
 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

Title of Dissertation:  AFTER EXTENDED-IMMEDIATE DETERRENCE: A 

PROTÉGÉ’S NON-ACCOMMODATION OF ITS 

DEFENDER’S SECURITY INTERESTS  

 

      Jung-Ming Chang, Doctor of Philosophy, 2018 

 

Dissertation directed by:  Professor Scott L. Kastner                                        

Department of Government and Politics 

 

 

Some countries in the world depend on security assurances provided by other 

countries to maintain security. It makes sense for these countries to accommodate 

security interests of their defenders. Then, what makes it puzzling is why do these 

countries sometimes do not act accordingly. This is the research question that the author 

attempts to answer in this dissertation. Using qualitative means, the author conducts the 

research utilizing personal diaries, memoirs, archives, and newspapers with a focus on 

Taiwan that has been viewed as a flashpoint in East Asia. Among the sources, personal 

diaries of President Chiang Kai-shek are especially helpful in understanding various 

attempts to recover mainland China by initiating plans for a counter-offensive, the 

Kuokuang Plan being the most famous one, which is a form of non-accommodation.  



 

 

The temporal domain of this research is from 1950 to 2008. Four presidents of the 

Republic of China are examined during this period and they are Chiang Kai-shek, Chiang 

Ching-kuo, Lee Teng-hui, and Chen Shui-bian. Other presidents such as Yen Chia-kan 

and Ma Ying-jeou are also touched on, but with limited coverage. Two theories are 

utilized in this dissertation: alliance politics and presidential tenure. Alliance politics 

theory is an established one which stipulates that the weaker ally in an alliance is afraid 

of being abandoned, while the stronger ally concerns about being entrapped in an 

unwilling war. Presidential tenure theory is a product of my creation through combining 

existing theories and it expects that presidents of protégés are likely to become non-

accommodative in their second terms. Both theories own explanatory power over the 

cases during the time span in this research. That is to say, when security assurances are 

robust, Taiwan leaders are more likely to be non-accommodative. In addition, Taiwan 

leaders are more likely to adopt non-accommodative actions in their second terms of 

office.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Since the early stage of the Cold War, the Republic of China (ROC or Taiwan) has been 

a flash point1 in East Asia that might trigger a war between both sides across the Taiwan 

Strait or even involve a third party, such as the United States of America (USA).2 The 

attempted invasion of Taiwan by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) was prevented at its 

inception by the U.S. neutralization of the Taiwan Strait after the onset of the Korean War in 

June 1950. After the Korean War ended in July 1953, the PLA switched its focus from Korea 

to Taiwan. The signing of the U.S.-ROC Mutual Defense Treaty did not prevent the PLA 

from attacking Yichiangshan Island of the Tachen Islands offshore China’s Chekiang 

Province in late 1954 and early 1955. It did, however, deterred the People’s Republic of 

China (PRC or China) from taking further military actions. Three years later, the PLA 

launched the shelling of Quemoy in August 1958 and led to the third time of U.S. extended-

immediate deterrence.  

In the midst of these military actions carried out by the PRC, the ROC was preparing 

for a counter-offensive to recover mainland China after the retreat of the nationalist 

government to Taiwan in December 1949. Even though large-scale military actions planned 

by the nationalist forces were never carried out, guerrilla-type harassments were abundant. In 

addition, the preparation for a counter-offensive in 1962 was the largest of its kind that 

almost brought both sides across the Taiwan Strait to a brinkmanship. Afterward, peace and 

stability remained in the Taiwan Strait. It was after the end of the Cold War that Taiwan as a 

potential flash point resurfaced. The PRC’s war propensity toward Taiwan was demonstrated 

in the coercive missile test in 1995-96 and military exercise in 1999. Even though the United 
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State carried out the fourth extended-immediate deterrence during the 1995-96 missile test 

crisis, the PRC has not given up the hope of unifying with Taiwan through the use of force. 

The passage of the PRC’s Anti-Secession Law in 2005 marked the use of force as a salient 

option to solve the cross-Strait issue stemming from the Chinese civil war that occurred after 

the end of the Second World War. Even though cross-Strait tensions have attenuated since 

2008, the potential for a militarized conflict, or a war, should not be overlooked.3  

A Shifting Status Quo  

 

The flash point phenomenon is centered on the status quo defined by the United States. 

The status quo is not static, however, but changes over time. In its narrowest sense, status 

quo in the context of ROC-PRC relations means no military action to be launched by either 

side of the Taiwan Strait against each other. U.S. President Harry Truman’s policy to 

neutralize the Taiwan Strait was a contingency plan executed after the onset of the Korean 

War to prevent situation in the Far East from getting complicated. That said, U.S. policy in 

the Taiwan Strait was not consistent. During the Korean War, the United States disfavored 

both regimes and attempted to create a new one, the “Third Force,” to replace the nationalist 

government in Taiwan and the communist regime in China. The “Third Force” was short-

lived and the idea ceased to exist after the end of the Korean War. It was also during the 

Korean War that the U.S. side inquired the ROC several times regarding the possibility of 

sending the nationalist forces to attack PRC-held Hainan Island for distraction.  

Throughout the 1950s and part of the 1960s, the ROC desired to recover the mainland 

while the PRC aspired to liberate the Taiwan island. That is to say, both sides across the 

Taiwan Strait attempted to change the status quo. The ROC government that lost the military 
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confrontations against the insurgent Chinese Communist Party (CCP) and retreated from the 

Chinese mainland to the island of Taiwan had represented whole China until 1971. The 

insurgent CCP that occupied the mainland and later established the PRC claimed to be the de 

facto government to represent China. The fall of ROC-held Yichiangshan Island in January 

1955 led to the retreat from the nearby Tachen Islands and further reduced the territory under 

the ROC control. After the gap of military strength increased to the scale that was too large to 

ignore, the ROC terminated the idea of recovering China. Before 1971, the year the ROC lost 

its United Nations (UN) membership and the PRC gained its UN seat, both sides across the 

Taiwan Strait struggled for the representation of China. The PRC continued to getting the 

upper hand after establishing diplomatic relations with the United States in 1978, but the 

concern that Taiwan may dissociate itself with China also arose. Incremental moves toward 

Taiwan independence were made in late 1990s and early 2000s by shaping the Taiwan 

identify as a means to get rid of the shackle of being included as part of China.  

To sum up, it is important to specify the era when referring to the status quo. Prior to the 

1970s, the bond between both sides across the Taiwan Strait was strong. President Chiang 

Kai-shek even wanted to recover the mainland through the use of force. For the United States 

to remain the status quo in the Taiwan Strait for the period of the 1950s and 1960s simply 

means to prevent a war to be launched by wither side across the Taiwan Strait since 

unification was an option. Transformations were made in the 1970s after the PRC replaced 

ROC in the UN membership in 1971 and the switch of U.S. recognition from the ROC to 

PRC in 1978. There has been a concern that Taiwan would disassociate itself from the 

mainland in the late 1970s. To some extent, later developments from the 1980s onward 

corroborated the concern since Taiwan has been moving more in the direction of independence 
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than unification. Since China has not given up the hope of unifying with Taiwan, U.S. policy 

has to prevent China from invading Taiwan and to forbid Taiwan from declaring 

independence in order to maintain the status quo.      

Attempts to challenge the status quo could be found during nearly every president’s 

term of office in Taiwan, such as counter-offensive plans to recover mainland China by 

President Chiang Kai-shek; clandestine development of nuclear weapons when the 

Generalissimo and his son, President Chiang Ching-kuo, were in power; President Lee Teng-

hui’s insistence on visiting the Cornell University and his narrative of cross-Strait relations as 

special state-to-state relations; President Chen Shui-bian’s remarks regarding Taiwan and 

China as two countries on either side of the Taiwan Strait and subsequent actions to 

challenge cross-Strait relations. The latter two examples might not be intuitive at the first 

glance, but, in fact, they attempt to change the status quo by challenging the “one China” 

principle set by China since 1978. Now, is there a pattern in this period of history that covers 

a time span of 59 years (1950-2008)? If so, what lessons can be learned or what tentative 

conclusions can be drawn? As David Singer4 remarked, the goal of scientific inquiry is to 

produce patterns which allow us to explain, analyze, or even predict. This is what this 

dissertation attempts to do: to examine major flashes ignited by Taiwan presidents that have 

disturbed regional peace over time to find out a pattern and key variables for analysis. 

Following Waltzian first image of analysis5, the focus is on the onset of aforementioned 

incidents initiated by ROC presidents.  

It is appropriate to view U.S.-China-Taiwan relations from an extended-deterrence 

perspective, in which Taiwan is a protégé, China is a potential attacker, and the United States 

is a defender of Taiwan.6 Immediate extended-deterrence happens after country A extends 
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its deterrence capabilities beyond its territory to deter country B from attacking country C 

when a war between the latter two countries is imminent. Therefore, the purpose of 

immediate extended-deterrence is to prevent war or sending the signal of defending the 

protégé to the potential attacker. Over the past 60 years, the United States has been consistent 

in its policy so as to prevent a war in the Taiwan Strait. However, military actions planned by 

the United States and carried out by Taiwan were numerous during the Korean War. In 1950, 

after the outbreak of the Korean War and the first instance of immediate extended-deterrence 

in the Taiwan Strait, the U.S. government was eager to distract China in order to lessen U.S. 

pressure on the Korean peninsula. One way was to create small-scale skirmishes in China’s 

east and southeast coastal provinces where local guerrillas based on offshore islets could 

carry out constant harassing actions. These guerrillas were alleged to the nationalist 

government (led by the Kuomintang, KMT) that retreated to Taiwan in late 1949 but not to 

the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) based in Beijing that controlled almost whole China at 

that time. The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) recruited World War II veterans who 

were stationed in China during the war to co-work with these guerrillas. President Chiang 

Kai-shek of the ROC appointed officers from the regular forces to command these guerrillas 

and liaise with CIA personnel. These harassment actions came to an end by the end of the 

Korean War since the purpose of sea raids was to harass China and the United States did not 

want to complicate matters after the Korean War was about to end.7 Not only did President 

Chiang accommodate well the U.S. interests by allowing guerrilla forces to carry out CIA 

operations, he even proposed to open a second front on the Korean Peninsula to further 

distract the Chinese forces. However, President Chiang’s proposal was never accepted.  

A Puzzle in the Protective Relationship 
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From a neo-realist perspective, security or even survival is of utmost importance to a 

country.8 Since a protégé relies on a defender to deter a potential attacker, as evidenced by 

cases of immediate extended-deterrence, it is plausible that a protégé would accommodate 

the security interests of its defender in order to maintain robust protégé-defender relations so 

as to ensure the security of a protégé in the aftermath of immediate extended-deterrence. 

What makes it puzzling is why a protégé, like Taiwan, sometimes would NOT accommodate 

the security interests of its defender. A defender’s security interests mean, in general, to 

maintain the status quo of the relations between a protégé and a potential attacker. This is 

because, under the rubric that war is costly, a defender might be willing to deter a potential 

attacker from taking military actions against a protégé, but might not be willing to get 

involved in a war with a potential attacker if that war is triggered by a protégé.  

It is necessary to differentiate between proactive non-accommodation and passive non-

accommodation. The former means non-accommodative actions taken by a protégé to 

challenge the interests of its defender. For the bulk of this dissertation, the focus is on 

proactive non-accommodation. The later means a protégé being noncompliant to the 

demands of a defender. As Snyder9 points out, the stronger ally in an alliance sometimes has 

contingent interests that go against the principle of maintaining the status quo. In this 

situation, it is the defender who challenges the status quo, not a protégé. A case of passive 

non-accommodation is included in this dissertation. The case is regarding the proposed 

invasion of Hainan Island. There were several inquiries in 1952 from U.S. military personnel, 

whether in active duty or not, regarding the feasibility of the nationalist forces to foray an 

invasion of Hainan Island as a way to secure the safety of passage in the South China Sea as 

a precaution to the upcoming communist insurgency in Vietnam. The idea was brought up 
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originally purely by the U.S. side, but General Sun Li-jen made the same proposal afterward. 

This case is described in length in Chapter 3 for its connection to President Chiang’s political 

standing.  

Back to the puzzle, Snyder (1997)10 presents a reasonable explanation. In his theory 

of alliance politics, Snyder nicely articulates how the stronger ally in an alliance is afraid of 

being entrapped in a war caused by the weaker ally and how the weaker ally in an alliance is 

afraid of being abandoned by the stronger ally. Snyder’s theory might have shed some light 

on solving the puzzle regarding why a protégé sometimes would not accommodate its 

defender’s security interests, but the theory does not explain everything. First, Snyder’s work 

focuses on international factors, not domestic ones. International factors certainly limit the 

options of a protégé, but domestic factors also play a role in shaping a protégé’s foreign 

policy output. Looking solely at international factors does not help us see the whole picture. 

The linkage between international politics and domestic politics has received more attention 

over the years, such as political accountability11, the selectorate theory and the use of force12, 

diversionary use of force13, and two-level games14. Therefore, it makes sense to see how a 

protégé’s policy output is shaped by both international and domestic factors. Second, the 

theory of alliance politics tells us that the weaker ally always has the intention to drag the 

stronger ally into a war, but the theory does not tell us when it will happen. Is it in the early 

stage of an alliance that entrapment is likely to occur, or is it in the later stage? Third, the 

theory of alliance politics is limited to the interactions between, or among, allies in an 

alliance. By definition, the theory cannot be applied to forms other than alliance, such as 

alignment. On the verge, and in the aftermath, of immediate extended-deterrence, not every 

protégé-defender dyad maintains the form of alliance and, hence, the explaining power of the 
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theory on alliance politics is attenuated. One way to improve it is to expand the theory to the 

status of alignment. After all, alignment has all the components of an alliance short of a 

written agreement.  

Accommodation and non-accommodation of U.S. interests seem to be on opposite 

ends of a spectrum. In reality, the area in the middle ground is also important and should not 

be left out. Since the grey area in the middle is not the focus of this dissertation, let me just 

touch on it briefly. During the Cold War, accommodation of U.S. interests means not taking 

the initiative to launch military actions against the PRC, while non-accommodation means 

the opposite. After the end of the Korean War, the United States was eager to understand 

intelligence regarding China’s military buildup especially its development in nuclear 

weapons. One feasible way was to do aerial surveillance carried out by non-U.S. pilots in 

order to avoid being accused of violating international norms. Knowing the unspoken 

demands from the U.S. government, President Chiang asked his son Chiang Ching-kuo, then 

Minister of National Defense, to express the willingness for cooperation with the United 

States. Afterward, the Air Force of the nationalist government carried out the operations by 

forming the “Black Bat Squadron” for low-altitude reconnaissance and “Black Cat 

Squadron” for high-altitude surveillance throughout the 1960s. The airplanes and equipment 

were provided by the United States.15 Aerial surveillance over an adversary’s air space is by 

no means a friendly action and could be viewed as hostile. It is not entirely a military 

operation, but definitely not a civilian action. More importantly, the United States was 

reluctant to be dragged into a war with the PRC started by the ROC side, but nonetheless 

provided airplanes and photographic equipment to facilitate such operation. Bilateral 
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cooperation between the United States and Taiwan of this sort, thus, comprised the grey area 

between accommodation and non-accommodation.   

The year of 1979 marks the end of alliance relationship between the United States and 

Taiwan. Before 1979, the U.S. government was afraid that Taiwan leaders would drag the 

United States into a war with China by striking first. After 1979, the U.S. government was 

afraid that Taiwan would declare independence and violate China’s non-secession principle. 

Therefore, the steps taken by President Lee and President Chen toward independence created 

tensions in the Taiwan Strait.  

Taiwan as a Case Study 

 

 In addition to the flash point phenomenon, I use Taiwan as a case study to explore the 

puzzle regarding why a protégé sometimes does not accommodate the interests of its 

defender for the following reasons. First, ever since the United States took actions to deter 

China’s attack against Taiwan in 1950 and 1954-55, the potential of war in the Taiwan Strait 

has not ceased to exist. In this situation, Taiwan’s non-accommodating of U.S. interests 

increases tension with China and subsequently the probability of dragging the United States 

into a war with China. Students of international relations know that one way to avoid war is 

to understand factors that are conducive to it. Hence, in order to avoid a war between the 

United States and China triggered by Taiwan, it makes sense to understand reasons behind 

Taiwan’s non-accommodating actions. Second, in terms of Taiwan’s external relations since 

1949, Taiwan and the United States have undergone non-alliance (or alignment as I term it) 

from 1950 to 1954, alliance from 1954 to 1979, and non-alliance since 1979, and show more 

variations in their bilateral ties than either the form of alliance or non-alliance. The U.S 
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policy to neutralize the Taiwan Strait formed an alignment between the United States and 

ROC. The Mutual Defense Treaty between ROC and USA established an alliance from 

December 3, 1954 to December 31, 1979. After robust bilateral ties ended, the Taiwan 

Relations Act became effective right away and has maintained unofficial but nonetheless 

robust relations between both sides until the present. It is difficult, if not impossible, to do 

quasi-experiments in political science. The case of Taiwan in its alignment/alliance history 

from 1950 onward, however, constitutes two one-shot case studies.16 The beginning of 

Taiwan’s alliance in 1954 and the ending in 1979 could serve as two events that cause the 

change afterward. In other words, one can observe the difference before and after 1954 in 

Taiwan’s alliance behavior. In the same fashion the change in Taiwan’s behavior before and 

after 1979 could also be compared. Third, in terms of Taiwan’s domestic situation, the 1991 

constitutional reform that forces the retirement of senior representatives with no limitation in 

terms draws a demarcation line between autocracy and democracy. That is to say, there was a 

huge change in Taiwan’s regime type in 1991. From the 58 cases of immediate extended-

deterrence17, it is hard to find a compatible protégé that encompasses equivalent importance 

and variations in external and internal relations as Taiwan does. From the reasons above, 

Taiwan is selected as the case study in this dissertation. 

Potential Contributions 

 

Now, let me address a little bit on the potential contribution issue. The more recent 

incidents of non-accommodation of U.S. interests by Taiwan are more known to the public. 

In other words, the incidents happened relatively far away in time are less known or hard to 

access. One of the contributions, if any, of this dissertation could be the focus on the nuclear 

weapon program in Taiwan. Since the documents have been classified, the outside world 
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could only try to understand it through secondary sources. Thanks to the three books recently 

published by three insiders, the general picture is not as opaque as before. This is not to say 

the picture is crystal clear now, since the documents on the Taiwan side are still classified, 

but clearer than before. The first book is the third volume of the diaries kept by General Lai 

Ming-tan, Chief of General Staff (1970-76), who recorded his interactions with Premier 

Chiang Ching-kuo regarding the development of nuclear weapons in Taiwan.18 The second 

book is published after interviews with former Colonel Chang Hsien-yi, the CIA spy in 

Taiwan’s National Chung-Shan Institute of Science and Technology (NCSIST) who went to 

the United States to unveil Taiwan’s latest development on nuclear weapons and brought the 

end to such development.19 The third book is published also by an insider, Dr. Ho Li-wei, 

whose service in the NCSIST covered the development of nuclear program until the end.20  

Another possible contribution of this dissertation could be to present a clear picture of 

President Chiang Kai-shek’s preparations for a counter-offensive and see how it relates to 

accommodation/ non-accommodation of the U.S. interests. What the K Plan really is has 

been a mystery to the outside world.21 After President Chiang’s diaries were open to the 

public in 2006, there has been a rush for the study of Chiang by mostly Chinese scholars in 

the discipline of history. Several articles and books have been published using Chiang’s 

diaries as the primary source, covering Chiang’s foreign and domestic policies from his own 

perspective as leader of China whether on the mainland before 1950 or on the island of 

Taiwan after 1950. However, these publications do not focus on his ambition of recovering 

the Chinese mainland. This dissertation attempts to draw upon Chiang’s diaries to illustrate 

his various attempts of planning for a counter-offensive from 1950 onward.  
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Inevitably, the authenticity of the contents of Chiang’s various volumes of diaries 

should be inspected under scrutiny. As one of the leading experts in the study of Chiang’s 

diaries, Yang Tianshi indicates that Chiang wrote the diaries by himself and, most 

importantly, the contents of the diaries represented Chiang’s true feelings.22 One proof is 

that Chiang wrote down his personal matters like anyone would do in keeping a diary. Yuan 

Tah-Zen23, as another leading expert, also confirms the authenticity of the Chiang diaries 

currently stored at the Hoover Institution of the Stanford University. Yuan’s father, a close 

aide of Vice President Chen Cheng, had also written diaries to record in detail personal 

encounters and major events at work in detail. These diaries provide a precious reference for 

Yuan to cross-check the authenticity of the Chiang diaries. Yuan notes, however, President 

Chiang occasionally leaves out important details in his diaries. It is a well-known fact that 

Chiang was released from house-arrest in the Sian Incident of an attempted coup on 

December 12, 1936, after General Chang Hsueh-liang, one of the two conspirators, read 

Chiang’s diaries and learned Chiang’s determination of resisting the Japanese invasion. The 

contents of Chiang’s diaries could serve as a double-edged sword. To avoid important 

information stated in the diaries from being leaked once they were seized by enemies, Chiang 

intentionally left out critical information when keeping a diary. 

