Hickey, “Evolving Policy toward Taipei: Engagement or Entrapment”, Cross-Strait at the Turning point, ed. I Yuan, 228.


� Ibid, 233


� Bonnie Glaser, “Will China Seize the Opportunity to Improve Cross-Strait Relations?” PacNet No.24,   April 28, 2008.


� Ralph Cossa, “Time to Seize the Cross-Strait Opportunity,” PacNet No.30, May 21, 2008.


� Dennis Hickey, “Evolving Policy toward Taipei,” 229-30.


� Byron Weng, “Divided China and the Question of Membership in International Economic Organizations,” in The Role of Taiwan in International Economic Organizations, ed. Yun-han Chu (Taipei: Institute for National Policy Research, 1990), 28. 


� Samuel Kim, “Taiwan and the International System: the Challenge of Legitimation” in Taiwan in World Affairs, ed. Robert Sutter and William Johnson, (Westview Press,1994), 160-61; also Cheng-yi Lin, “Taipei’s ADB Policy and its Implications for Taiwan’s External Relations,” in The Role of Taiwan in International Economic Organizations, 67-75.  


� 2007 Yearbook of the Republic of China, Website of the Government Information Office (� HYPERLINK "http://www.gio.gov.tw/info/96roc/" ��http://www.gio.gov.tw/info/96roc/�) and Ministry of Foreign Affairs website at  http://www.mofa.gov.tw/webapp/ct.asp?xItem=32178&CtNode=1442&mp=1 


� According to the Yearbook of International Organizations, as of 2006 there were 7530 IGOs in the world. 


� Press Release: “President Ma Holds Press Conference and Delivers Statement on Invitation to Taiwan by WHA,” Office of the President, ROC, April 30, 2009 


� A Legislative History of the Taiwan Relations Act with Supplement, ed. Lester L. Wolff and David L. Simon, (NY: Touro College, The Pacific Community Institute, 1993), 208.  


� Cheng-yi Lin, “Taipei’s ADB Policy and its Implications for Taiwan’s External Relations,” The Role of Taiwan in International Economic Organizations, 74.  


� Bruce Jones and Richard Gowan, “Mr. Obama Goes to New York: the President and the Restoration of Multilateral Diplomacy” An MGI (Managing Global Insecurity) Summitry Report, the Brookings Institution, September 17, 2009. 


� Secretary Clinton’s address at the Council on Foreign Relations, July 15, 2009 


� David Shambaugh, “Prospects for US-China Global Cooperation” paper presented at the Fourth Dialogue on US-China Relations in a Global Context, co-sponsored by the China Policy Program, Elliott School of International Affairs at GW , and the China Institute of International Studies, Washington DC, May 12, 2009  


� President Obama’s speech to the United Nations General Assembly, September 23, 2009 


� Richard Bush, “Thoughts on the Taiwan Relations Act,” China Times, April 9, 2009, the Brookings Institute website: http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/04_taiwan_bush.aspx   


� Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s Closing Remarks at the US-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue, July 28, 2009 http://www.cfr.org/publication/19931/closing_remarks_by_clinton_geithner_dai_and_wang_at_the_uschina_strategic_and_economic_dialogue.html   





1