It remains uncertain about Chiang’s purpose of keeping a diary on a daily basis from 

1915 to 1972, which is extremely rare among political leaders in the world. Two major 

purposes maybe to use previous diaries for reference and self-reflection. This happened 

numerous times in Chiang diaries stating that he learned something after reviewing his 

previous diaries. During the course of writing, Chiang did ask his subordinates to copy a 

selection of his early diaries for the possible purpose of making them public. This, however, 
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did not happen to the rest of his diaries from 1944 onward. In other words, Chiang intended 

to show to the public only a part of his diaries but not all of them. What Chiang could not 

expect was that almost all of his diaries, with a few lines redacted, went public at the Hoover 

Institution since 2006. Therefore, interested readers have access now to not just the selected 

portions of Chiang’s diaries, but the photocopy of the entire originals written by him in 

Chinese calligraphy. This helps better gauge Chiang’s true feelings. Relying solely on 

Chiang’s diaries is inadequate, however, given that one-page space per day could only 

contain major events considered important by Chiang. For that matter, archives from 

Taiwan’s Ministry of National Defense and Academia Historica are also utilized to better 

understand Chiang’s thinking. One thing to note is that due to a lasting legal dispute, it is 

currently not allowed to quote Chiang’s diaries. Therefore, restatements and paraphrases of 

Chiang’s views are used in this dissertation. 

This dissertation proceeds as follows: Chapter 1 is the introduction. Chapter 2 contains 

theories and hypotheses. Chapters 3 to 7 breaks down the wide time span of more than half a 

century into Taiwan president tenures. Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 focus on the tenure of 

President Chiang Kai-shek (1948-75). I use two chapters to cover President Chiang since his 

ambition of conducting a counter-offensive in order to recover the Chinese mainland was 

relentless and had the very potential of dragging the United States into a war with China. In 

general, a counter-offensive itself is an evidence of non-accommodation of U.S. interests. 

However, it is not entirely true. On one hand, the United States had asked President Chiang 

to maintain the status quo in the Taiwan Strait; on the other hand, the U.S. government had 

also asked Chiang to conduct military actions against the mainland. The historical facts are 

too complicated to be summarized here, and they will be elaborated in Chapter 3. I use the 
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signing of the Sino-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty in 1954 to break down the whole period of 

Chiang’s planning for a counter-offensive from 1950 to 1967. Chapter 3 contains the period 

from 1950-54; Chapter 4 includes the period from 1954 to 1967. For the empirical chapters 

from Chapter 3 to Chapter 7, each chapter describes the non-accommodation and uses 

alliance politics and presidential tenure to analyze non-accommodation of U.S. interests. In a 

sense, the empirical chapters are composed of descriptive and analytical parts. I hope the 

descriptions of historical events would make it easier to judge whether analyses make sense. 

Chiang served four terms of office from 1948 to 1972; six years for each term. He, 

however, passed away on April 5, 1975, and did not finish his fifth term. Then Vice President 

Yen Chia-kan became the president and finished the remainder of Chiang’s term (1975-78). 

In 1978, Chiang Ching-kuo was elected as president (1978-88). Chapter 5 covers this 

transition of power with a specific focus on the development of nuclear program in Taiwan 

as another example of non-accommodation. Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 discuss President Lee 

Teng-hui (1988-2000) and President Chen Shui-bian (2000-2008), respectively. Chapter 8 

concludes and touches briefly on President Ma Ying-jeou (2008-2016). 
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Chapter 2: Theory 

 

 A leader of a protégé has to consider two factors before deciding whether to 

accommodate the security interests of a defender. The two factors are alliance politics as well 

as leader term effect. Since survival is of utmost importance to a protégé and a defender is 

usually the only country that provides security assurances, a leader of a protégé must 

consider bilateral ties first. Then, a protégé’s leader has to determine whether his/her position 

is secured domestically based on the general belief that leaders always want to stay in power. 

Now, let me start from the alliance politics factor.  

 

Alliance Politics 

 

Before turning to the theoretical perspectives regarding the a protégé’s non- 

accommodative actions, it is appropriate to differentiate between alignment and alliance to 

see which fits better the protective relationship between a protégé and a defender after the 

onset of extended-immediate deterrence. Alignment and alliance are major topics in 

international politics for centuries. Conceptually, alignment has a broader range and includes 

alliance. Michael Ward1 points out that: “In general, alignment is typically viewed as a 

behavioral disposition of some states to employ a predisposed posture of a collaborative and 

cooperative nature with other states. … International alignment therefore becomes more a 

matter of degree than kind.” Glenn H. Snyder2 shares the same view: “The broader and more 

fundamental term is alignment, defined as expectations of states about whether they will be 

supported or opposed by other states in future interactions.” Snyder3 adds that “Formal 

alliances are simply one of the behavioral means to create or strengthen alignments.” From 
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the above definitions, both alliance and alignment consist of the nature of collaboration and 

cooperation. One major difference is that alignment has a loose mechanism than alliance and 

contains a broader scope. To date, there have been explicit specifications for alliance, but not 

alignment. For example, in the Correlates of War (COW) project, an alliance is specified as 

Defense Pact, Neutrality and Non-Aggression Pact, and Entente.4 This specification is 

expanded by inserting an Offensive Pact into the COW alliance dataset as the Alliance Treaty 

Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) project does.5 Then, which category should the 

protective relationship between a defender and a protégé after extended-immediate 

deterrence fall into? I am inclined to adopt alignment to specify the protective relationship 

after extended-immediate deterrence given the fact that alignment has a broader range than 

alliance and can better capture the protective relationship in the context of extended-

immediate deterrence. Let me consider the following two situations: extended-immediate 

deterrence with and without alliance commitment. In the former situation, extended-

immediate deterrence may be the fulfillment of alliance commitments. To be explicit, only 

Defense Pacts and Entente are relevant in this situation. Defense Pact means to “Intervene 

militarily on the side of any treaty partner that is attacked militarily,” while Entente is 

defined as “Consult and/or cooperate in a crisis, including armed attack.”6 This is because 

extended-immediate deterrence takes place in a crisis situation short of war. Defense Pacts, 

in particular, and Entente have the attributes of military cooperation in the face of attacks by 

adversaries. Hence, Neutrality and Non-Aggression Pact as well as Offensive Pacts are 

irrelevant in this case. Extended-immediate deterrence has two outcomes: success and 

failure. In terms of success, this outcome should follow alliance agreements, such as Defense 

Pacts and Entente; the protective relationship is the continuation of these two formal 
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agreements. With regard to failures of extended-immediate deterrence, roughly 29% of the 

protégés are likely to fall to the hands of attackers, if not immediately.7 Therefore, Defense 

Pacts and/or Entente cease to function accordingly; protective relationship after extended-

immediate deterrence would almost never have a chance to begin in the first place.     

Then, let me consider the second situation in which extended-immediate deterrence is carried 

out without an alliance agreement. In this scenario, roughly 47% of the protégés are likely to 

fall to the hands of attackers.8  

It is evident that the protective relationship in the aftermath of success of extended-

immediate deterrence without an alliance in place should be categorized as alignment. 

However, it might get complicated when alignment and alliance come one after another for a 

period of time. For example, the U.S. commitment in June 1950 to defend Taiwan against 

China’s invasion following the outbreak of the Korean War started the protective relationship 

between the United States and Taiwan. At that time, there was no formal agreement between 

both sides. In the 1954-55 offshore islands crisis, however, the United States came to 

Taiwan’s aid and signed the U.S.-ROC Mutual Defense Treaty in late 1954. Although the 

Treaty was terminated in 1979, the U.S. protective relationship did not cease to exist but has 

continued to date through arms sales to Taiwan. The protective relationship from 1950 to 

1954 could be called alignment, 1955 to 1979 be labeled as the fulfillment of the alliance 

treaty, and 1980 onward be termed as alignment again. Given the above situations, if there’s 

any sort of alliance treaty, then the bilateral relationship between a defender and a protégé is 

alliance for sure after extended-immediate deterrence; if there’s no alliance treaty, then the 

relationship is alignment.  
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Forming a formal alliance is in itself a way to send the signal to other parties that the 

allied countries will come to each other’s aid in the event of a crisis or a war. Such signal 

could deter a potential attacker from carrying out an offensive.9 In the context of protégé-

defender relationship, forming an alliance allows a potential attacker to understand the extent 

to which a defender values the importance of a protégé and thus reduces a potential attacker’s 

willingness to act aggressively. Although alliance formation is a way to send the signal of 

commitment to deter a potential attacker, it is uncertain whether a defender would actually 

carry out its obligation stated in the formal agreement.10 Even though there remains the 

question regarding whether allies honor their agreements, it is found that when alliances face 

specific threats, the reliability of an ally is around 75 percent.11 For a weaker country, 

therefore, joining an alliance increases the probability of deterring foreign attacks. 

Establishing an alliance is especially important for a protégé, which is in general a military 

weaker country facing threats from a potential attacker that is militarily stronger. And since 

the threat from a potential attacker is identifiable, the commitment outlined in a formal 

alliance could well be honored by a defender. Take Taiwan for example, China prepared to 

take over Taiwan in 1950 but was deterred by the United States. In that incident, Taiwan and 

the United States had no formal alliance. Not knowing how committed the U.S. intention was 

to protect Taiwan, China carried out its second attempt during 1954-55 offshore island crisis. 

Not only did the United States again signal its willingness to protect Taiwan, the country also 

showed its commitment by forming a formal alliance with Taiwan. For the Taiwan part, it 

was uncertain whether the United States would come to its aid after 1950 in another crisis. 

After the signing of the Mutual Defense Treaty in 1954, Taiwan felt more secured in the 

second incident of extended-immediate deterrence compared to the first incident in 1950. 
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Therefore, Taiwan feared less about being abandoned by the United States after 1954. After 

formal alliance is formed, the concepts of entrapment and abandonment embodied in alliance 

politics come into play. When the weaker part feels more secured and fears less about 

abandonment, it moves toward entrapping the stronger ally.12 

Now, let me get back to the relationship between alliance formation and a protégé’s non-

accommodative behavior. The alliance politics theory stipulates that the weaker ally in an 

alliance is afraid of being abandoned by the stronger ally while the stronger ally is afraid of 

being entrapped in a war caused by the weaker ally. But how do they happen? James Morrow 

finds that minor allies in alliances always have conflicts of interest with major allies and thus 

reduces the duration of alliances.13 Put into the context of extended-immediate deterrence, a 

defender’s specific security commitment (strategic clarity) is likely to give its protégé the 

momentum to take non-accommodative actions and leads to an entrapment while a 

defender’s equivocal commitment (strategic ambiguity) may lead to a potential attacker’s 

military action against a protégé and leaves a protégé the worry of abandonment. Most allies 

have conflict of interest in terms of exchange between autonomy and security, protégés and 

their defenders are no exceptions. The utmost concern about security might lessen a protégé’s 

conflict of interest with its defender, but not eliminate it. Since strategic importance is one 

critical reason why a country wants to exert deterrence willingness and capabilities beyond 

its territory to another country,14 a protégé utilizes that for its own gain. This explains why 

protégés sometimes do not accommodate the security interests of their defenders. Now, the 

question is when? As I mentioned earlier, not all protégés have formal alliances with their 

defenders before and after the onset of extended-immediate deterrence. A formal alliance is a 

response to the hostility level of the potential attacker and it signals the importance of a 



20 

 

protégé to its defender. For a protégé, the establishment of an alliance eases the worry of 

abandonment and leaves open an opportunity to accommodate or not the interests of its 

defender. Non-existence of an alliance, i.e. alignment, increases the worry of abandonment 

and constrains the option of not accommodating its defender’s security interests.  

 

Hypothesis 1: The severity level of a protégé’s non-accommodative action against its 

defender is more likely to increase when both parties have a formal alliance compared to the 

situation where a formal alliance does not exist.  

 

  

Presidential Tenure  

 

While the external factor as alliance politics tells us one part of the story, internal 

factor tells us something as well. It is rare to find an incumbent national leader who does not 

want to run for re-election. Since leaders have the desire to remain in office as long as they 

can, they have to consolidate their power and in the meantime be cautious not to be held 

accountable in their first terms in order to get re-elected. After winning the re-election, 

leaders are more flexible in policies that might otherwise be harmful to carry out in their first 

terms. It is found that “…leaders constrained by elections show less belligerency, while 

leaders subject to binding final terms and thus less restricted by the demands of the electoral 

process, engage in more conflictual behavior.”15 I term this the presidential tenure effect. To 

date, the literature on presidential terms is relatively scarce, but the research community has 

started paying attention to this phenomenon. Haynes16, for example, focuses on democratic 

presidents who have two terms and examine the effectiveness of crisis bargaining and crisis 

outcome that take place in their second terms. Zeigler and his associates17 examine 48 

democracies from 1976 to 2000 and find that leaders in their second term of office are 50 

percent more likely to initiate conflict. One thing to note is that both pieces mentioned above 
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test only the cases of democratic regimes, the category of autocracy therefore is left open for 

future research.  

Due to the paucity of scholarly work on leader term effect, let me borrow from other 

more well-developed arguments in international relations to substantiate it. Two lines of 

reasoning are relevant here: the political accountability theory and the selectorate theory. 

Political accountability theory stipulates that leaders must be careful in foreign/domestic 

policies to avoid opposition forces holding them accountable, jeopardize their political 

standing, or even removing them from office.18 Foreign policy failures are likely to elicit 

domestic challenges.19 A leader’s foreign policy failure might be labeled by the opposition 

parties as a proof of incompetence and might encounter domestic audience costs.20 This 

policy failure could to some extent jeopardize a leader’s chance of getting re-elected. While 

political accountability makes sense regarding how a leader evaluates potential resistance 

from the opposition when making foreign policy decisions, it is unclear whether the 

evaluation is weighed equally in a leader’s different terms of office. It is true that political 

accountability varies as the seats of the ruling party and the opposition parties in the 

legislature change after elections. But, holding all else constant, do leaders take into account 

opposition parties in their second terms same as in their first terms? Suppose the maximum 

terms of office are two, it does not matter much in a leader’s second term since he or she 

must step down when the term ends. Thus, I argue that a leader may not give equal weights 

to opposition parties in the second term as compared to the first term. For autocratic leaders, 

it seems that they can adopt major foreign policies in any of their terms of office since 

political accountability is low. But as Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson note21: “…we assume 

that all political leaders have opponents, most of whom are members of the leader's own 
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political system, with their own ambitions for office.” Since autocratic leaders have to deal 

with their opponents, it is less likely for them to adopt major foreign policies in their first 

terms.  

Let me turn now to the selectorate theory. The theory tells us that leaders always want 

to stay in power and they use the resources at their disposal to retain power either through 

providing private goods in autocratic regimes or through providing public goods in 

democratic political systems. (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003)22 The selectorate theory 

nicely explains political survival of leaders, but the problem is that the theory stops at the re-

election, whether winning or losing. Suppose, again, a leader has a maximum of two terms of 

office in a row. A leader tries all the means to please the selectorate and wins the re-election. 

After winning the re-election, a leader has one more term but it also starts the countdown of 

the second term. Knowing that there’s no more chance to prolong the term of office, does a 

leader still need to satisfy the selectorate? This is what the selectorate theory cannot explain 

or predict. Given that resources are limited and a leader has used them in an attempt to win 

the re-election, I argue that there is no motive for a leader to continue doing so. A leader 

could well distribute the remaining resources to other areas, but less likely to the selectorate.  

However, leaders are strategic actors and adopt foreign policies in their best interests. 

Suppose a democratic leader loses a war and cannot, therefore, produce victory as public 

good, he/she cannot live up to expectations of the public and is likely to lose office. But if a 

war can be won easily, a democratic leader is likely to wage war and secure his/her hold on 

office. This is in accordance with the democratic peace theory in which democracies only 

fight wars that they can win.23 Therefore, democratic leaders are likely to adopt major 

foreign policies in their second terms, but major policies can also be adopted in the first 
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terms if democratic leaders perceive these major foreign policies to be able to generate 

successful outcomes.  

For autocracies, winning a war can be used to better satisfy the relatively small 

electorate while losing a war should not matter much as long as autocratic leaders can answer 

the request for private benefits. However, the fate of autocratic leaders after losing a war is 

more devastating than their democratic counterparts. Therefore, they must be careful in 

choosing the wars to fight.24 As one can imagine, a new leader who just came into office has 

to consolidate power in the first place by getting rid of ambitious comrades. Therefore, 

autocratic leaders can carry out major foreign policies in any of their infinite terms of office, 

but they are less likely to do so in their first terms since ambitious opponents have to be dealt 

with first.  

Therefore, both the political accountability theory and selectorate theory point to the 

direction that leaders are less likely to adopt major foreign policies in their first terms of 

office. The reasoning above could apply to a protégé’s leader when he/she considers adopting 

non-accommodative policies. Hence, I propose the second hypothesis. 

 

 

Hypothesis 2: Leaders of protégés are less likely to adopt non-accommodative policies in  

their first terms, no matter the polities are democratic or autocratic. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Democracy 
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In addition to the two independent variables mentioned above, I include democracy as a 

control variable in the model. The basic idea is that leaders start incorporating opinions and 

interests of the general public after becoming a democracy.  

The effect of democracy can be viewed as a derivation from the selectorate theory in 

which a leader has to satisfy increasing demands from the selectorate after a regime turns 

into a democracy. Before the change, a leader could stay in power as long as he/she satisfies 

the demands of the relatively small winning coalition. Put into the context of protégé-

defender relations, accommodation or non-accommodation of a defender’s interests really 

has to do with the leader of a protégé, instead of the people of a protégé. In other words, the 

general public has little, or completely no, say in foreign policy of a protégé when it is not a 

democracy. It is really up to the leader of a protégé to decide whether to accommodate or not. 

As long as the leader of a protégé could satisfy the demands of the winning coalition, 

accommodation or non-accommodation is the matter between the leaders of a protégé and a 

defender. As the winning coalition gets bigger after the regime type change, a leader has to 

satisfy more demands from various interest groups in order to stay in power. Therefore, the 

general public begins to have an influence on foreign policy of a protégé. In this situation, the 

decision of the leader of a protégé to be accommodative or not cannot be made solely by 

himself/herself. Since domestic political survival is critical, the leader of a protégé has to first 

consider the demands of the people before dealing with a defender.  

The democracy effect should hold for both terms of a protégé’s leader, suppose there is 

a two-term limitation. For the first term, satisfying the demands of the general public is more 

likely to get the leader of a protégé re-elected. Looking from this angle, the democracy effect 

is a resemblance of the president tenure effect. However, there is a difference. Remember, 
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the hypothesis derived from the presidential tenure effect is that the president of a protégé 

enjoys the freedom of action in dealing with a defender as long as the second term is secured. 

Therefore, democracy and presidential tenure might both play a role in the second term of the 

leader of a protégé. The democracy effect would still exist in the first term of the leader of a 

protégé; otherwise, protests and demonstrations are expected if he/she goes his/her own way 

without considering the demands of the general public.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Leaders of a protégé are more likely to be non-accommodative after a regime 

type change.  

 

 

Research Design 

 

Qualitative methods, including archives, diaries/memoirs, and newspapers, are used in 

this dissertation. Chiang Kai-shek’s diaries are intensively used in Chapters 3 and 4 along 

with archives. Chapter 5 utilizes archives and memoirs of key figures in the development of 

nuclear weapons. Archives, memoirs, and newspapers are also used in Chapters 6 and 7. The 

time span is 59 years from 1950 to 2008. Taiwan’s response to U.S. interests is the dependent 

variable, in which non-accommodation is the focus while accommodation is not. The 

definitions for non-accommodation are: 1) ROC leaders know that a certain action would go 

against U.S. interests; 2) ROC leaders nonetheless intentionally prepare to or actually carry 

out that certain action.  

 

Chiang Kai-shek’s Willingness toward a Counter-Offensive 
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Before the empirical chapters, it is appropriate insert here President Chiang Kai-shek’s 

willingness toward a counter-offensive for two reasons: 1) Among non-accommodation taken 

by ROC presidents, the ones that occurred during Chiang’s terms of office were potentially 

closer to war between both sides across the Taiwan Strait. Knowing Chiang’s willingness 

toward a counter-offensive gives readers a better idea of how close the brinkmanship was. 2) 

The propaganda of a counter-offensive has been viewed as a fake since it has not actually 

happened. In contrast, the cases of nuclear weapons development and statements about cross-

Strait ties (special state-to-state relations and one country on either side of the Strait) are 

obvious and easy to capture. If a counter-offensive was a scam, then the two empirical 

chapters on counter-offensive lack solid foundations. Thanks to the release of the Chiang 

diaries, the research community and the general public could examine Chiang’s willingness 

under scrutiny.  

After Taiwan’s security was guaranteed by the U.S. neutralization policy, Chiang’s fury 

toward the late arrival of U.S. arms could well indicate his willingness to launch military 

operations against China. Why does willingness matter? This is because the higher the 

willingness to counterattack the PRC, the better for one to see how Chiang was prevented 

from doing so by the alignment/alliance factor. Conversely, if Chiang was indifferent to 

counterattacking the PRC, then it is difficult, if not impossible, to analyze the effect of 

alignment/alliance on Chiang’s accommodation/non-accommodation of U.S. interests. After 

all, Chiang had not actually carried out a counter-offensive, be it a moderate-size military 

action or a full-scale attack. Then, at face value, the dependent variable does not vary and 

Chiang, hence, well accommodated U.S. interests of maintaining the status quo in the Taiwan 

Strait, so to speak. However, the alignment/alliance effect could in fact be the cause of “no 
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variation.” Therefore, it is crucial to understand the mentality Chiang had and the 

corresponding actions he took. 

In order to better gauge President Chiang Kai-shek’s willingness of carrying out a 

counter-offensive, I paid two visits to the Hoover Institution at Stanford University in 2013 

to read various volumes of Chiang Kai-shek’s diaries for the period of 1950 to 1972. I stayed 

16 days for the first visit and read Chiang’s diaries from 1950-54 and 1958-65. The periods 

cover the most valuable information on foraying a counter-offensive and deserve more time. 

The second visit was five days and I read the volumes from 1955-57 and 1965-72, which 

were less important but inseparable. The diaries were written in Chinese calligraphy by 

Chiang. It is basically one page per day and the word count per page is around 240. Since the 

objective of the visits was to find Chiang’s consideration of a counter-offensive, I skimmed 

through the diaries to locate related sentences and took notes. Most of Chiang’s writing was 

recognizable, but I still encountered several problems when I just started. This is because 

some words are no longer written in the same way as they were half a century ago. Through 

the help of historians from China who were experienced in reading archives and were also 

reading Chiang’s diaries at the Hoover Institution, the words that I found hard to identify 

were answered by them. This greatly enhanced my speed of reading and limited the duration 

of stays.  

Let me turn now to the willingness of Chiang. In the beginning of 1951, President 

Chiang started to proactively prepare for a counter-offensive, but his determination regarding 

the use of force against the mainland depended on national capabilities in addition to other 

factors such as a possible Third World War, the PRC’s domestic stability, and so forth. While 

national capabilities could not grow overnight, arms buildup was relatively easier to achieve. 
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One way of achieving rapid growth of military strength for the ROC was through acquisition 

of U.S. arms. Therefore, preparations for a counter-offensive were inseparable from U.S. 

arms acquisition. Before the onset of the Korean War, the nationalist forces on Taiwan were 

equipped with a variety of weapons from the United States and European countries, even 

weapons surrendered by the Japanese forces after the end of World War II. Obviously, the 

logistics was a major issue. After the alignment was formed in June 1950, Chiang considered 

it a chance to enhance military strength, especially arms buildup, of the nationalist forces. 

The first shipment of 6,000 tons of U.S. ammunition arrived in November 1950 in a timely 

fashion.25 But that was just a rare case. U.S. Secretary of Defense George Marshall’s 

inquiries in February 1951 about the urgent needs of the nationalist forces gave Chiang the 

perception that the U.S. government was once again willing to provide military assistance.26 

Therefore, the tardy arrival and insufficient supplies of U.S. arms and materiel infuriated 

Chiang. For example, Chiang considered that the delay in issuing the certificate for oil export 

to the Republic of China has made the ROC Air Force unable to fight and carry out routine 

training.27  

General Pi Tsung-kan, ROC Military Attaché to the United States, sent back a telegram 

stating that the U.S. Department of Defense has set sending weapons to Britain and the 

Western Europe as the top priority. Therefore, it was unknown whether U.S. weapons would 

arrive in Taiwan by June 1952. Chiang, therefore, considered that the U.S. military aid to 

Taiwan was but a lie to the U.S. people. Chiang felt that even though the United States was 

unwilling to provide military aid, it would still use the name of military aid to coerce and lure 

the ROC government personnel. The consequences were to destroy the ROC government in 

order to benefit the Russian communists. Chiang concluded that the U.S. government was 
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extremely mean and that there was no way to save the ROC in addition to self-help and help 

from God.28 

After the arrival of the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) in April 1951, the 

situation did not improve. Chiang remarked on October 20, 1951 that nothing in the 1951 

U.S. military aid program, totaled US$ 70 million, has arrived. Chiang even felt that the U.S. 

Truman-Marshall-Acheson group cannot rest assured until it has totally annihilated China.29 After 

calling for a Military Affairs Meeting on December 8, 1951, Chiang learned that the new arrival of 

U.S. arms was composed of merely light weapons and ammunition and that there was no news 

regarding heavy field guns that were promised to arrive the previous month.30 Three weeks later, 

Chiang summoned another Military Affairs Meeting to review the U.S. military aid and found that 

none of the important weapons had arrived. Chiang learned that the U.S. arms that had arrived until 

the end of 1951 were less than 32 percent as promised.31  

 The situation remained the same in 1952. Chiang convened a Military Affairs Meeting on 

January 12 and learned that twenty-two 105mm howitzers arrived, but they were equipped with 

neither gun carriers nor ammunition carriers. It was upset for Chiang to find that it was 20 months 

after the United States made the promise for military assistance that 22 guns arrived, but they were so 

lacking. Therefore, Chiang had the feeling that the United States was cruel and mean.32 On Mar 1, 

Chiang held another Military Affairs Meeting to understand the quantity of U.S. military aid and 

found that neither tanks nor vehicles had arrived.33 On June 14, Chiang chaired a Military Affairs 

Meeting and learned that only 40 percent of U.S. military aid scheduled for 1951 arrived, and that 

nothing had arrived since the beginning of 1952. The tardy arrival of U.S. arms made Chiang feel 

“heartbroken.”34  

 

In view of the delay of the arrival of U.S. arms, President Chiang summoned Foreign 

Minister George Yeh to deliver a message to U.S. officials in person. The message equaled 
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the delay of military aid and aircraft to no willingness of the U.S. government to aid China.35 

Chiang’s fury was not groundless. As Karl Rankin, U.S. Chargé d'affaires to the ROC, 

reported back to Washington that it was in the fourth quarter of 1952 that 30 percent of U.S. 

military materiel for 1951 and 1952 was delivered.36  

The shipment of U.S. arms became up to speed in April 1952 after the arrival of U.S. 

heavy weapons including 130 75mm mountain guns. To Chiang, this was the first shipment 

of U.S. heavy weapons in the form of military aid.”37 After the end of the Korean War, both 

chambers of the U.S. Congress increased the budget of military aid by 20 percent, and 

appropriated 50,000 tons of vessels. Chiang complimented in his diary for the rare and 

precious move.38 

 Acquisition of arms and military equipment had remained to be Chiang’s unfinished 

task even after U.S. arms supplies arrived on track. Hence, for example, the “Kai Plan” and 

“Hsieh Plan” proposed in late 1953 to Admiral Arthur Radford were attempts to greatly 

increase the strength of the nationalist forces. Most importantly, the six-month delay in 

launching a counter-offensive in 1962 was partly due to Chiang’s insatiable desire to acquire 

two C-123 transport aircraft.  

 Of course, weapons could serve both offensive and defensive purposes.39 U.S. arms 

acquisition could both provide an impetus for a counter-offensive as well as the defense of 

Taiwan. Consider the defensive posture that Taiwan inevitably situated itself in and later 

constrained by the U.S. neutralization policy, it is reasonable to believe that a majority of the 

U.S. weapons acquired was used for self-defense. This line of argument could also explain 

the “Kai Plan,” since more weapons at hand could provide more security assurances if the 
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United States at some point reduces or terminates the security guarantee. Then, one could 

never be wrong to save more for a rainy day.  

Steve Tsang40 argues that Chiang’s idea of a counter-offensive was completely an 

impossible mission that was reiterated so frequently only to fortify the governing of people 

on Taiwan. Therefore, acquisition of U.S. arms to conduct a counter-offensive had been 

nothing but a sheer scam. But recall Chiang’s famous speech on May 16, 1950, regarding the 

timeline of recovering the Chinese mainland, and also remember Chiang’s putting counter-

offensive as the priority on his agenda in the beginning of 1951, Chiang’s anxiety to acquire 

U.S. weapons had indeed the intention of conducting offensive military actions. After all, 

Taiwan was temporarily relieved from a war with the PRC after the imposing of the U.S. 

neutralization policy, it made no sense for Chiang to be furious about the tardy arrival of U.S. 

weapons. Moreover, acquisition of parachutes indicated well Chiang’s intention, since the 

equipment serves only the offensive purpose. Chiang came up in October 1951 the idea of 

using paratroopers such as to airdrop 50 to 100 thousand of paratroopers above major cities 

in mainland China before the onset of a counter-offensive.41 This explained why Chiang 

later agreed to launch the raid on the Tungshan Island in July 1953 to receive 3,000 

parachutes in return.  

Chiang’s determination for a counter-offensive, however, had not always been steady 

but ebbed and flowed. Six months after marking the planning of a counter-offensive as the 

priority of 1951, Chiang was able to review Plan 375-1in detail but he soon found the plan 

unsatisfactory and not ready to be carried out immediately. Moreover, one war plan was not 

enough. Since it took five months for the task force to complete a single war plan, it would 

take maybe another 15 months to draft three other plans. It made sense for Chiang to feel 
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comfortable having three to four war plans to choose from before launching a military action 

and this was probably why he expected the war plans to be completed by the spring of 

1953.42 In the meantime, however, the U.S. side was opposed to the plan from the Ministry 

of Defense (MND) to enroll 15,000 army conscripts proposed in late July 1951 for the reason 

that there was no budget for the recruitment and that it would increase financial burdens of 

the nationalist government.43 In response to the U.S. concern, the MND reluctantly reduced 

the number of conscripts by 3,000 strong.44 In addition to the U.S. opposition to the 

nationalist government’s conscription policy, the U.S. decision of not inviting the nationalist 

government to sign the peace treaty with Japan was quite a blow to President Chiang. Even 

though the war against Japan in WWII was ended in August 1945, the peace treaty was not 

signed. After the retreat of the government of ROC to Taiwan in late 1949 and the 

establishment of the PRC in October 1950, Chiang had the worry that the nationalist 

government under his leadership could not represent China. Simply put, the legitimacy of the 

nationalist government to represent China was critical at that time and being invited to join 

other allied countries in the Second World War to sign the peace treaty with Japan could help 

stabilize the nationalist government’s international standing. If, however, the nationalist 

government lost the right to represent China, the attempt to recover the mainland also lost its 

legitimacy. Then, any military action conducted by the nationalist government could not be 

viewed as counter-insurgency, but invasion of another sovereign state. Annoyed by this 

incident, Chiang remarked in his diary regarding the low possibility of recovering the 

mainland but he also stated that his confidence of revolution and restoration of the country 

was unshaken at all.45 While the MND staffs were busy designing operations for a counter-

offensive, President Chiang was managing to mobilize and recruit replacements up to 
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100,000 in total this time from the Taiwan population by the end of 1951 and he was, 

therefore, anxious about whether U.S. weapons and supplies could arrive in a timely 

fashion.46 Once again, knowing that the United States was opposed to his conscription 

policy, there must be a strong reason for Chiang to expand the scale of another mobilization 

six times greater than the plan submitted three months ago. This reason could well confirm 

Chiang’s willingness to launch military actions against the mainland even though they never 

took place.  

Before turning to the empirical chapters, let me note a few examples regarding feelings 

toward the United States as well as Americans. Even though some countries have adopted 

anti-U.S. policy47, in the context of U.S.-Taiwan relations, it was not the case. Salient anti-

American incidents could have happened only twice since 1950, such as the riot on May 24, 

1957, or the “524 Incident,” against U.S. jurisdiction over the Liu Tze-jan incident48 and the 

protest on December 27, 1978, after U.S. Envoy Warren Christopher arrived in Taipei to 

discuss matters related to severing ties with the ROC government. Two other major protests 

in Taiwan targeted indirectly at the U.S. government, e.g. Taiwan farmers’ protest in 1988 

against the opening of U.S. agricultural product imports and the anti-U.S. arms sales parade 

in 2004. 

On the contrary, the ruling class saw it differently. For example, President Chiang 

recorded in his diary regarding how U.S. counselors stationed in Taiwan secretly suggested 

U.S. citizens to prepare returning to the United States since Taiwan might suffer from air 

raids. Chiang considered that the suggestions increased the level of turmoil in the Taiwan 

society.49 Second, if sporadic word-spreading is annoying, then potential subversion is 

worrisome. There is evidence showing that the United States consulted with several potential 
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Taiwan elites in the hope that one of them could lead a coup to replace Chiang in the 1950s.50 

Those attempts failed in the end, but nonetheless made Chiang more suspicious to political 

and military elites who had close ties with the United States. A few highly suspicious figures 

were either put under house (the case of General Sun Li-jen) or forced to migrate (such as 

Taiwan Governor Wu Kuo-chen). Peng Ming-min, former Chair of Department of Political 

Science, National Taiwan University and an active Taiwan independence activist, wrote in 

his memoir that a secret police agent looked into his case of attempted subversion of the 

government through printing handouts calling for Taiwan independence, and questioned him 

whether it was President Chiang’s turn after the United States had successfully topple 

President Ngo Dinh Diem of South Vietnam and President Syngman Rhee of South Korea.51 

Even though the allegation was false, one can well imagine how the image of clandestine 

U.S. operations to overthrow unfriendly foreign regimes was embedded in working-level 

agents.  Overall, despite sporadic anti-American movements, a majority of the Taiwan 

public favors the United States and the fact reduces the attractiveness of adopting anti-

Americanism as a policy option by Taiwan leaders.
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Chapter 3: Chiang Kai-shek’s Attempts to Recover Mainland China 

 

This chapter deals with the ROC’s non-accommodation of U.S. interests from 1950 to 

1954. The period started from President Chiang Kai-shek’s resuming the position as the 

president in March 1950 and ended after the signing of the U.S.-ROC Mutual Defense Treaty 

in December 1954. President Chiang’s winning the re-election in March 1954 took place 

within this time frame. This period is filled with President Chiang’s intensive planning of a 

counter-offensive to recover the Chinese mainland. There are four sections in this chapter. I 

first outline the U.S. interests in the Taiwan Strait during Chiang’s first term of office. Then, 

I describe Chiang’s various attempts to not accommodate U.S. interests. The third section 

analyzes non-accommodation using alliance politics and presidential tenure. The fourth 

section concludes. 

 

U.S. Interests in the Taiwan Strait 

 

After U.S. General George Marshall failed in his mediation for a robust and sustaining 

truce during the Chinese civil war (1945-49) between the ruling-KMT and CCP, the U.S. 

reaction was to “let the dust settle.”1 Even though the U.S. government had provided 

military assistance to the KMT during the Chinese civil war, the nationalist forces lost major 

battles against the PLA in an incredibly speedy fashion. After the nationalist government 

evacuated from mainland China to Taiwan in late 1949, the general view was that the KMT 

was moribund and that the CCP could take over Taiwan in the near future.2 Therefore, U.S. 

President Harry Truman announced on June 23, 1950, that he would terminate providing aid 
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to the KMT. However, the onset of the Korean War on June 25 made the United States 

change its bystander policy. Two days later, President Truman ordered the Seventh Fleet to 

carry out the neutralization of the Taiwan Strait. It is generally agreed that U.S. interests in 

the Taiwan Strait at that time concentrated solely on its strategic value.3 On one hand, the 

U.S. government adopted extended-immediate deterrence and successfully prevented China 

from attacking Taiwan.4 On the other hand, the neutralization of the Taiwan Strait also 

prevented the nationalist government from counterattacking the mainland. Therefore, the 

neutralization policy set the tone of Taiwan’s defensive nature. President Chiang’s proposal 

of sending 33,000 nationalist forces to join the Korean War was consequently turned down 

by the United States.  

It was the onset of the Korean War that the U.S. government (USG) re-started its 

military assistance to the nationalist government, but in a fairly slow fashion. This was 

mostly caused by the “Europe-first” policy.5 After China engaged in the Korean War in 

October 1950 and was incapable of attacking Taiwan at the same time, U.S. military aid 

arrived in Taiwan in an even tardier fashion. It was ten months after the outbreak of the 

Korean War that the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) arrived in Taiwan (April 

1951) and started a new phase of military assistance to Taiwan. However, the arrival of the 

MAAG had not brought U.S. military aid in due course.6 

Even though the neutralization of the Taiwan Strait set the tone of Taiwan’s defensive 

nature, the U.S. Taiwan policy was not entirely defensive. Instead, the U.S. policy toward 

Taiwan at that time was two-pronged: mostly defensive and partly offensive. The MAAG 

was in charge of the defensive part, with a minor modification due to the unsuccessful 

progress on the Korean battlefield. The larger picture of the U.S. policy not only attempted to 
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protect Taiwan but also consolidate the defense of the first island chain so that Taiwan 

cannot be utilized by its adversaries as an “unsinkable aircraft carrier” to threaten the other 

components of the chain, such as Japan and Korea in the north and the Philippines in the 

south. After the Korean War became a stalemate, the United States sought to decrease its 

military pressure on the Korean front. Hence, the MAAG in Taiwan changed its defensive 

role accordingly. For that matter, MAAG Chief Major General William Chase inquired on 

December 17, 1951, the nationalist government’s previous offer of sending 33,000 ground 

troops to participate in the Korean War. Chase claimed that his inquiry did not represent the 

formal U.S. attitude on the issue, but to some extent showed “calls from U.S. senators and 

other U.S. officials visiting Formosa” for the nationalist government’s use of force in Korea.7 

The government of the Republic of China (GRC) responded, however, that it had no such 

plan after the offer was turned down nearly one year and a half ago.8  

In addition, the U.S. military proposed that the nationalist forces carry out a major 

attack on Hainan Island in southern China. It is worth mentioning that this proposal aimed at 

attacking the second largest island of China, but not the soil of the mainland. Therefore, 

possible damage was already controlled in advance. U.S. Major General Frank Merrill 

delivered in person the message to foray Hainan Island to President Chiang on March 25, 

1952, but the proposal was turned down.9 However, the issue did not quiet down. U.S. 

Admiral Arthur Radford made the same attempt in May 1952 and Admiral William Fechteler 

took his chance in July of the same year. On October 16, Admiral Radford brought up the 

issues of joining the Korean War and attacking Hainan Island in a bundle during a banquet 

with President Chiang, but without success.10 On November 6, General Chase paid a visit to 

the Ministry of National Defense (MND) along with 16 MAAG personnel to attend the 
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briefing on Hainan.11 The USG finally persuaded the GRC into carrying out a raid on the 

Tungshan Island in July 1953 right before the end of the Korean War.  

Other than the defensive posture, the other option that the U.S. government chose was to 

carry out low-intensity actions by attacking China’s offshore islands. Paramilitary 

harassments were carried out by Taiwan’s militia, the Anti-Communist National Salvation 

Army (ACNSA) based on offshore islets alongside the Chinese coastline, most notably the 

raid of the Nanri Islet in October 1952. These paramilitary actions were in most part 

designed, trained, and supported by the Western Enterprise Incorporated (WEI), a branch 

unit of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and executed by militia loyal to the 

nationalist government. The existence of the WEI had been closely related to China’s 

engaging the Korean War. The WEI personnel arrived in Taiwan in March 1951 with a major 

objective of “attacking China’s soft underbelly, the coastal area opposite Taiwan, in addition 

to collecting intelligence.”12 By the end of the Korean War, however, the importance of WEI 

quickly declined.  

After U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower was sworn in, he immediately altered the 

policy adopted by his predecessor. In February 1953, Eisenhower lifted the neutralization 

policy of the Taiwan Strait in the State of the Union address, which was later viewed as 

adopting the “unleashing Chiang” policy in an attempt to pressure China to end the Korean 

War.13 Consequently, the mission of the Seventh Fleet patrolling the Taiwan Strait changed 

from preventing use of force by either side across the strait to preventing only China’s 

military actions against the nationalist government on the island of Taiwan. Since 

Eisenhower’s priority was to end the Korean War, he did not welcome at all the counter-
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offensive plans that President Chiang proposed but put more constraints on Chiang to prevent 

the situation from getting complicated. 

After the Korean War ended in July 1953, China was able to gather ground troops and 

concentrate on the unfinished task of “liberating” Taiwan. The islands occupied by guerrillas 

alleged to the GRC became the PRC’s primary targets. The United States faced a dilemma: If 

she did not protect Taiwan-held offshore islands, the Chinese threat was imminent; if she did 

plan to protect these islets, there was a high probability of getting involved in a war with 

China, again. In order to test the resolve of the United States, China launched the shelling of 

Quemoy on September 3, 1954.14 Nonetheless, the United States signed the mutual defense 

treaty with the ROC on December 3, 1954,15 excluding offshore islands. The 1954-55 

offshore island crisis did not end after the signing of the alliance treaty between Taiwan and 

the United States. China exacerbated the situation by attacking Yichiangshan Island as the 

prelude to take the Tachen Islands located near China’s Chekiang Province through the use 

of force. After the Korean War the United States did not want to engage China in another war 

only for the islands lacking in strategic values and she, therefore, negotiated with Taiwan to 

evacuate the military personnel as well as inhabitants on the islands in a joint operation, 

codenamed “King Kong.”  

To sum up, the U.S. interests in Taiwan during the Korean War were to prevent the 

island from falling into the communists’ hands and, in the meantime, utilize the “unsinkable 

carrier” to launch military harassments of China’s offshore islands so as to decrease the 

military pressure that the U.S.-led forces faced on the Korean front. After the end of the 

Korean War, the U.S. interests in Taiwan were to maintain the status quo in terms of the 

KMT ruling the Taiwan Island and the CCP governing the Chinese mainland. The United 
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States had the wishful thinking that China could become another Yugoslavia, having its 

independent foreign policy while being in the Communist camp. To some extent, this 

mentality led to inquiring the nationalist government regarding joining the Korean War and 

launching military actions on mainland China but did not make them happen forcefully. After 

the signing of the mutual defense treaty, the U.S. interests in Taiwan remained the same but 

were more confined to no use of force by the nationalist government so as to avoid being 

dragged into a war with the PRC. Therefore, the United States showed no interest in the 

ROC’s counter-offensive plans aimed at retrieving the Chinese mainland through the use of 

force.  

Attempts to Recover Mainland China 

 

President Chiang did not immediately come up with the idea to recover the Chinese 

mainland after the nationalist forces were defeated in major battles in the civil war against 

the PLA on mainland China and their subsequent retreat to Taiwan in December 1949. 

Although the nationalist forces finally won two successes in defeating a large-scale PLA 

amphibious attack on Quemoy in the Fukien Province October 25-27, 1949, and in defending 

the Tengpu Island of the Choushan Islands in the Chekiang Province November 3-6 of the 

same year; Hainan Island was lost to the enemy hands on May 1, 1950. After the loss of 

Hainan Island, President Chiang announced in the famous radio broadcast on May 16 his 

steps to oust the Chinese communists as follows: “To prepare for the first year; to carry out 

counter-offensive operations in the second year; to wipe out enemy remnants in the third 

year; and to achieve success in the fifth year.”16 In the same broadcast, Chiang also 

mentioned his priority for the time being was to secure Taiwan. This was because Chiang 

was weak in military capabilities and, hence, his military strategy at that time was mainly 
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defensive in nature. Despite the defensive nature, Chiang started the planning for a counter-

offensive and ordered in early June 1950 his military staff to design accordingly. Shortly 

afterward, Chiang approved a seaborne raid plan suggested by Charles Cooke, former U.S. 

Admiral in World War II who later became Chiang’s primary personal military advisor. The 

plan was later postponed due to the onset of the Korean War and the U.S. neutralization of 

the Taiwan Strait.17 

Due to the defensive nature, Chiang had even considered to defend only the Taiwan 

Island and the Penghu Islands, or the Pescadores, but give up other nationalist government-

occupied islands located near the coast of the Chinese mainland. Quemoy (Kinmen), for 

example, was one of these islands. The island, off the shore of the Fukien Province opposite 

Amoy, became a focal point between Taiwan and the United States during the 1954-55 

offshore island crisis and the 1958 shelling crisis. The idea of abandoning those islands came 

up after surveillance reports unveiled that the PLA had closed the Swatow Harbor in the 

Kwangtung Province on June 13, 1950, and President Chiang speculated the closing of 

harbor to be a sign of the communist forces’ preparation for attacking Taiwan.18 

Geographically, the Kwangtung Province of China is close to central and southern Taiwan 

while the Fukien Province is close to the northern part of the island. After the closing of a 

major harbor in the Kwangtung Province, it was reasonable to foresee the closing of harbors 

in the Fukien Province as well. Even though the location of GRC-held Quemoy had a perfect 

strategic advantage in detecting PLA’s movements in the vicinity of Amoy Harbor as well as 

striking it head on, the nationalist forces stationed on Quemoy cannot defeat the PLA forces 

in an all-out attack and they might as well be evacuated.19 Therefore, it made sense to 

assemble the nationalist forces that were stretched far out in order to protect the location of 
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the core interest, i.e. the island of Taiwan. In a sharp contrast to President Chiang’s idea of 

evacuating from Quemoy, his military aides were mostly supportive of keeping the forces on 

the offshore islands along the similar line with U.S. Five-Star General Douglas MacArthur.20 

Eventually, Chiang gave up the idea of retreating from those islets after MacArthur expressed 

clearly on July 31 that he did not support the idea of evacuation during his two-day visit to 

Taiwan; the PLA had finished its deployment in the Fukien Province, making it a suicidal 

mission to retreat under enemy’s potentially heavy artillery fire.21  

 Right after the onset of the Korean War on June 25, 1950, President Harry Truman 

announced on June 27 the neutralization of the Taiwan Strait that forbade the use of force by 

either side across the strait.22 Upon receiving requests from South Korean President 

Syngman Rhee and United Nations (UN) Secretary-General Trygve Lie to send ground 

troops to prevent the situation in Korea from getting worse, Chiang proposed on June 28 to 

send three divisions (33,000 men) of the nationalist forces to join the war. The proposal, 

however, was not accepted by the United States as the leading country of the UN mission in 

Korea. On July 2, Cooke passed on MacArthur’s message to Chiang regarding the U.S. 

concern that the PLA would also join the Korean War if the nationalist forces were sent to 

Korea.23 In addition to MacArthur’s message, Chiang later learned that a U.S. military 

attaché stationed in Taiwan sent back a telegram to Washington asserting that the nationalist 

forces were unreliable since they had been infiltrated by the Chinese communists and they 

could not sustain more than two hours in combat.24  

To join the Korean War could serve a secondary purpose to restore the nationalist 

government’s international standing so as to maintain its influence in the UN, but the primary 

purpose may be purely to prevent communism from spreading. Chiang noted in his diary 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syngman_Rhee
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almost two months before the outbreak of the Korean War that only Taiwan in the Western 

Pacific has the determination and capabilities to fight against Chinese communists and Soviet 

ones. Chiang added that the lone island is really the sole redoubt among American and Asian 

countries around the Pacific Ocean.25 But why was Chiang willing to join the Korean War to 

prevent communism from spreading when the nationalist forces had barely enough 

manpower and weapons to protect Taiwan as the last fortress? Taiwan-Korean relations at 

that time pretty much resembled a Chinese idiom: “Interdependence of lips and teeth.” 

Another Mandarin idiom is also pertinent: Lips compose the first line of defense for teeth; 

teeth feel chilly when lips no longer exist. In other words, Taiwan might be the next target 

after the fall of Korea. Therefore, despite the defensive posture of Taiwan, Chiang must spare 

part of the nationalist forces to join the Korean War to prevent the fall of South Korea and 

subsequent attack against Taiwan by the communist forces coming from the Korean 

Peninsula.26  

The neutralization of the Taiwan Strait really gave the nationalist forces a chance to 

rest and restore their morale. It also gave Chiang and his high-ranking military staff a chance 

to rethink about the timeline of the recovery of Mainland China. For example, the MND 

started the discussion of counterattacking the mainland in August 1950. On August 23, 

Chiang reconsidered the timeline to recover China, but without much confidence, since he 

specifically mentioned to prepare for the first year; to carry out counter-offensive operations 

in the second year in his diary.27 After China participated in the Korean War on October 25, 

the U.S.-led forces lost their edge on the battlefield and the situation became a tug-of-war. 

Hence, the ROC Navy was ordered in November by General Chow Chi-jou, Chief of General 
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Staff, to conduct a pilot research on feasible harbors and areas along the Chinese coastline for 

amphibious attack.28  

The MND itself started in November 1950 the planning of counterattacking China. In 

a closed-door meeting, MND Vice Minister General Hsiao I-Su presented his research, titled 

“A Judgment of the Current Situation.” Hsiao predicted that the Third World War would 

outbreak soon and suggested that the Ministry prepare a counter-offensive accordingly. Hsiao 

added that Taiwan’s defense should also be strengthened in the meantime in case the 

communists finger Taiwan after winning the Korean War.29 On December 19, the MND 

convened the first meeting to discuss counter-offensive strategies. In the meeting, major 

locations of China’s coastal areas were confirmed to be possible landing zones: the harbors in 

northeastern China, Shantung Peninsula, Yangtze River Delta, Fukien region, and Kwantung 

province. For the purpose of a unilateral counter-offensive operation, however, naval 

transportation capabilities and cruising duration limited the ideal landing zones to regions 

south of the Yangtze River (which is nearly the midpoint of China’s coastline). Even though 

the nationalist forces considered conducting unilateral military actions, they also understood 

that they could not carry them out without external aid, transportation in particular, provided 

by the United States or the United Nations.30  

After the MND proactively started the planning of a counter-offensive, it also 

appeared on President Chiang’s agenda. On Jan 1, 1951, Chiang mentioned specifically in his 

diary that the preparation for counterattacking China was of the top priority.31 Chiang was 

really serious about counter-offensive plans since he intensively listened to, reviewed, or 

urged his senior staff to send him war plans in January.32 In his Military Affairs Meeting on 

Jan 17, Chiang especially ordered that future war plans to include three scenarios: 1) 
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tentative raid, 2) attack with limited aim, and 3) large-scale attack.33 While the MND’s Third 

Division was working on the details of the first scenario, the MND convened the second 

meeting on January 20. In the meeting, Adviser Cooke pointed out that the timing was 

perfect for a counter-offensive since the PLA had engaged in the Korean War and had moved 

regular troops originally stationed in China’s southeastern provinces to northeastern ones. 

Cooke added that it would be too late to carry out a counter-offensive if the U.S. forces were 

defeated by the PLA in Korea. Cooke emphasized that “if no actions were taken for the time 

being, no actions could be taken in the future.” It was recommended by Cooke that an ad hoc 

agency be established to plan counter-offensive operations.34  

Four days later, the third meeting regarding counter-offensive planning was held by 

the MND to discuss “A Draft of Strategies to Counter-attack China.” In the draft, the 

strategies were put into the three scenarios that President Chiang outlined, and were named 

War Plans No.1 to 3, respectively. The detailed plan of scenario 1 was assigned to the 

MND’s Third and Fourth Divisions; the Strategic Planning and Research Committee of 

MND was designated to complete the concept plans of scenarios 2 and 3. In the meeting, one 

focus was on the timing to conduct these counter-offensive operations. Vice Defense 

Minister Hsiao, for example, was opposed to carrying out War Plan No.1 and No. 2 without 

the U.S. consent. Hsiao remarked that: “If Taiwan requests to automatically lift the 

neutralization or breaks it through the course of action by carrying out War Plan No.1 or 

No.2 to counterattack China, the Seventh Fleet would definitely provide no assistance but 

withdraw from the Taiwan Strait. This would not entrap the United States but would decrease 

the strength of U.S. military aid. …” Vice Defense Minister Cheng Chieh-min concurred and 

said that: “Major principles of these strategies should first ask for Americans’ consent. 
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Currently, Taiwan is of defensive nature and could not entrap the United States. I am afraid 

that it would be unlikely to conduct military actions freely without U.S. consent.”35 

Therefore, having alignment relations with the United States prevented high-ranking ROC 

generals from not-accommodating U.S. interests in the Taiwan Strait.  

Table 1: Major Military Plans for a Counter-Offensive (1950-54) 

Year  Project Name Description 

1951 War Plans No.1~3 War plans designed by the MND according to 

three scenarios: tentative raid, attack with limited 

aim, and large-scale attack, respectively. 

1951~1952 Plan 375  

 

Based on War Plan No.2, Department 375 was 

established to initiate detailed plans for locations 

in the sequence of Amoy, Foochow, Swatow, and 

Wenchow. The sequence was later changed to 

Amoy, Foochow, and Hainan Island. 

1952~1953 Plan 53 Under a direct presidential order, the MND 

initiated war plans for 20 coastal locations. The 

locations included 10 primary targets, containing 

the four listed in Plan 375, and 10 secondary ones. 

1953~1954  Plan 44 An interim plan ordered by President Chiang right 

before the signing of the mutual defense treaty 

with the United States. Plan 44 included primary 

targets listed in Plan 53. 

Source: Chiang Kai-shek’s diaries, and Nationalist Forces Historical Archives.   

 

Simply put, the MND and Cooke held completely different views on the timing to 

conduct a counter-offensive. The question is what did President Chiang think? Chiang well 

received the dissenting views from high-ranking MND officers by not carrying out military 

actions against the mainland immediately; Chiang partially accepted Advisor Cooke’s advice 

and established within a month an ad hoc agency aimed at the planning for a counter-
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offensive.36 In fact, Chiang had already outlined his principles in the beginning of 1951 as 

follows: Do not militarily retrieve mainland China when war preparedness is not ready, when 

confidence is low, and when the time is not yet ripe.37 Throughout his days preparing for a 

counter-offensive, Chiang spent many efforts on increasing war preparedness. Waiting for 

the right time to come was not in Chiang’s control, and that had really tested Chiang’s 

patience as well as perseverance.  

On January 25, 1951, the outline of War Plan No.2 was submitted. The preconditions 

to conduct this war plan were: a) U.S. understandings obtained so as to restore Taiwan’s 

freedom of action; b) Such military operations be conceived by the international community 

as part of the U.N. military operations in the Far East; c) Adequate aerial and naval support 

obtained from friendly countries; d) Sufficient weapon supplies obtained; e) Taiwan defense 

secured. Six armies (132,000 men) from Taiwan and two armies stationed on Quemoy were 

planned to attack the coastal area of southern Fukien Province and occupy the Foochow City 

if circumstances permit, and they should be combat ready by May 1, 1951.38  

On February 1, the outline of War Plan No. 3 was completed and presented for 

review. Since the objective of this plan was to conduct large-scale counter-offensive, the 

preconditions of this plan included those outlined in War Plan No.2 with two addenda: (1) 

Expanding and strengthening of the current armed forces; (2) Formal U.N. announcement to 

sanction the Chinese communists obtained. War Plan No.3 considered two scenarios: a) 

Unilateral action with aerial and naval support from the allied countries; b) Collaborative 

operation. In the first scenario, there were two potential landing areas: 1) The area 

surrounded by Shanghai, Nanking, and Hangchow in eastern China; 2) The area between 

Canton and Swatow in southern China. This was consistent with the conclusion of the 
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MND’s first meeting convened in the previous year regarding counter-offensive strategies. 

The second scenario was new. It included the coastline north of the Yangtze River as 

potential landing locations if the nationalist forces were able to fight in collaboration with the 

allied forces. The total number of forces to be used in War Plan No.3 was around 12 armies 

(roughly two-thirds of the nationalist forces) and they should be combat ready by September 

1, 1951.39 On February 17, the sketch of War Plan No. 1was finally presented. Five islands 

and 11 harbors from Chekiang Province (eastern China) to Kwantung Province (southern 

China) were chosen as potential targets. Each time, more than a division of the nationalist 

forces would raid one target. The plan had several purposes, such as to obtain manpower 

from the mainland, to harass China’s coastal provinces, and to allow the nationalist forces 

master in guerilla tactics.40  

As I mentioned earlier, per Cooke’s request, President Chiang established on February 

18, 1951, an ad hoc agency, Counter-Offensive Executive Department 375 (henceforth 

Department 375 for short), solely responsible for the planning of a partial counter-offensive. 

General Sun Li-jen was appointed five days later to head the ad hoc agency and General Hu 

Lien, commander of Quemoy, was appointed to be Sun’s deputy in the agency. The MND 

kept working on War Plans No. 4 to 6 as the smoke screen and General Sun was urged to 

design Plan 375-1 based on the MND’s War Plan No.2.41 On July 25, General Sun 

personally presented the outline plan in front of President Chiang.42 In the plan, seven army 

corps (154,000 men) were planned to: a) Conduct amphibious landing on the seashore behind 

the Amoy Island (located opposite to Quemoy); b) Attack Amoy; and c) Take the Foochow 

City if circumstances permit. After the presentation, Chiang instructed that Department 375 

initiate more war plans. Following Chiang’s instruction, the MND ordered General Sun to 
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work on locations in the sequence of Foochow, Swatow, and Wenchow as the follow-up 

plans.43  

Before Plan 375-2 was completed, MAAG Chief General Chase inquired about the 

nationalist government’s previous offer of sending 33,000 troops to join the Korean War. 

The inquiry from Chase was brought up at a Military Affairs Meeting and President Chiang 

decided that no further discussions on the matter were necessary unless the U.S. side 

submitted a formal inquiry.44 Therefore, General Chow replied to Chase and claimed that the 

proposal was discontinued.45 The MND’s reply was authentic since the ministry had been 

occupied with the three war plans. President Chiang, however, had frequently brought up the 

issue with the U.S. side ever since.    

According to the MND instruction, Foochow should be the target for Plan 375-2, 

Swatow for Plan 375-3, and Wenchow for Plan 375-4. On January 5, 1952, General Sun 

completed Plan 375-2 in detail and submitted it for review. The objective was the Foochow 

City and the number of forces to be used totaled six army corps. In his report to the MND, 

however, Sun included comments from his subordinates and suggested that Foochow was not 

an ideal target strictly from the military thinking. Sun listed the reasons as follows: 1) There 

are neither ideal beaches nor harbors to land outside the Foochow City; 2) Bifurcation of the 

Min River is complex in the Foochow basin, making it easy to occupy but difficult to defend. 

After taking Foochow, river bifurcation makes troop’s movement and logistics transportation 

difficult; 3) There are no strategically important places located near the Foochow City. Sun 

recommended better locations to be the Wenchow City (originally scheduled by the MND as 

the target for Plan 375-4) or Amoy (same target as Plan 375-1). After the MND closely 

reviewed Plan 375-1 and Plan 375-2, the conclusion was to keep them in the archives for 
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later use. The first plan needed many but manageable revisions; the second plan met 

geographical shortcomings that were unable to alter.46 President Chiang did not immediately 

accept the MND suggestion, but he demanded that Department 375 present the difficulties in 

a table top exercise.47 

On April 20, General Sun submitted Plan 375-3 in which the target was switched from 

Swatow to Hainan Island. The number of forces to be used totaled six army corps (roughly 

210,000 men).48 After the submission, General Sun was still revising it as he responded to 

President Chiang’s inquiry about the progress of counter-offensive plans in the 16th Military 

Affairs Meeting at the Presidential Office on May 2449 Since there was an overlapping 

between the duty of Department 375 and MND’s Third Division, General Chow proposed to 

terminate the function of Department 375 and was agreed by Chiang.50  

 It was not solely President Chiang’s wishful thinking to conduct military actions on 

mainland China. Due to the unsettling of the Korean War on the battlefield and the rise of 

communism in Vietnam, the U.S. side came up with the idea to let the nationalist forces 

distract the PLA by attacking Hainan Island in southern China. The U.S. side was so eager, if 

not desperate, for the invasion of Hainan Island that General Merrill even inquired in Tokyo 

General Li Mi, commander of the remnant nationalist forces in the Burmese area, regarding 

his willingness to take on the mission.51 Li responded that he could not make the call and 

recommended that Merrill talk to President Chiang. Merrill, therefore, departed from the 

General Headquarters in Tokyo to visit President Chiang in Taipei on March 25, 1952, to 

deliver the message. Merrill claimed that the message was approved by the U.S. Department 

of State, Department of Defense, and Central Intelligence Agency, and he questioned 

Chiang’s willingness to wage a counter-offensive. Chiang remarked in his diary that 
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Merrill’s words were “astonishing” to hear.52 Since Chiang was aware of the purpose of 

Merrill’s visit in advance, he prepared the responses as follows: a) There is no way to 

retrieve Hainan Island through the use of force. The strategy is the worst one; b) There is, 

however, willingness to participate in the annihilation of the communists in Vietnam as long 

as the troops in Taiwan can exchange with the 20,000 nationalist troops currently held in 

Vietnam53; c) There is willingness to send 50,000 nationalist troops to participate in the 

Korean War; d) The best strategy for Taiwan is to militarily retrieve mainland China in 

collaboration with the United States.54  

 The issue associated with Hainan Island lingered on. On May 9, Admiral Arthur 

Radford, U.S. Pacific Fleet Commander, had a meeting with President Chiang to discuss the 

feasibility of attacking Hainan Island. Chiang dissuaded Radford using the reasons that it 

would take 150,000 soldiers to carry out the task, and that the mission would weaken the 

defense of Taiwan.55 On July 20, Admiral William Fechteler, U.S. Chief of Naval 

Operations, paid a visit to President Chiang and inquired about the willingness of attacking 

Hainan Island by the nationalist forces. Chiang reiterated that the nationalist government was 

definitely unwilling to carry out such military action and he deeply hoped that Fechteler 

would not make any suggestion or propose any plan to the USG.56 In addition, prior to 

Foreign Minister George Yeh’s U.S. visit, Chiang specifically instructed him that: 1) If 

requested, the nationalist government could send one division of troops to participate in the 

Korean War and prepare one division in Taiwan as reserve; 2) Any suggestion to attack 

Hainan Island is definitely opposed.57 The U.S. side was not easily dissuaded, and Admiral 

Radford made the last attempt. In his banquet with Chiang on October 16, Radford inquired 

about whether the nationalist government could send two divisions of troops to participate in 
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the Korean War, and whether the nationalist forces could occupy the southern part of Hainan 

for the convenience of the U.S. Navy. President Chiang’s replies were consistent with his 

instructions made to Foreign Minister Yeh one week ago – YES to the Korean issue but NO 

to the occupation of Hainan.58  

The MND’s original three war plans were initiated in haste and, hence, constrained the 

number of possible landing locations. These problems should have been solved by the 

establishment of the ad hoc agency dealing solely with the planning for a counter-offensive, 

but the outcome was still unsatisfactory to Chiang. Plan 375-1 was problematic but 

manageable. Plan 375-2 resembled an evaluation of the target but denied the feasibility of it. 

Even though the final report of Plan 375-2 recommended two better locations (Amoy and 

Wenchow), the whole process was too time-consuming with little achievement. Not to 

mention that Plan 375-3 aimed at a location that Chiang disfavored. Hence, on June 10, 1952, 

Chiang personally chose 20 coastal locations in China and asked his military staff to do 

research on the feasibility of launching amphibious attack at these locations. Note, however, 

the three targets in Plan 375 (Amoy, Foochow, and Hainan Island), were included in the new 

plan. The 20 locations, composed of ten primary targets and ten secondary ones, were put 

into three types of military actions: 1) cooperation with the allied countries; 2) limited 

assistance provided by the allied countries; and 3) unilateral action.59 Since the new plan was 

ordered to be completed in 1953, it was later named as Plan 53. For any research on the 20 

locations to be able to put into practice, accurate mapping was required. The ROC Air Force, 

however, was not equipped with reliable instruments to conduct aerial photographing and 

delayed the progress.60 What made it worse was the exposure of nationalist government’s 
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underground radio stations in China, making intelligence transmission extremely difficult.61 

The research on the 20 locations, hence, took much longer to complete.  

Technical difficulties could partly explain the delay in completing Plan 53, the other 

critical reason was President Chiang’s attitude. Chiang outlined in the year-round plan of 

1953 that he can imagine that a U.S.-Soviet war was unavoidable. Chiang speculated that 

even if Russia desired to avoid it, the United States cannot indulge itself in a paralyzed status. 

Therefore, Chiang estimated that a war would break out no later than 1955. Following the 

estimate, Chiang set the deadline of the preparation for a counter-offensive by 1955. It was 

ideal for Chiang to carry out the counterattack after a great war officially began. If, however, 

the onset of the Great War delayed and Chiang could not attend a counter-offensive, Chiang 

hoped that his successor could still lead the revolution and accomplish the ambition of 

recovering China.62 

Following his vision of the onset of the Third World War probably by 1955, Chiang’s 

plan for a counter-offensive postponed but expanded accordingly. This is why Chiang did not 

push for the completion of Plan 53 as scheduled. Chiang’s new timeline revealed that the 

overall counterattack should be nine years in total.63 For the first three years, the nationalist 

forces would occupy coastal provinces in China and move upstream from major rivers to 

recover central China. For the subsequent two to three years, the strategy was to recover the 

southwestern and northwestern China. For the last few years, the target should be China’s 

northeastern provinces plus Mongolia, Tibet, and Xinjiang.64 

On February 1, 1953, General Chase had a meeting with President Chiang and conveyed 

the message from President Eisenhower regarding the lifting of the neutralization policy. 
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Four days after the meeting, General Chase requested that the MAAG be consulted in 

advance about future sea raids along the Chinese coast.65 In view of this, President Chiang 

had two reactions: 1) The United States should not get involved in a counter-offensive; 2) 

The MND should expedite the planning for a counter-offensive. With regard to the first 

reaction, Chiang’s reasons were as follows: even though there was a mutual defense treaty 

between the PRC and USSR, the Russians would not intervene if the U.S. forces do not 

engage in a counter-offensive. In addition, the recovering of China is a war against traitors, 

not a war of foreign intervention. Therefore, the mutual defense treaty does not apply to the 

Government of the Republic of China; otherwise, Russia has the guilt of interfering with 

China’s domestic affairs.66 

President Chiang’s second reaction was to switch from carrying out a counter-offensive 

by 1955 to anytime soon even when the nationalist forces were not fully supplied. The 

following is Chiang’s reasoning: the level of U.S. military aid depends on the national 

capabilities as well as proactive attitude of the ROC. If the ROC attempts to carry out the 

counterattack after fully supplied, the D-Day will never come. The reasoning was easy for 

KMT members to understand, but Chiang had the concern that enlisted soldiers could not 

apprehend easily.67 

Unlike his seemingly friendly gesture two months ago of consulting in advance to 

provide necessary assistance, General Chase informed General Chow, Chief of General Staff, 

on April 13 that the nationalist forces should not conduct major military actions that were 

determined to be inimical to the best interests of the United States.68 The restriction made 

President Chiang suspicious of General Chase’s underlying reason.69 In response, Chiang 

switched his proactive attitude in a counter-offensive to the passive mode and specified two 
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conditions for the timing of a counter-offensive: 1) The onset of the Third World War; 2) 

Serious infighting within the CCP.70 

Therefore, the superficial meaning of the U.S. de-neutralization policy was to take away 

the safety shield that had “protected” the PRC since its inception so that the ROC could carry 

out a counter-offensive. The truth was that the nationalist forces were still not allowed to 

counterattack China at will. In other words, the lifting of the U.S. neutralization policy in the 

Taiwan Strait did not give the nationalist government a window of opportunity to 

counterattack China.  

 Let me insert here other important war plans that were not initiated by the nationalist 

forces, but by former Imperial Japanese Army and Navy. Since 1949, a group of former 

Japanese officers led by General Naosuke Tomita had gone to Taiwan as volunteers and 

formed the “Paituan” to contribute their military knowledge to officers of the nationalist 

forces.71 In addition to teaching at the Yuanshan Officers’ Training Corps, later renamed as 

the Shihchien Society [Society of the Practice], the Paituan also drafted the Kuang Plan.72 

Members of the Paituan started the discussion of the Kuang Plan in October 1952 and 

presented it before President Chiang on June 11, 1953.73 There were two scenarios in the 

plan. Scenario A had a much larger scope and planned to attack and occupy most of the 

Fukien Province and Kwangtung Province using 80 divisions; scenario B aimed at only the 

Fukien Province using 43 divisions. The Kuang Plan was well received by President Chiang 

and he immediately gave orders to build small vessels accordingly since transportation ability 

had been the weakest part of the nationalist forces. The MND soon found that the finance of 

the nationalist government could not afford the construction fees, so the idea was temporarily 

suspended.74  
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General Peng Meng-chi, who was in charge of the administrative affairs of the 

Shihchien Society, submitted Paituan’s second war plan on June 11, 1954, to President 

Chiang for review. The plan, codenamed “Fushing” (restoration), also had two scenarios. The 

first scenario was designed as a unilateral action of the nationalist forces aimed at: 1) 

Luichow Peninsula in southern Kwangtung; 2) Hainan Island. The second scenario dealt with 

combined efforts with allied countries and aimed at Nanning and its vicinity in Kwangsi 

Province so as to cut off the links between China and North Vietnam. Again, President 

Chiang considered highly of the plan, but this time he would like to get the feedbacks from 

high-ranking MND officers since the scale of the plan was much greater. The MND, 

however, turned down the plan for the reasons that the initiators over-estimated the 

capabilities of the nationalist forces and that the plan was of secondary importance to a 

counter-offensive and should only be considered after the master plan was completed.75  

During the Korean War, the Korean Peninsula was the main battle field and Taiwan-

held area was a good place to launch small-scale harassments to distract China. By the same 

rationale, Chiang was also considering a place where he could harass his adversary after the 

onset of military actions against China. Burma became an ideal place. In 1949, most 

nationalist forces retreated to Taiwan via southeastern China. However, a small number of 

KMT troops in southwestern China retreated to Burma. The retreat to Burma was not part of 

Chiang’s strategy, so the exposure of the remnant nationalist army was a surprise and they 

became Chiang’s additional force.76 Even though the additional force had received 

assistance from both the nationalist government as well as the United States, they were 

forced to retreat under the U.S. pressure before the end of the Korean War.77 After President 
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Chiang accepted the U.S. request to retreat these forces from the Burmese area, most of the 

forces retreated accordingly.78 

After the Korean War ended in July 1953, Taiwan was in need of urgent security 

guarantees from the United States since China began to shift its attention back to Taiwan. In 

that vein, President Chiang submitted two proposals to the U.S. government: 1) to sign a 

mutual defense treaty; 2) to collaborate in counterattacking mainland China.79 Before the 

U.S. side made the call, Chiang’s preparation for a counter-offensive continued. Knowing in 

mid-1953 that Admiral Radford would soon be promoted to chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, a suggestion was made to President Chiang to seek more arms from Radford in order to 

create a strategic combat force.80 It was not solely a wishful thinking from the ROC side, the 

U.S. side also planned to establish a strategic force in the Western Pacific to deal with 

communist uprisings in Southeast Asia, namely Vietnam. The nationalist government 

prepared two plans: Kai Plan and Hsieh Plan81. The value of the two plans, US$ 1.4 billion in 

total, was slightly greater than the sum of U.S. aid to Taiwan from 1950 to 1953. The 

nationalist government mentioned specifically in the proposals that one of the intentions of 

using U.S. military assistance was to recover China, so the U.S. government had not been 

kept in the dark since the beginning. In the end, both plans were rejected by the U.S. 

government. A few years later, the military strength of the nationalist forces grew sharply 

through Defense Minister Yu Ta-wei’s adroit negotiating skills. After submitting the plans to 

Radford, Chiang also turned to visiting U.S. Vice President Richard Nixon for assistance. In 

his meeting with Nixon, Chiang not only reiterated the Kai Plan of 36-month timeline, but 

also proposed a new plan of arms buildup within 18 months for a counter-offensive. The 

result turned out to be unsuccessful, again.82  
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On December 1, 1954, Chiang urgently demanded that his senior military staff present 

before him within three months war plans on four chosen regions in China’s Fukien and 

Kwangtung Provinces. These four regions included most of the ten primary targets in Plan 53 

and could be viewed as a concise version of it. Therefore, the new plan did not start from 

scratch. The MND set up a task force to deal with the urgent war plans under the code name 

“Plan 44.”83 It is worth mentioning that Chiang gave the order to initiate urgent war plans 

three days prior to the signing of the mutual defense treaty with the United States. After the 

signing of the treaty, Chiang did not feel satisfied about the enhancement of Taiwan’s 

security but regretted that he should have pushed for the acceptance of the Kai Plan in order 

to acquire additional U.S. arms.84 Even though Plan 44 was of interim nature, corresponding 

plans were submitted as scheduled and revealed several negative messages. For example, the 

MND’s Continental Operation Department (COD) reported that there were only at best 150 

loyal guerrillas along the Chinese coast and suggested that they not to be relied on in future 

raids.85 Moreover, the disadvantage of at least one of the locations for amphibious attack 

was revealed. Wenchow City, the original target of Plan 375-4, was determined as 

inappropriate for amphibious landing due to its rocky shore.86 Furthermore, the nationalist 

forces lost their forward operating bases in the Tachen Islands after the PLA fiercely took 

over Yichiangshan Islet in January 1955 and resulted in the evacuation of the nationalist 

forces as well as the residents in the area. As I mentioned earlier, Plan 44 was of tentative 

nature and was part of Plan 53. Since both plans were not carried out, Plan 53 was later 

renamed as Construction Plan 55 for the sake of secrecy.87  

The Effect of Alliance Politics 
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 The time span of this chapter is four years (1950-1954) and includes the whole period of 

an alignment and the beginning of an alliance. The imposing of the U.S. neutralization policy 

in June 1950 created an alignment with the ROC; the signing of the U.S.-ROC Mutual 

Defense Treaty in December 1954 established an alliance. The center focus here is whether 

having an alignment/alliance makes President Chiang more likely to not accommodate the 

interests of the United States.    

Lacking in solid military strength was a major factor that Chiang did not launch a 

counter-offensive so as to abide by the neutralization policy and accommodate U.S. security 

interests in the Taiwan Strait. According to Chiang’s own estimate in 1951, even the 

planning for a counter-offensive could at best be completed by the spring of 1953, let alone 

for the nationalist forces to be combat-ready. Chiang, however, did not create trouble for the 

United States by insisting on participating in the Korean War. After his first request to join 

the allied forces on the Korean front was turned down in July 1950, he did not attempt to 

soon make a second try. So were his senior MND officers who had terminated proposing 

feasible plans.  

Chiang’s original offer was, however, sincere. After Chiang made the offer, the 

designated 67th Army Headquarters, 67th Division, 18th Division, and 201st Division of the 

nationalist forces received the order to concentrate and standby for transport to South 

Korea.88 Chiang had also ordered high-ranking personnel in the Foreign Service to privately 

inquire General MacArthur about the feasibility of joining the Korean War.89 The MND 

restarted the planning of joining the Korean War after MAAG Chief General Chase inquired 

in December 1951 about the GRC’s previous offer of sending 33,000 troops to attend the 

war. In other words, the MND had not attempted to join the Korean War from July 1950 to 
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December 1951. It was Chase’s inquiry that fueled the MND, as well as President Chiang, to 

restart the planning. For example, Chiang noted that the main force for a counter-offensive 

could enter China’s northeastern provinces from Korea to occupy Tientsin and Beijing.90 

The MND completed in October 1952 a subsequent research on joining the Korean War as 

well.91 

Due to the stalemate of the Korean War, there had been heated discussions since 1951 in 

the Pentagon regarding using the nationalist forces as a means to distract China’s forces on 

the Korean front.92 The U.S. military finally proposed to Chiang in 1952 the idea to foray 

into Hainan Island. There was a sequence of unofficial and official U.S. moves in 1952: 1) 

Advisor Cooke brought up the idea as early as September 1951; 2) General Merrill’s inquiry 

about the invasion of Hainan Island using General Li’s forces ; 3) General Merrill proposed 

in March to attack Hainan Island; 4) Admiral Radford’s inquiry in May to attack the same 

target; 5) Admiral Fechteler inquired in July about Chiang’s attitude on the same proposal; 6) 

Radford’s inquiry in October regarding attacking Hainan Island and joining the Korean War; 

7) The visit of General Chase and his MAAG subordinates to the MND in November 1952 to 

attend the briefing on Hainan Island. It was evident that the U.S. military had been serious 

about attacking Hainan Island; otherwise, key military figures would not have brought up the 

issue over and over again. Chiang of course understood this, but he resisted it all the way. In 

other words, Chiang did not accommodate the interim U.S. interests of attacking Hainan 

Island. A new development, however, altered Chiang’s passive attitude.  

U.S. Presidential candidate Dwight Eisenhower announced in a speech, which was later 

entitled “I Shall Go to Korea,” during the closing days of the 1952 presidential campaign that 

he would bring a quick and honorable end to the Korean War.93 Chiang long had the 
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perception that anti-communist Eisenhower would be more helpful than Truman in the bid of 

recovering mainland China, but Chiang did not anticipate that the Korean War would end so 

soon prior to the speech. Therefore, Chiang was under huge time pressure. Remember, 

Cooke made the “Now or Never” advice in January 1951 to urge proactive military actions 

against mainland China when the Korean War was still ongoing. Chiang did not take the 

advice seriously at that time due to oppositions from high-ranking nationalist generals and 

inadequate war preparedness. If, however, Chiang did not grasp the chance to attack 

mainland China after Eisenhower announced his inclination to soon end the Korean War, 

there seemed to be no chance in the foreseeable future. In that vein, Chiang decided to catch 

the last train using two strategies. On one hand, he attempted to delay Eisenhower’s Korean 

policy. On the other hand, Chiang decided to carry out military actions against China before 

the Korean War actually ended.  

Let me start from Chiang’s first strategy. After Eisenhower won the U.S. presidential 

election, Chiang prepared his suggestions to Eisenhower as follows: 1) The way to end the 

Korean War cannot consider only the sphere confined to the territory of Korea; 2) As long as 

the United States could appropriate 20 percent of its total foreign military and economic 

assistance to the Republic of China, a counter-offensive could be launched to distract the 

PLA; 3) If the U.S. forces want to evacuate from Korea and let South Korean forces take the 

sole responsibility of resistance, then the strategy could only succeed after the nationalist 

forces launch a counter-offensive with the assistance of the U.S. Air Force and Navy.94 

As I mentioned earlier, General Chase’s inquiry in December 1951 about the offer of 

sending 33,000 expeditionary force to Korea refueled President Chiang; Admiral Radford’s 

same inquiry in October 1952 led Chiang to consider several bargaining strategies with the 
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United States. For example, Chiang considered the precondition for the nationalist forces to 

join the Korean War was to ascertain a mutual defense plan between the GRC and USG. 

Chiang recommended that an offensive strategy be adopted to replace the strategy of 

positional warfare, and he disagreed to negotiate with the communists in the middle of the 

war.95 Chiang also considered utilizing the offer of joining the Korean War in exchange for 

more U.S. aid, such as the buildup of air force and PLA-equivalent heavy artillery force, and 

the creation of 20 additional infantry divisions. Chiang even planned to expedite the 

preparation and launch a counter-offensive in 1953 to create a second battlefield for the 

Korean War.96 However, it was unclear to Chiang regarding the role that the nationalist 

forces would play on the Korean front. To be specific, Chiang was wondering whether the 

United States was only expecting to let the nationalist forces strengthen the line of defense in 

Korea or was the U.S. government motivated in pushing back the communists’ line of 

defense or even the communists out of Korea. Furthermore, Chiang was unsure whether it 

was possible to air raid the northeastern provinces of China.97  

Let me turn now to Chiang’s second strategy. Since the U.S. military had shown 

consistent interest in attacking Hainan Island by the nationalist forces, Chiang decided to 

make use of the issue. However, Hainan Island was still not an option for Chiang since he 

only remarked “produce immediately the disinformation of attacking Hainan Island” in his 

diary.98 It was almost two years after Advisor Cooke’s “Now or Never” suggestion that 

President Chiang finally decided to move ahead with the military action against the PRC. In 

that vein, Chiang came up with a “wish list” such as to establish 60 infantry divisions, two 

airborne divisions, one brigade of marine corps, three to five wings of jet fighters, and two 

wings of transport planes. In addition, Chiang planned to acquire two cruisers, six destroyers, 
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and eight submarines as well as numerous tanks. With regard to currency, Chiang desired to 

acquire US$ 500 million to stabilize the value of New Taiwan Dollars (NT$) during a 

counter-offensive. Annual war expense was estimated to be NT$ 3 billion.99 Chiang 

considered the list to be complete and decided that the time was ripe to carry out Plan 375.100 

Chiang was too confident that the United States would agree to his plan that he even had the 

picture in mind in the beginning of 1953 a nine-year timeline for the completion of a counter-

offensive. While waiting for the U.S. response regarding his “wish list” and counter-

offensive plans, a sea raid plan was under preparation by General Hu Lien, Commander of 

Quemoy. This was a follow-up military operation after the successful raiding of Nanri Island. 

The raid on Nanri was a small-scale, guerilla-type of military action carried out jointly by the 

Anti-Communist National Salvation Army (ACNSA) and the nationalist forces stationed on 

Quemoy. The triumph and accompanying boost in morale inspired other middle-ranking 

commanding officers who, therefore, volunteered to take on similar missions.101 The new 

target was either Tungshan Island (Fukien Province) or Nanao Island (Kwangtung Province), 

and Hu was summoned on January 28 by Chiang to brief on the preparation.102  

A few days later, Chiang learned from Foreign Minister George Yeh after meetings with 

President Eisenhower, Secretary of State Dulles, and Admiral Radford that the U.S. 

government kept at arm’s length with regard to Chiang’s joining the Korean War proposal, 

counter-offensive plan, and subsequent demands for arms. Hence, Plan 375 that Chiang 

covertly started came to a halt. The nine-year timeline also became a goal that was unable to 

realize. Yeh noted, however, that the U.S. side hoped that the nationalist government could 

send in small numbers of troops to counterattack mainland China in order to win the hearts 

and minds of the Chinese people on the mainland as well as to increase the manpower of the 
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nationalist forces.103 Chiang’s interpretation could be that the sea raid operation was still 

feasible. While Chiang was preparing for the sea raid, Eisenhower partially lifted the 

neutralization policy allowing superficially the nationalist forces to attack the Chinese 

mainland but still prohibiting the PLA from attacking Taiwan. When General Chase passed 

on Eisenhower’s message in advance regarding the de-neutralization policy, he also 

mentioned two things: 1) Any major military action to be carried out by the nationalist forces 

be consulted with him in advance; 2) It is recommended that the nationalist Navy blockade 

the coastline of mainland China from Swatow in southern China to the Tachen Islands in 

eastern China.  

At first, Chase did not constrain the nationalist forces’ raiding of the Chinese coast, so 

Chiang did not pay much attention to his suggestion of consultation in advance for future 

military actions against China. Put differently, Chiang simply ignored Chase’s suggestion 

and insisted on carrying out a military action against the mainland. What Chiang did was to 

order General Hu not to use more than one division of troops for the raiding. Note, however, 

11,000 men is by no means a small number. Therefore, an amphibious landing exercise was 

conducted as scheduled on March 30, 1953, in Pingtung of southern Taiwan. Forty-six 

officers of the nationalist forces posted on Quemoy were flown in to observe the landing 

exercise as part of their training for amphibious landing.104 Even though Plan 375 that 

Chiang clandestinely started was forced to terminate, Chiang ordered that the MND list 20 

potential technical problems in the plan and test them in the same exercise for later use.105 

The ROC Navy carried out the landing exercise through great help from the MAAG in terms 

of providing instructors and equipment.106 Note, the MAAG may have provided assistance 

not knowing Chiang’s real intention. As it seemed to Chiang that the preparation for small-
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scale military action against the PRC was promising, there was a concern within the U.S. 

military regarding the consequences of the partial lifting of the neutralization policy. Simply 

put, the U.S. Seventh Fleet patrolling the Taiwan Strait to execute the neutralization policy 

was not prepared for China’s proactive military action against Taiwan or retaliation in 

response to military actions staged by Taiwan. Therefore, a cross-agency meeting was held in 

Washington to discuss the scenario and the consequences of shipping F-84 fighter bombers 

to Taiwan.107 General Chase, therefore, requested a written commitment from General Chow 

that the nationalist forces would not undertake any offensive against mainland China that is 

inimical to the best interests of the United States.108 The subsequent restrictions following 

the U.S. de-neutralization policy, therefore, bewildered Chiang.109  

A week later, U.S. Ambassador Karl Rankin submitted an aide memoir reiterating the 

point General Chase made and requested a written commitment from the Foreign Ministry of 

the nationalist government.110 President Chiang responded that he could limit the number of 

the nationalist forces to be used in military actions against the PRC, but there was no way for 

him to constrain the number of guerilla forces to be used in sea raids. General Chase, hence, 

tentatively set 500 men of the regular forces as the ceiling for sea raids, but Chase’s superior 

considered military actions involving less than 500 men may under some circumstances still 

be inimical to best interests of the United States.111 In other words, any kind of military 

action planned by the nationalist government must first seek U.S. approval. The impact of 

this development was that the scheduled raid on either the Tungshan Island or Nanao Island 

was terminated.112 To this point, President Chiang was unable to carry out both of his 

strategies. His delaying tactics were rejected by the U.S. government even before the 

announcement of the de-neutralization policy; his second strategy was gradually constrained 
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by the U.S. side from the ceiling of 500 regular forces to no freedom of military action at all. 

After receiving a notice from the Western Enterprise Incorporated (WEI) to withdraw its 

personnel from the Tachen Islands without consulting the nationalist government in advance, 

Chiang could no longer hold his temper and remarked on July 12 that he should never dream 

of the United States assisting a counter-offensive since the country’s foreign policy and 

promise could never be trusted. After learning the lesson of its naïveté, impulse, and 

capriciousness of the U.S. government, Chiang felt that a country without idea and power 

would be set up and sacrifice in the collaboration with the United States.113  

The nationalist forces still conducted the raid on Tungshan July 16-19 using guerrillas 

and regular forces far exceeding one division, but that was another story. This military action 

was in fact pushed for by the WEI, and not in any way the original plan designed by 

President Chiang.114 

The clandestine preparation for a sea raid on Tungshan or Nanao in spring 1953 was a 

case of non-accommodation for the following reasons: 1) The operation was planned and 

scheduled to be carried out without consulting the MAAG in advance, which obviously went 

against General Chase’s suggestion. 2) Even though Chiang ordered to limit the number of 

troops to be used in the sea raid to one division, the number was not at all small. 3) Chiang 

still attempted to carry out the sea raid after Chase proposed the 500-men ceiling. It was after 

the USG forbade any use of force by the nationalist forces against the mainland that 

President Chiang terminated the sea raid plan.  

It is objective to say Chiang did prepare to launch a counter-offensive at various scales 

after Eisenhower won the U.S. presidential election, but he could not carry them out after 

failing to get U.S. assistance and consent. The attempts died down very soon, almost 



67 

 

abruptly, in the period when the GRC and USG had an alignment. The GRC, therefore, well 

accommodated most of the security interests of the USG before the end of the Korean War. 

However, one thing that the alignment/alliance effect could not explain in terms of a 

protégé’s accommodation of the interests of its defender is the fact that Chiang did not accept 

the U.S. proposal of attacking Hainan Island. It occurred not only once and should not be 

viewed as a coincident. 

 After the end of the Korean War, Chiang did not immediately take particular move to 

counter-attack mainland China. What he did was still centered on increasing war 

preparedness. On one hand, he attempted to acquire more weapons and military equipment 

from the United States; one the other hand, the MND continued drafting plans such as Plan 

53 / Construction Plan 55. However, the direct order given by Chiang three days before the 

signing of the U.S.-ROC Mutual Defense Treaty was exceptional. On December 1, 1954, 

Chiang urgently demanded that the MND initiate tentative war plans, codenamed Plan 44, 

with the deadline of three months. The timing of Chiang’s demand is interesting. One 

intuitive explanation is that the scheduled signing of the mutual defense treaty bolstered 

Chiang’s motivation to militarily retrieve the Chinese mainland. Since Chiang had very clear 

understanding of the defensive nature of the mutual defense treaty that aimed at protecting 

the island of Taiwan and its vicinity but definitely not serving as a promise to counter-attack 

mainland China, the order to initiate feasible plans urgently was an evidence of attempting to 

not accommodate U.S. security interests. This is, however, not the case. One could argue that 

even though Chiang gave the order to urgently initiate feasible plans, this could not prove 

that Chiang had the willingness to carry them out once they were ready. This is true. Since no 

military action was taken to carry out Plan 44, which could be viewed as another form of 
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paperwork. But the point is why did Chiang suddenly demand to draft Plan 44 with a three-

month deadline right before the signing of the mutual defense treaty? The reason was simple: 

Chiang did not want the MND generals to rely on the mutual defense treaty and lose their 

proactive attitude in recovering the mainland.115 In other words, Plan 44 was not a sign that 

showed Chiang’s enhanced determination in conducting a counter-offensive so as to not 

accommodate the U.S. interests. It merely served the purpose to keeping the MND generals 

vigilant. Put differently, the order to draft Plan 44 may not be given should the mutual 

defense treaty was not about to be signed.  

 

The Effect of Presidential Tenure 

 

In addition to the alliance effect, another way to explain President Chiang’s 

accommodation and non-accommodation of U.S. interests is through the understanding of the 

effect of presidential tenure. Theoretically, a president in the first term of office would make 

every effort possible to stabilize his/her political standing so as to win the second term. The 

theory applies to the leader of a protégé, but the situation becomes more complicated. In 

addition to the domestic realm, the leader of a protégé also needs to maintain the relations 

with the defender so as to minimize the negative impact on winning the second term. In other 

words, the leader of a protégé is more likely to accommodate the interests of a defender in 

the leader’s first term of office. Put differently, non-accommodation of a defender’s interests 

is less likely to take place in the first term of presidency of the leader of a protégé.  

President Chiang’s first term actually began from May 20, 1948, but I start the analysis 

from 1950 since China had been in an all-out civil war after Chiang’s inauguration that 

resulted in the KMT’s losing of major battles against the CCP and the subsequent evacuation 
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of the nationalist government to Taiwan in late 1949. More importantly, Chiang announced 

to step down from the position as president on January 21, 1949 but resumed by himself the 

position on March 1, 1950.116  

Even though Chiang announced to step down from the position of president in 1949, he 

remained to be the chairman of KMT and still controlled enormous political and military 

power. After all, the KMT (political party) at that time was equivalent, if not superior, to the 

Republic of China (country). First, let me start from the foreign factor, or the U.S. factor to 

be exact, and the linkage between foreign factor and domestic one. Then, I will analyze from 

purely the domestic perspective.  

In 1949, the prestige of the nationalist government as well as President Chiang was low. 

Prior to the retreat of the nationalist government in late 1949 to Taiwan as the only province 

that had the minimum influence of Chinese communists, Chiang made a trip to the island 

from the mainland in May. In the trip, his airplane did not land in Taipei, the provincial 

capital located in the northern part of the island, but in Penghu, the offshore island west of 

Taiwan. The strange reason was because there was no response from Taipei with regard to 

Chiang’s telegram informing his trip to Taiwan. At the time when the Chinese civil war was 

ongoing and the PLA was overwhelming, any airplane coming into the airspace of Taiwan 

without landing permissions could be viewed as hostile and got shot down. Even if Chiang’s 

charter flight could land safely, he was unsure whether he would be held hostage and sent 

back to the mainland. Although Chen Cheng, a long-term and loyal subordinate general, was 

appointed by Chiang as the Taiwan Governor, Chiang was uncertain whether Chen was still 

loyal to him and would guarantee his personal safety at the time when Chen was struggling 

with the allegiance issue to Acting President Li Tsung-jen.117 Therefore, Chiang decided to 
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land in Penghu, then depart for Kaohsiung in Southern Taiwan by a navy vessel since he had 

more confidence in General Sun Li-jen, head of the Army Training Command, who was in 

Kaohsiung training army new recruits. Chiang asked General Peng Meng-chi, Deputy 

Commander of the Taiwan Garrison Command, to come to Kaohsiung for a meeting as a way 

of learning Chen’s loyalty.118 Originally, Chiang appreciated Sun for the guarantee of his 

safety in Taiwan, but the benevolent attitude changed after the onset of the Korean War. As I 

mentioned earlier, the purposes of joining the Korean War were to prevent the fall of South 

Korea and to restore the prestige of the nationalist government. But who should lead the three 

divisions of the nationalist forces to Korea as proposed was a big issue. One day before 

President Chiang announced the decision to join the Korean War, General Sun proposed to 

Chiang an idea of sending six divisions to Korea and volunteered to lead the expeditionary 

forces.119 Chiang ignored Sun’s self-recommendation and appointed General Liu Lien-yi, 

instead.120 

Outstanding military skills won General Sun, an alumnus of the Virginia Military 

Institute, fame and appraisal in April 1942 in the battle of Yenangyaung in Burma, where he 

appointed Regiment Commander Colonel Liu Fang-wu to engage the Imperial Japanese 

Army and save around 7,000 British troops under siege.121 Sun also demonstrated 

outstanding commanding capabilities against the PLA in the provinces of northeastern China 

during the Chinese civil war.122 Since U.S. support was vital to the security of the nationalist 

government, following the U.S. policy of “letting the dust settle” announced in August 1949, 

President Chiang promoted on March 24, 1950, pro-American General Sun to Army 

Commander-in-Chief and ordered on April 11, 1950, that Sun also head the Taiwan Defense 

Headquarters in order to resume receiving U.S. aid.123 Sun’s U.S. connections, however, 



71 

 

were a double-edged sword which became a liability in the eyes of Chiang even though he 

had remained loyal by not accepting the U.S. suggestion of replacing Chiang.124  

After planning for a counter-offensive became the priority on President Chiang’s mind 

in the beginning of 1951, he decided to utilize the military expertise of General Sun. On 

January 9, Chiang considered to choose from Sun along with three other high-ranking 

generals to take charge of counter-offensive planning.125 Before Chiang made the final 

decision, Sun orally tendered his resignation from both of his positions during a private 

meeting with Chiang.126 Afterward, Advisor Cooke suggested on January 20 that an ad hoc 

agency be established to be solely responsible for a counter-offensive planning. Five days 

later, Sun proposed to Chiang again to resign from his active duties unless he was appointed 

the commander of a counter-offensive. This infuriated Chiang as relying on U.S. influence to 

achieve Sun’s personal interest.127 Nonetheless, Chiang set up on February 18 the ad hoc 

agency, Department 375, and appointed Sun on February 23 to head the agency.  

After the arrival of the MAAG in April 1951, Chiang’s concern regarding Sun’s 

propensity of leaning toward the United States grew. The dispatch of the MAAG should have 

comforted Chiang since Taiwan’s defense could be strengthened, but Chiang, in fact, had no 

positive feelings toward it.128 Chiang even considered whether he should warn Sun not to 

rely on the United States to gain his personal influence.129 Since the focus had shifted to the 

drafting of Plan 375, Chiang’s discontent toward Sun sustained. The review meeting of Plan 

375-1 on July 25, 1951, went well and there was no discontent toward Sun or the plan. 

Instead, Chiang’s discontent shifted to the United States. Following U.S. opposition to the 

conscription policy of the nationalist government, Chiang received a secret report regarding a 

clandestine instruction issued by the U.S. State Department to the personnel posted in 
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Taiwan to control high-ranking personnel in the military and finance departments. Chiang 

felt tremulous when thinking about the U.S. ill intentions.130 A couple of days later, the U.S. 

decision of not inviting the Republic of China to sign the peace treaty with Japan together 

with other allied countries made Chiang feel that a counter-offensive to retrieve the mainland 

was hopeless and led to the writing in his diary of the practical impossibility of recovering 

China.131 Therefore, the change in Chiang’s willingness to carry out a counter-offensive was 

due to the non-supportive attitude of the U.S. government to the nationalist government, but 

not the level of difficulty of the large-scale military operation.  

  After carefully inspecting the terrain of Foochow City, Sun’s military expertise led 

him to reject Plan 375-2. Sun suggested that feasible targets of Plan 375-2 could be Amoy 

and Wenchow, but definitely not Foochow. Therefore, the only benefit of conducting the 

research on Foochow was to show the disadvantages of the location. What made it worse was 

Sun’s own decision to switch the target of Plan 375-3 from the designated Swatow to Hainan 

Island. Remember, Chiang already instructed that Swatow and Wenchow be the targets of 

Plan 375-3 and Plan 375-4, respectively. Then, it was abnormal to not follow the instruction 

from the national leader.132   

In fact, Hainan Island per se did not constitute a problem. The location had been further 

researched in the subsequent counter-offensive planning such as Plan 53 that Chiang directly 

ordered and the successive Construction Plan 55 (everything identical to Plan 53 but the 

name). If Hainan Island was not one of the ideal locations for a counter-offensive, it made no 

sense for Chiang to include the island in subsequent war plans. The other way to look at the 

inclusion of Hainan Island in the subsequent plans is that the location had been highly valued 

by the U.S. side and it was reasonable to do research on it for the rainy day. The problem 
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may lie in the timing that Sun made the change. The suggestion of attacking Hainan Island 

by the nationalist forces was first made by Advisor Cooke in September 1951, but the idea 

did not receive much attention.133 Cooke’s inquiry in late 1951 about the suggestion of 

Hainan Island invasion led Chiang to remark in his diary that the Great Britain and France 

must have pushed the United States to make the suggestion at the sacrifice of the Republic of 

China.134 As I mentioned earlier in this chapter, Merrill delivered in person to President 

Chiang in March 1952 the proposal for the nationalist forces to attack Hainan Island. The 

request was turned down by President Chiang for the reason that attacking such a location 

was not beneficial to the recovery of the Chinese mainland. That is true. The Chiongchow 

Strait that separated Hainan Island and the mainland is much narrower than the Taiwan Strait 

that separated Taiwan and the mainland. Therefore, Hainan Island would be more vulnerable 

to PLA amphibious attack. More importantly, foraying an attack on Hainan Island is not 

equivalent to conducting a military action aimed directly at the mainland. In the meeting with 

Merrill, Chiang also proposed alternative options, such as to annihilate the Vietnamese 

communists, join the Korean War, or carry out a counter-offensive in collaboration with the 

United States. The conflict of policy preferences between both sides resulted in no progress 

on invasion of Hainan Island. Admiral Radford’s inquiry on May 9, 1951, also made no 

progress on the subject.  

The blow to Chiang in August 1951 was so strong that he had not inquired about the 

progress of counter-offensive planning for more than nine months. It was after the nationalist 

government signed the peace treaty independently with Japan on April 28, 1952, and, hence, 

secured the legitimacy of representing China that Chiang restarted to focus on the planning 

for a counter-offensive. On May 24, Chiang inquired Sun in the Military Affairs Meeting 



74 

 

about the planning for a counter-offensive. Sun responded that Plan 375-2 needed revisions, 

and his subordinates had already started Plan 375-3 targeting Hainan Island. This could be 

the first time Chiang knew about the change of target in Plan 375-3 from Swatow to Hainan 

Island. Chiang’s reaction was calm since he only instructed Sun to draft a few more plans for 

a counter-offensive. Out of surprise, within a month Chiang gave out a written order to the 

MND to conduct planning on 20 locations for a counter-offensive. The MND sensed that the 

order overlapped with the duty of Department 375 and held an internal meeting on July 17 to 

discuss the necessity of keeping the department.135 General Chow, Chief of General Staff, 

went one step further and proposed to Chiang on July 25 to abolish the planning section of 

Department 375, and Chiang agreed.136 

Chiang may have felt the potential problems about Hainan Island such that he agreed to 

attenuate the major function of Department 375 and, in the meantime, to reduce the 

importance of General Sun in a counter-offensive. First off, why did General Sun change the 

location of Plan 375-3 to Hainan Island without proper authorization? Second, why was the 

suggestion to attack Hainan Island got brought up so frequently initially by an ex-U.S. 

admiral, then by two U.S. generals, and backed by a ROC general? Third, the connection 

between Merrill and Sun was even more suspicious. General Merrill led the U.S. special 

forces, Merrill’s Marauders, and fought with General Sun back to back during World War II 

in the China-Burma-India (CBI) Theater. Sun had been suspected by Chiang for the U.S. 

connections and now Sun’s war plan coincidentally supported an U.S. acquaintance of his. 

The whole thing was so bizarre that Chiang terminated partially in August 1952 the mandate 

of the ad hoc agency in terms of initiating war plans.  
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Since Hainan Island had been included as one of the potential locations in subsequent 

plans for a counter-offensive, the importance of the island was self-evident. Then, the reason 

to prevent General Sun and the task force of Plan 375 from doing follow-up paperwork on 

Hainan Island could be explained by his suspicious connection with the U.S. proposal. 

Therefore, Chiang rejected the location again in July 1952 when Admiral Fechteler 

mentioned the issue, and, again, in October 1952 when Admiral Radford brought up the issue 

in combination with joining the Korean War. After President Eisenhower announced to soon 

end the Korean War, President Chiang considered to immediately produce disinformation 

regarding attacking Hainan Island on one hand, and setting joining the Korean War as the 

priority on the other hand in late 1952. In a Military Affairs Meeting at the Presidential 

Office on January 10, 1953, General Chow, not knowing Chiang’s real intention, reported to 

Chiang on the location of Plan 375-3 and the MND’s response to the detailed plan as using 

too much force. Chiang simultaneously responded that: “It is meaningless to conduct landing 

operations on Hainan Island. Don’t go there!”137 

The Korean War came to an end six months later, and the United States was no longer 

in need of Chiang’s cooperation to distract the PLA. In hindsight, the nationalist government 

could have begun part of a counter-offensive if President Chiang accepted the U.S. proposal 

of attacking Hainan Island. But the chance slipped away due to Chiang’s suspicion of 

General Sun’s secret establishment of private relationship with the United States that may 

jeopardize his political standing.   

Since Chang had been striving to keep his position, anything or anyone got in his way 

must be removed. Chiang faced the upcoming presidential election in early 1954 for his 

second term. Suppose he accepted the U.S. proposal of attacking Hainan Island in 1952, 
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would the U.S. government recommend that General Sun lead the expeditionary forces? If 

so, should President Chiang accept the suggestion? If Sun was appointed the position to 

command the forces to attack Hainan Island, given the relative small objective of occupying 

only the southeastern part of the island, Sun, with his excellent military expertise, was very 

likely to accomplish the mission with ease. The size of Hainan Island is slightly smaller than 

that of Taiwan. If Sun launched a nonstop offensive to retrieve the whole island of Hainan 

and succeeded, then Sun was in control of a place almost equals the size of Taiwan. That is to 

say, General Sun’s prestige could be on a par with President Chiang for the simple reasons of 

leading a successful counter-offensive, even peripherally, and controlling a piece of territory 

almost same big as Taiwan, and he might be applauded wholeheartedly by mainland Chinese 

retreated to Taiwan in 1949.138 Then, who should take the credit for the triumph? And who 

would the National Assembly vote for the ROC president in March 1954? President Chiang 

did not clearly mention these in his diary, but the scenario does not come out of unreasonable 

conjectures. The same situation happened once right after the onset of the Korean War. The 

Korean case was simpler than the Hainan case for the reasons that U.S. influence was not 

pervasive at that time, and that the upcoming presidential election was not imminent. In the 

Korean case, Sun was not appointed by Chiang to lead the proposed expeditionary forces to 

join the Korean War. Suppose Sun was appointed and successfully pushed back the North 

Korean forces, then Sun’s political standing would certainly rise. If General MacArthur was 

not replaced in April 1951, there was a possibility of fighting alongside with General Sun at 

some point to push back the communist forces all the way to the Yalu River as the border 

line separating North Korea and mainland China. Then, Sun would certainly enjoy a much 

higher political standing that would definitely jeopardize that of Chiang’s. Therefore, Chiang 
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could not let it happen. After rejecting Sun’s voluntary request to lead the expeditionary 

forces to South Korea, Chiang remarked that he has concerns for Sun’s spirit, integrity, and 

thinking.139 To some extent, the entry of diary showed Chiang’s concern that Sun might 

collaborate with the United States to threaten his presidency.  

In addition, there was a most similar case. As I mentioned earlier that the nationalist 

forces in southwestern China retreated to the area near the border of China and Burma and 

became remnant forces after the nationalist government evacuated from mainland China to 

Taiwan in late 1949. General Li Mi, leader of the remnant forces, returned to Taipei for a 

duty report in early 1952. Knowing Li’s itinerary in advance, General Merrill invited Li for a 

meeting in San Francisco to discuss the situation of Yunnan. Merrill’s move, however, 

bewildered Chiang.140 Li may not have met Merrill in San Francisco, but they did have a 

meeting in Tokyo and the details of the meeting were reported by Li’s interpreter to General 

Chow, Chief of General Staff. The most important item in the meeting was Merrill’s promise 

of providing US$ 75,000 monthly subsidy to Li.141 After the U.S. government changed its 

policy and pressured continuously the nationalist government to evacuate the remnant forces 

in the Burmese area, Chiang ordered Li in August 1953 to retreat all of the forces under his 

command to Taiwan accordingly. Li did not follow Chiang’s order wholeheartedly, but he 

wrote to other commanding officers of the remnant forces in Burma and asked them to ignore 

Chiang’s order to retreat. The letters were put in a forged diplomatic pouch and were 

intercepted when clearing customs in Taiwan. In the letters, Li criticized General Chow and 

other high-ranking persons in Taipei, excluding President Chiang. Chiang was initially 

infuriated by Li’s letters for disobeying the order to retreat, but he later forgave Li out of the 
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belief that it was Chow’s terrible treatment of Li that triggered the incident. The letters were 

burnt according to Chiang’s order and Li was not penalized at all.142 

In fact, Chiang’s worry had a direct link to the U.S.-supported “Third Force.” The CIA 

financially supported the “Third Force” in the hope that a new political and military force in 

China could be given the chance to share the political power or even replace the existing 

KMT and CCP. In that vein, former high-ranking KMT officers and officials who neither 

retreated to Taiwan nor stayed in mainland China were contacted by the CIA to form the 

“Third Force.”143 However, Admiral Radford promised President Chiang that the “Third 

Force” would gradually lose its influence within one year starting June 1953 and could no 

longer pose any threat to Chiang’s political standing.144 Since General Li could not play a 

decisive role to threaten Chiang’s political standing, he was forgiven in the pouch incident. 

General Sun and General Li composed two most similar cases145 in which the level of 

potential threat to Chiang’s political standing resulted in different outcomes.  

The following examples could also indicate Chiang’s unstable political standing in his 

first term of presidency. General Ho Shai-lai, Chief of the Chinese Mission in Tokyo, 

reported to President Chiang regarding two inquiries from U.S. General Matthew Ridgway, 

commander of the United Nations forces in Korea and of the Allied occupation forces in 

Japan. The two inquiries were: 1) Are there any other political figures in (the Republic of) 

China who could lead the country? 2) Does (the Republic of) China have other superior 

generals in field combat?146 There was also an example of U.S. interference with Chiang’s 

presidential power. ROC Navy Commander-in-Chief Kuei Yung-ching relayed a message to 

President Chiang upon receiving the order to transfer to the position of Chiang’s aide-de-

camp in 1952. The message was a “threat” from an U.S. military attaché posted in the Taipei 
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Embassy asserting that no U.S. military aid would arrive after General Kuei was removed 

from his position. Chiang ignored the “threat” and removed Kuei as planned.147 These 

instances led to Chiang’s planned proposition to U.S. President Eisenhower that the United 

States should not interfere with the ROC’s domestic affairs if she really wanted the 

nationalist government to join the Korean War.148  

After analyzing the foreign factor in length, let me now focus on the domestic 

perspective. Aside from the negative U.S. influence, President Chiang faced two domestic 

challenges that could either curtail his political power or even prevent him from getting re-

elected: the lack of centripetal and cohesive forces within the KMT and relentless demands 

for income increase from members of the three parliaments.  

One of the major challenges that Chiang faced during his first term of office in Taiwan 

was serious infighting. Same as promoting General Sun in exchange for the resumption of 

U.S. aid, Wu Kuo-chen (or K.C. Wu) was appointed by Chiang on December 16, 1949, to 

replace Chen Cheng as Taiwan Governor. After Chiang resumed office on March 1, 1950, he 

appointed Chen as the premier. On the tiny island of Taiwan, a provincial bureaucracy would 

suffice. But the reality was that the central government of the ROC was also functioning 

concurrently on the island after the retreat. This should not be a problem since the U.S. 

District of Columbia could harmoniously stay in the State of Maryland. The problem 

stemmed from the personalities of Wu and Chen, who were both strong headed type of 

persons. The lack of cooperation between the Taiwan Provincial Government and the ROC 

Central Government had lasted until Wu resigned on April 10, 1953. After the clashes with 

Premier Chen, Wu also became the enemy of the intelligence system headed by Chiang 

Ching-kuo, the elder son of President Chiang. After Wu left office, he immediately moved to 
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the United States where he made harsher criticisms of the Chiang administration, such as 

creating a police state in Taiwan. Wu’s speeches in the United States might not have 

substantively hurt the nationalist government as intended,149 but the political turmoil he 

created as Taiwan Governor and as a civilian afterward really troubled Chiang.    

As I mentioned earlier, the KMT was indistinguishable from the ROC at that time. After 

the fiasco in the military confrontations with the CCP, Chiang considered it inevitable to 

reform the KMT and lead the party by himself. Before the retreat to Taiwan Chiang was 

mostly occupied with military affairs and he did not involve much in party affairs. Therefore, 

the first thing Chiang did after he resumed the presidential power in Taiwan was to carry out 

KMT party reform to get rid of the ingrained habits that party members had back in the days 

on mainland China. At face value, the target of the party reform was on ordinary KMT 

comrades in all walks of life. In fact, it was a means to get rid of the more established 

personnel within the KMT and to use young comrades with expertise but held no office. In 

that vein, Chiang shifted his attention to KMT members in the Legislative Yuan. Even 

though the KMT was the predominant political party in Taiwan at that time and controlled 

the majority of seats in the Legislative Yuan, it was difficult for the Legislative Yuan to 

cooperate with the Executive Yuan on major issues. Chiang considered that the KMT’s C.C. 

clique150 in the Legislative Yuan was behind all the impediments and decided to attenuate 

the faction’s influence. One way was to remove Chen Li-fu from the legislative seat since he 

was not elected by voters, but became legislator using party quota. Once Chen was expelled 

by the KMT, he immediately lost the qualification of being a legislator. In addition, 

removing one of the leaders of that clique did not improve the situation. Members of the C.C. 

clique were still non-cooperative. For example, they attempted, but failed, to increase the 
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central government’s budget with a specific purpose to increase the amount of their 

paychecks.151 For another example, the bill regarding increase in electricity fees had been 

shelved for two months in the Legislative Yuan. Even though the consensus of an increase by 

32 percent was reached by the Executive Yuan and Legislative Yuan, legislators stilled 

blocked the passage of the bill. It was Chiang’s instruction that the Executive Yuan would 

withdraw the bill and no longer negotiate with the Legislative Yuan that legislators finally 

passed the bill.152 Legislators not only composed the first challenge for Chiang, they also 

played a role in Chiang’s second challenge that I will describe below. 

The second challenge came from calls for income increase from members of the three 

parliaments: Legislative Yuan, Control Yuan, and National Assembly. Let me do a 

background description here. For clarity, I compare only the Legislative Yuan and National 

Assembly. Control Yuan members were similar to legislators in most aspects, except that the 

tenure was six years. The first election for the three parliaments was taken in 1947. The 

tenure was six years for a delegate of the National Assembly, but three years for a legislator. 

There were no regular paychecks for National Assembly delegates, only attendance fees 

every six years when the National Assembly convened; there was, however, monthly salary 

for legislators. However, being a National Assembly member was allowed to have full time 

or part-time jobs while being a legislator was not. Back in China, wealthy Chinese were 

prone to become National Assembly delegates and run their businesses, mostly inherited, as 

usual when the Assembly was not in session. Less wealthy Chinese were inclined to run for 

the legislative election to get both fame and regular pay check. After the retreat to Taiwan, 

their financial situations drastically changed. National Assembly delegates were forced to 

leave all their businesses in China and became impoverished. Legislators who were not so 
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wealthy back in China, however, had regular and above-average income in Taiwan. When 

National Assembly members requested for income increase, legislators followed suit. When 

legislators demanded more from President Chiang, National Assembly delegates, who were 

deprived, asked even more.153  

Chiang’s principle was to hold no new election for the three parliaments in order to 

maintain the orthodoxy of the nationalist government as the sole legitimate political body 

representing the whole China. Holding elections for the second term of the three parliaments 

would inevitably encounter the problem of under-representing the constituents of whole 

China. Chiang’s insistence on holding no regular elections for the three parliaments became 

his political weakness which was utilized by members of the three parliaments for blackmail, 

salary increase being one of the most salient demands. Facing frequent political blackmails, 

Chiang had no positive feelings about members of the three parliaments. Take for example, 

in an Ordinary Affairs Meeting held in July 1952, Chiang learned that legislators and 

National Assembly delegates reiterated their demands for salary increase and felt that they 

were pathetic and lamentable.154 

The tenure of legislators elected for the first Legislative Yuan was three years and 

should end in May 1951. Chiang asked the Legislative Yuan to extend the tenure for one 

additional year and was accepted by the legislators. In May 1952, the tenure issue recurred. 

This time, however, legislators demanded that their tenure end after the election for the 

second Legislative Yuan was held. Chiang responded that he would ask the Council of Grand 

Justices to announce that the Legislative Yuan had violated the constitution and that any 

meeting afterward would be void if legislators did not accept the extension of one year in 

tenure.155 On the next day, the Legislative Yuan passed the one-year extension proposal 
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unanimously.156 The tenure issue recurred thrice in 1951, 1952, and 1953; it was solved in 

1954. The tenure was six years for both members of the National Assembly and Control 

Yuan. Wang Chung-hui, President of the Judicial Yuan, declared in May 1953 that the term 

of the first National Assembly delegates should end after the delegates for the second 

National Assembly were elected. In the same manner, the tenure for legislators and Control 

Yuan members was also extended infinitely.157 Most members of the three parliaments had 

remained in their positions until 1991 when the congressional reform took place.  

As I mentioned earlier, President Chiang announced to step down from the position of 

president in January 1949 without going through the due process of law at the National 

Assembly. After Chiang announced to step down, Vice President Li became the acting 

president. However, Li did not retreat with the nationalist government to Taiwan but moved 

to Hong Kong and, later, the United States for medical reasons. In other words, Li did not 

present himself in Taiwan to execute his presidential duty. Therefore, there were in fact two 

presidents at the same time after Chiang announced to resume presidential duty in March 

1950 and there was no vice president. After the Control Yuan submitted the plan in January 

1952 to impeach Vice President Lee, things started to get complicated. According to the 

ROC constitution, the impeachment of Lee could only be determined by the National 

Assembly. However, after the retreat of the nationalist government to Taiwan, the number of 

these delegates could not pass the original threshold set by the constitution. One way was to 

amend the Organizational Act of the National Assembly so as to lower the threshold to one 

third of the total number of delegates for the convention to be held successfully. The 

amendment must inevitably go through the Legislative Yuan, which would then have the 

leverage for political blackmail. After the amendment was passed, the National Assembly 
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should convene to vote on the impeachment. Since Chiang could not openly voice his 

disagreement to the whole process, he accepted it reluctantly.158 After the preparation for the 

plenary session of the National Assembly was put on the agenda at an Ordinary Affairs 

Meeting, Chiang still considered it best not to hold the convention.159 It was in February 

1953 that Chiang accepted the convention of the National Assembly.160 

President Chiang had been very reluctant to convene the National Assembly for the 

reason that once the National Assembly was convened after the retreat to Taiwan, there was 

no way to suspend it. Put differently, if the National Assembly was never convened in 

Taiwan due to the communist rebellion and shortage of enough National Assembly members, 

the presidential term of office could be extended infinitely. In other words, President Chiang 

could simply ignore the tenure limit and stay in his position. In the meantime, Chiang had 

been a firm warden who vowed numerous times in his diaries to abide by the ROC 

constitution, and he refrained from staying in his office without the endorsement of the 

National Assembly. Chiang was confident that he would win the re-election in 1954, but not 

so sure about his political life after the second term ended. Then, a counter-offensive to 

recover the Chinese mainland would be his unfinished task. Therefore, he mentioned at least 

thrice in his diaries that if he could not attend a counter-offensive, his successor could 

accomplish his unfinished task; the efforts to prepare for it should not be in vain.161   

The National Assembly convened on February 19, 1954, and its delegates presented 

their demands such as to establish a standing organization and increase the attendance fees. 

Chiang announced his decisions on March 3 in a KMT standing committee meeting. The first 

demand was turned down since it violated the constitution, but he instructed that there was a 

possibility of setting up a research institute. Regarding the second demand, Chiang marked 
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up the attendance fees to NT$ 5,000 (an increase of NT$ 1,500).162 After the demands were 

partially satisfied, President Chiang won his re-election on March 22 and Chen Cheng was 

elected as vice president on March 24.   

 

Conclusion 

 

This chapter covers the period of 1950-54, in which the ROC was in alignment relations 

with the United States and President Chiang was in his first term. Alliance politics and 

presidential tenure in general shaped President Chiang’s decision in terms of accommodating 

U.S interests. Nonetheless, there was a case of non-accommodation in which a sea raid was 

scheduled to be carried out in Spring 1953. The planned military action was aborted after the 

USG began imposing constraints on the ROG’s use of force against the mainland. Chiang’s 

unstable political standing in his first term of office in Taiwan prevented him from carrying 

out military actions on the mainland. General Sun’s suspicious connections with the USG 

was a major concern for Chiang and he, therefore, rejected continuously the U.S. proposal of 

foraying an attack on Hainan Island. Therefore, both factors fail to explain the non-

accommodation.  

The biggest issue with a counter-offensive is that it never happened. This has led to 

some doubts on the authenticity of President Chiang’s ambition to recover mainland China. 

After carefully reading Chiang’s diaries along with the archives containing various war plans 

from the ROC Ministry of National Defense, it is found that a counter-offensive was not 

empty rhetoric. The quote of his diary on August 8, 1951, regarding the impossibility of 

recovering China was in fact caused by the U.S. decision of not inviting the ROC to join the 

signing of the peace treaty with Japan so as to end the Second World War. The U.S. decision 



86 

 

was a blow to Chiang, even though he did not totally give up the ambition of conducting a 

counter-offensive. Chiang switched his focus from urging the drafting of war plans to 

acquisition of U.S. arms and training of army new recruits, instead. After the ROC 

unilaterally signed the peace treaty with Japan, Chiang’s restored his confidence and turned 

his focus back to the design of war plans.  

In general, President Chiang’s planning for a counter-offensive to recover the Chinese 

mainland followed the pattern of alliance politics in which a protégé is more likely to 

accommodate the interests of its defender in the alignment mode. In early 1951 when the 

MND discussed the timing for a counter-offensive, both vice defense ministers considered it 

inappropriate to launch a counter-offensive when the GRC was in alignment with the USG. 

Vice Defense Minister Hsiao I-Su’s point was illustrative: Launching a counter-offensive at 

that time would not drag the United States into a war with China but would make the U.S. 

Seventh Fleet leave Taiwan. President Chiang became enthusiastic again about a counter-

offensive after President Eisenhower was sworn in and prepared to end the Korean War soon. 

After the GRC failed to obtain consent and assistance from the USG, Chiang canceled the 

idea of carrying out a major military action. The preparation for an amphibious landing 

operation using one division of regular troops to attack either Tungshan Island or Nanao 

Island was underway, but it was later terminated after the USG continuously constrained the 

GRC in terms of the scale of forces to be used. In addition, Taiwan’s guerrilla forces, the 

ACNSA, conducted military actions to attack China’s soft underbelly according to the 

instructions from the WEI. Therefore, the GRC accommodated well U.S. interests in the 

alignment period from the initiation of the U.S. Neutralization Policy to the signing of the 

Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty. Even though Chiang ordered to start Plan 44 for a 
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counter-offensive right before the signing of the mutual defense treaty, the move was not 

bolstered by the treaty per se. It was Chiang’s concern that MND officers would only 

perform half-heartedly for a counter-offensive after knowing the GRC would soon form an 

alliance with the USG that he gave the order so as to keep high-ranking officers in the 

vigilant mode. 

Now let me turn to the effect of presidential tenure. Chiang’s first term was filled with 

external and internal issues. I used two cases to illustrate U.S. negative influence during this 

period, such as the State Department’s order to control high-ranking mainlanders in Taiwan, 

and the U.S. decision to leave the ROC out of the Allies of World War II in signing the peace 

treaty with Japan. These cases were short-lived, unlike the entanglement between the United 

States and two key persons in Taiwan. Unlike Governor Wu, who had no say in the planning 

of a counter-offensive, General Sun was the one who could really pose a threat to President 

Chiang’s political standing by leading military actions against the mainland. In addition to 

these annoyances, the limitation of two consecutive terms of presidency stated in the ROC 

constitution served as a constraint. Chiang’s diaries revealed that he wanted to abide by the 

constitution on one hand, but he was unwilling to convene the National Assembly on the 

other hand. He was, however, in no position to terminate the process after the Control Yuan 

submitted the impeachment proposal against Acting President Li, and the National Assembly 

consequently must convene to vote on the proposal. In order to maintain the orthodoxy of the 

ROC, Chiang could not violate the constitution by abolishing the three parliaments in the 

central government. Therefore, he suffered from continuous political blackmails from 

members of the parliaments, mostly for income increase. After the retreat to Taiwan in 1949, 

the domestic situation during the period of 1950-54 was unstable. In that situation, Chiang 
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must stabilize his political standing first and consider a counter-offensive later. If Chiang 

could not remain in his position, then a counter-offensive could well be a fantasy. In that 

vein, Chiang carried out the KMT reform in order to consolidate his power. All of these 

external and internal impediments really prevented Chiang from carrying out a counter-

offensive in his first term of presidency.
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Chapter 4: The Apex of Non-Accommodation  

 

 This chapter covers the ebbs and flows of counter-offensive planning from the signing 

of the mutual defense treaty in late 1954 to the decision made in late 1967 to abandon large-

scale military action of recovering mainland China. The apex of non-accommodation during 

this period is the Kuokuang Plan (or the K Plan) that started in April 1961. I first outline U.S. 

interests during this period. The second section describes President Chiang’s various 

preparations for a counter-offensive and the fluctuation of his willingness. The third section 

discusses the effect of alliance politics and presidential tenure. The fourth section concludes.  

 

U.S. Interests 

 

Following the end of the Korean War in mid-1953 and the signing of mutual defense 

treaties between the United States and East Asian countries in 1954, the ROC was the only 

country left out in the first island chain at the height of the Cold War. President Chiang’s 

proposal in July 1953 of signing a mutual defense treaty with the United States was 

postponed by the U.S. side. While the larger picture of the U.S. policy was to protect the first 

island chain so as to contain communism, there was still a concern that the United States may 

be dragged into a war with the PRC over Taiwan. This was due to the unsettling of military 

confrontations between both sides across the Taiwan Strait: Taiwan desired to recover the 

mainland and the mainland aspired to liberate Taiwan. In order to prevent the United States 

from forming an alliance with the ROC, the PRC started the shelling of Quemoy on 
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September 3, 1954. Consequently, the mutual defense treaty with the ROC became an issue 

that the United States could not shy away from.  

Initially, the U.S. idea was to persuade Chiang into giving up the offshore islands so 

as to avoid a spiral escalation of militarized conflict. Remember, Chiang did consider to 

evacuate from Quemoy and other offshore islands in June-July 1950. However, Chiang stood 

his ground and refused to accept the U.S. idea in 1954. In collaboration with the Great 

Britain and the United States, New Zealand planned to submit a cease-fire resolution, 

codenamed “Operation Oracle,” to the Security Council of the United Nations (UN). After 

the UN Security Council started to discuss the resolution, the United States pushed the 

nationalist government to accept the cease-fire proposal before both sides sign the mutual 

defense treaty. President Chiang insisted that the sequence should be the other way around. 

In the end, the Sino-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty was signed on December 3, 1954 excluding 

the offshore islands. After the fall of the Yichiangshan Islet on January 20, 1955, the 

nationalist government evacuated the Tachen Islands a month later in exchange for President 

Eisenhower’s unwritten commitment of providing security guarantees for offshore islands 

still controlled by the ROC. In order to validate his commitment, Eisenhower even declared 

to use atomic weapons to deter the PRC. The Joint Resolution by the Congress, also called 

the Formosan Resolution, was passed to authorize the president of the United States. While 

the eyes of the world were on the mutual defense treaty, the exchange of notes attached to the 

treaty was often ignored. However, the contents in the exchange of notes really constrained 

the ROC’s freedom to force against the PRC.  

After the 1954-55 offshore island crisis, that was a moment of peace between the 

ROC and PRC. Peace in the Taiwan Strait, however, did not last long. In 1957, there was a 



91 

 

concern that the PLA may invade Taiwan and led to President Chiang’s instruction of 

initiating a contingency plan. One year later, the PLA started on August 23 a new crisis in 

which around 600 thousand of shells were fired onto Quemoy within the duration of 46 days. 

During the shelling crisis, the U.S. side started to take China’s military threat seriously. 

David Dean, then a junior diplomat and a student at Taichung Chinese Language School 

under the U.S. Embassy in Taipei and later director of American Institute in Taiwan, recalled 

in his memoir how he traveled westbound across Taiwan’s central mountains in search of a 

safe route for the evacuation of U.S. citizens living on the island.1  

The U.S. government had the concern, again, that the United States may be dragged 

into a war with China over these tiny islands. Therefore, U.S. Secretary of State John Dulles 

met with President Chiang in Taiwan and they issued a joint communiqué in which the 

nationalist government declared to use political means, rather than military ones, in its bid to 

recover the Chinese mainland. The communiqué served as an evidence of U.S. worries that it 

would get involved in a militarized conflict in the Taiwan Strait. It also set up another 

obstacle of constraining the ROC’s flexibility in its use of force against the PRC.  

After knowing President Chiang’s plan of conducting a large-scale counter-offensive in 

early 1962, the U.S. strategy was to delay its progress. The U.S. concern was that even 

though the domestic situation was chaotic in mainland China, the communist regime was still 

in control of the whole country. Therefore, it was unlikely for the general public in China to 

support the nationalist forces even if they could successfully conduct amphibious landing and 

establish beachheads. President Chiang reiterated that the nationalist forces did not seek U.S. 

armed forces’ participation in a counter-offensive, but U.S. support in logistics. That is to 

say, the proposed military action would not drag the United States into a direct war with 
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China. After the step-up in the Vietnam War in August 1964, the United States did request 

that the nationalist government send small groups of military personnel to join the war 

conducting non-combat missions. Again, possible damages were already well controlled in 

advance. The nationalist government utilized the Vietnam War as a niche and proposed in 

September 1965 the Great Torch-Five Plan (or GT-5 Plan) to recover the five provinces in 

southwestern China. The plan served two purposes: 1) To cut off China’s assistance to North 

Vietnam so as to help the United States win the Vietnam War; 2) To achieve a breakthrough 

in China’s coastal area conducive to a counter-offensive. In the plan, the U.S. Air Force and 

Navy were required to take out PLA targets; amphibious landing and ground combat were to 

be carried out solely by the nationalist forces. After serious discussions inside the USG, the 

plan seeking collaboration with the United States conducive to both the Vietnam War and a 

counter-offensive was turned down. Lacking U.S. assistance on a counter-offensive, the 

nationalist government finally gave up in late 1967 counter-offensive plans that aimed at the 

recovery mainland Chinese through the use of force.  

As I mentioned in the previous chapter, the United States changed its policy toward the 

ROC after the onset of the Korean War; the United States also changed its policy toward the 

communist regime of China in the early 1950s. After the establishment of the PRC in 

October 1950, the U.S. government had had the wishful thinking that China could become 

another Yugoslavia, with Mao Zedong being another Josip Broz Tito.2 However, after the 

Korean War and the 1954-55 offshore island crisis, the United States gave up the hope and 

deemed China as another member of the Communist Bloc behind the Iron Curtain. To some 

extent, the wishful thinking of China being another Yugoslavia had prevented the U.S. 

government from aiding the nationalist government in its endeavor to recover mainland 
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China. However, even after realizing the fact, the United States had not altered its policy 

toward the PRC. In the meantime, the U.S. policy toward the ROC also remained intact.  

Throughout the active period of Chiang’s counter-offensive planning from 1951 to 

1967, the U.S. policy had remained more or less the same so as to remain the status quo in 

the Taiwan Strait. This was true for the Truman administration, Eisenhower administration, 

Kennedy administration, and Johnson Administration. Even though there were military and 

paramilitary actions suggested by the U.S. side and carried out by the ROC side during the 

Korean War, those actions were mostly composed of guerrilla attacks and raids on islets 

lacking in strategic values. Even the U.S.-proposed plan of attacking Hainan Island in 1952 

was not aimed at attacking directly the Chinese mainland. In other words, possible damages 

and consequences were already foresaw and well controlled in advance. After the end of the 

Korean War, the United States was unwilling to engage in another war with the PRC. Even 

though the mutual defense treaty was still signed, alliance obligations made the U.S. 

government even more cautious about being dragged by the ROC into an unwilling but 

possible war with the PRC. This is not to say the United States opposed wars of any kind 

against the PRC, but deliberation was exercised. The GT-5 Plan was seriously discussed, but 

the conclusion was that the probability of winning was minimal. Therefore, the United States 

first delayed and later rejected the nationalist government’s plans of a unilateral counter-

offensive 

 proposed in 1962 and a joint operation proposed in 1965.  

Re-emergence of Counter-Offensive Plans 
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 Even though the ROC-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty was signed on December 3, 1954, 

the PRC still carried out the attack on ROC-held Yichiangshan islet on January 18 of the next 

year and resulted in the evacuation of the nationalist forces as well as inhabitants on the 

nearby Tachen Islands in east of the Chinese Chekiang Province. After the setback, the 

exchange of ratifications of the mutual defense treaty in March 1955 cheered Chiang up. It 

was five years after Chiang resumed the presidential power in Taiwan that the nationalist 

government’s status was secured, and Chiang believed that a counter-offensive could be 

carried out within the next five years.3  

Throughout 1955, Chiang’s strategy was focused on the training of the nationalist 

forces, and acquisition of 10,000 U.S. parachutes as promised one and a half years prior. In 

the beginning of 1955, President Chiang set the plan to train 21 divisions of army, two 

divisions of armored forces, and two marine divisions with the expectation that the 

nationalist forces could be combat-ready by October 1956.4 A simple reason that Chiang did 

not plan to conduct a counter-offensive in 1955 was because the nationalist forces were 

undergoing a military reform suggested by the MAAG. Another reason was due to Chiang’s 

expectation of the upcoming onset of World War III. After learning the passage of the Paris 

Agreement that incorporated West Germany and Italy into the existing Brussels Agreement 

to strengthen peace and security in Western Europe, Chiang considered that to be a sign of 

the European countries’ preparation for the Third World War.5 This was in accordance with 

the pattern of Chiang’s expectation such that he postponed the starting of a counter-offensive 

from 1953 to 1955. Subsequently, Chiang felt that the Soviet Union would not hamper a 

counter-offensive if it was conducted south of the Yangtze River. Chiang’s reasoning could 

be explained by the difficulty of the USSR to conduct fighting in Western Europe and East 
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Asia at the same time. As long as a counter-offensive did not pose a vital threat, the USSR 

would not attempt to intervene and diversify its military strength.6 Chiang also felt that the 

United States would not increase its aid to the nationalist government or even offer any 

assistance to a counter-offensive, and that what he could do was to enhance war preparedness 

independently.7  

For the planning of a counter-offensive, Chiang personally chose four potential landing 

locations in April 1955 (Amoy, Chuanchow, Wenchow, and Tungshan Island).8 It is worth 

noting that Chiang’s military thinking started to change in August 1955. In his address to the 

trainees at the Shihchien Society on August 29, 1955, Chiang especially instructed that the 

guidelines for future counter-offensive should be composed of 30 percent military means and 

70 percent political ones. Chiang explained that 30 percent of the resources should be used in 

front of the PLA, while 70 percent behind enemy lines.9 After learning the turmoil in 

mainland China in late August, Chiang made two instructions: 1) Establish bases for guerrilla 

warfare in the north-eastern part of Fukien Province. In order to achieve this, parachutes were 

critical; 2) Do research on the feasibility of conducting amphibious landing between the 

coastline of Swatow and Chauchow in eastern Kwangtung Province.10 A series of 

constructions in China, however, got in the way of Chiang’s plan. A railway running from 

Yingtan (Kiangsi Province) to Amoy (Fukien Province) was under construction and could 

send in PLA reinforcements when needed. The construction of airfields in the Fukien 

Province also increased the difficulty for amphibious landing.11 The news regarding China’s 

new construction of barracks in Kwangtung that could house 100,000 soldiers created 

another obstacle for a counter-offensive.12 Nonetheless, Chiang considered ordering his 

military staff to draft a three-year counter-offensive plan.13  
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What President Chiang did for 1956 was still to enhance war preparedness, such as 

acquisition of U.S. arms and joint military exercises of the nationalist forces. In terms of U.S. 

arms acquisition, President Chiang drafted a short list of U.S. arms including six destroyers, 

nine destroyer escorts, 15 tank landing ships, and five groups of F-86s.14 Chiang perhaps 

learned from the experience of the Kai Plan such that he deemed it more efficient to 

communicate directly with U.S. president. In his letter to President Eisenhower dated April 

16, Chiang asked for logistical support to militarily puncture the Iron Curtain and induce 

internal uprising in mainland China.15 In response, Eisenhower replied on May 17 that the 

use of force was not a good way and would espouse the world to a conflagration.16 Hence, 

the items on the wish list were unable to come true.  

Also, in early 1956, Chiang scheduled several military exercises, consisting of the army 

alone, navy alone, joint exercise between army and air force, and joint exercise between navy 

and air force. The idea was to make the three-armed forces war ready by October 1956.17 In 

his meeting with U.S. Secretary of State John Dulles on March 16, however, Chiang 

remarked that he was not intended to conduct military actions against the mainland in 1956 

and that he hoped to launch a counter-offensive in 1957.18 On November 30, Chiang 

instructed the MND to initiate counter-offensive plans within six months on a primary 

location and a secondary one. In the instruction, Chiang also ordered to include the order of 

battle as well as ordinary and specific trainings that the landing forces must master in.19 Why 

did Chiang gave the order to initiate new war plans when Construction Plan 55 was ongoing? 

Were the new plans another version of Plan 44 in which the purpose was to keep the MND 

vigilant instead of relying on the U.S. security umbrella? Remember, Chiang set in January 

1951 three scenarios for a counter-offensive as: 1) tentative raid, 2) attack with limited aim, 
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and 3) large-scale attack. Construction Plan 55 consisted of plans that belonged only to the 

second scenario; Chiang’s instruction in late 1956 was to design counter-offensive plans for 

the third scenario. Hence, the new war plans that Chiang ordered to initiate were completely 

different from previous ones. In other words, the plans initiated after the signing of the 

mutual defense treaty were greater in scale.  

Table 2: Major Military Plans for a Counter-Offensive (1955-71) 

Year  Project Name Description 

1955~1958  Construction Plan 55 The continuation of Plan 53 that had 10 primary 

targets and 10 secondary ones. 

1956~1961  Chungshing Plan Amoy and its vicinity were chosen as landing 

locations for a counter-offensive. The scenario 

of this plan was to conduct a counter-offensive 

unilaterally by the nationalist forces.  

1961~1971  Kuokuang Plan A unilateral counter-offensive aimed at Amoy. 

The direction of attack could then go northeast 

to Chekiang Province or southwest to 

Kwangtung Province. A complete sequence of 

operations was designed to conduct a large-scale 

counter-offensive. 

1965  Great Torch-5 Plan A spin-off aimed at collaborating with the 

United States to attack five provinces in 

southwest China so as to cut off the logistics 

line between China and North Vietnam.   

Source: Chiang Kai-shek’s diaries, and Nationalist Forces Historical Archives.   

 

In the beginning of 1957, President Chiang’s idea was to launch a counter-offensive 

sometime during July-October of the same year.20 A supervisory committee, headed by Vice 

President and Premier Chen Cheng, was set up to monitor the preparatory work of a counter-
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offensive. Chen chaired the first meeting of the supervisory committee on April 13 and 

revealed the intention of conducting only a unilateral counter-offensive. In the meeting, 

however, Chen also mentioned that a counter-offensive would be launched in May-October 

1958.21 This was different from Chiang’s original idea, but Chen may have obtained the 

timeline from Chiang.  

The planning of a counter-offensive that started in November 1956 did not have a 

formal name. After the establishment of the Chungshing (restoration) Plan Operation Office 

on May 16, 1957, the name was finally ascertained. There were two significances of the 

Chungshing Plan: 1) The position of Chen Cheng was ascertained in a counter-offensive 

planning as the chief supervisor. Chen was previously in charge of the preparation for a 

counter-offensive, but not actually the planning of it. President Chiang may have wanted 

Chen to be his successor in leading a counter-offensive should Chiang himself could not 

carry out this ambitious mission; otherwise, the appointment was unnecessary. 2) The office 

only envisaged unilateral military actions against China. The staff of the Chungshing Plan 

originally considered initiating plans to also include complete and partial cooperation with 

the United States, but the idea was overruled by Chiang.22 This was consistent with Chen’s 

instructions announced two months ago. Note, however, unilateral actions were viewed as 

the least likely option in previous war plans.  

Let me insert here other war plans that did not fall into the category of a large-scale 

counter-offensive but were confined to the realm of limited war aim. President Chiang gave 

the order to design Contingency War Plan on July 8, 1957, in preparation for possible attacks 

from the PRC. That is to say, the shelling crisis of 1958 was not completely a surprise to the 

nationalist government. The design was tit-for-tat in nature: if the PLA invaded a ROC-held 
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island, the nationalist forces would respond in the same way to a PRC-held island in return. 

The MND originally included 12 targets in the provinces of Fukien and Kwangtung in the 

plan. Defense Minister Yu added Canton and Hainan Island as additional targets. Following 

Chiang’s order on October 21 that the targets should be distinguished as primary and 

secondary, the MND listed Amoy and two nearby locations as primary targets and the rest as 

secondary.23 The Contingency War Plan could be categorized as war plans with limited 

aims, and the plans would only be carried out after the PLA made the first strike. Now, the 

question is why didn’t the nationalist government adopt the Contingency Plan during the 

Shelling Crisis of 1958? As I mentioned earlier, the primary target was Amoy and other two 

locations nearby. Then, Quemoy was the most ideal place or even the only feasible place to 

carry out the counterattack for its short distance to Amoy. Since the nationalist forces 

stationed on Quemoy were suppressed under heavy PLA artillery fire, they could barely 

secure the defensive posture but certainly could not carry out the offensive. Therefore, the 

blunder of the Contingency Plan was to select Amoy as one of the primary targets and let 

Quemoy be the forward operating base for the counterattack. Put differently, the MND 

considered Amoy as an ideal target without thinking from the opposite perspective that 

Quemoy was also an ideal target for the PLA. The thinking was never corrected. After the 

arrival of six M-55 8-inch self-propelled howitzers in September, borrowed from the U.S. 

Marine Corps stationed in Okinawa, a few PLA’s artillery positions were destroyed by the 

big guns. The devastating power of the 8-inch guns may have given President Chiang the 

idea that the PLA’s artillery forces could not suppress the nationalist forces on Quemoy and 

they were destructible. After the shelling crisis, Chiang’s instruction switched from adopting 

the tit-for-tat tactics to using future PLA’s first strike as an excuse for the starting of a 
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counter-offensive. Another reason that the nationalist forces did not carry out the 

Contingency Plan was because the PLA did not occupy any island under the GRC control. 

After all, the crisis that started on August 23, 1958 was all about shelling, but not invasion. 

Therefore, there was no prepared plan to respond to the PLA artillery action. 

Since the United States had constrained the nationalist government’s idea to resort to 

arms, Chiang had no other options but to do it alone. However, the preparation was 

unsuccessful and the D-Day was postponed to 1958.24 In addition to the Chungshing Plan 

that aimed at attacking Amoy, Chiang instructed Defense Minister Yu on September 29 to 

complete within 10 months other plans to attack places such as Swatow, Tungshan Island, 

and Foochow as the top priority.25 The instruction also revealed that the attacking forces 

should defend the perimeter after an amphibious landing. This was quite different from the 

previous “hit-and-run” tactics during the alignment period.  

While the nationalist forces were busy preparing for a counter-offensive, Chiang was 

also working on his part. For example, Chiang outlined the draft of presidential resignation 

so that he could get rid of routine business as president and concentrate on a counter-

offensive. Chiang considered that the recovering of mainland China would be in vain if he 

relied solely on foreign assistance or international situation. The only way to recover China 

should come from Chiang’s proactive action, which had proved to be successful in the past 

events such as the Northern Expedition to eliminate warlords (1926-28), counter-insurgency 

against Chinese communist bandits (1932-35), China’s resistance against Japan during World 

War II (1937-1945), and the suppression of the communist rebellion (1945-49).26 

Remember, Chiang had a similar consideration of not relying on foreign assistance for a 

counter-offensive in 1953 before the end of the Korean War. The difference is that Chiang 
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was more confident this time. Chiang also came up with the idea to request that the U.S. 

government review the circumstances of a counter-offensive so as to revise its policy toward 

the ROC. To be specific, Chiang had two hopes: 1) The United States would not interfere 

with the nationalist forces’ official military actions counterattacking the mainland; 2) The 

U.S. government would do whatever it takes to provide naval transportation and logistic 

support for a counter-offensive, except sending U.S. troops to join ground combat.27 In late 

1957, Chiang considered to rescind the exchange of notes attached to the Mutual Defense 

Treaty or even suspend the treaty per se. Chiang’s reasoning was that terminating the treaty 

would lead to the Soviet Union’s invasion of Taiwan and, consequently, the breach of the 

U.S. defense line in the Western Pacific. Then, the United States could not avoid a war with 

the Soviet Union. Chiang, however, mentioned specifically that his idea was not to create a 

condition for the onset of war between the two superpowers, but to use the possible 

consequences as a means in exchange for the U.S. non-interference in the nationalist 

government’s counter-offensive.28 Again, this was Chiang’s own reasoning and he did not 

actually attempt to revise the treaty or even suspend it.   

In early 1958, President Chiang authorized two plans, Chienchan (prospect) and Leiting 

(thunderbolt), to strengthen the firepower and mobility of the nationalist army utilizing U.S. 

military aid.29 Through the efforts of Defense Minister Yu, the weapons that the nationalist 

forces failed to acquire in the Kai Plan were to some extent obtained in these two plans. Yu’s 

reasoning was simple: The United States did not need to spare efforts to help defend Taiwan 

if the nationalist government could defend herself. One way was to provide the nationalist 

government with sufficient weapons. It turned out that the U.S. side did not provide 

additional weapons, but enhanced the quality of weapons through replacing the outdated 
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ones. In this way, the quality of the weapons under the nationalist forces’ possession was 

greatly enhanced.30  

While the ROC side was preparing for a counter-offensive, the PRC side suddenly 

launched the shelling of Quemoy on August 23, 1958. The shelling lasted for 47 days but did 

not incur devastating damage to Quemoy since military compounds on the island had already 

moved underground with fortification. After the shelling incident, Secretary of State Dulles 

flew to Taipei and met with President Chiang. A joint communiqué was released on October 

23 stating that the ROC would not recover mainland China through the use of force. The 

communiqué was issued in both English and Mandarin. The only discrepancy was that the 

recovery of China should be based on Dr. Sun Yat-sen’s Three People’s Principles and “not 

the use of force” in the English version, but “not the reliance on the use of force” in the 

Mandarin version.31 In his diary, however, Chiang fiercely criticized Foreign Minister Yeh 

for making the wrong translation in the English version of the joint communiqué.32 

Even though President Chiang had the idea in September 1957 to soon take the initiative 

in a counter-offensive without relying on foreign assistance, or the U.S. assistance to be 

exact, his determination faltered in November 1958. Chiang considered that timing and 

international situation were still important to the launching of a counter-offensive even after 

the nationalist forces were combat ready. Chiang outlined favorable scenarios such as an 

unavoidable war between the United States and Soviet Union due to arms race; sudden death 

of Mao Zedong; internal insurgency in mainland China against the Chinese communists; or 

the PLA’s surprise attack on Quemoy and Matsu. Therefore, Chiang postponed again the 

launch of a counter-offensive to sometime after October 1959.33  
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Two months later, President Chiang became enthusiastic again about the recovery of 

mainland China and he even set the D-Day as September 25, 1959.34 For that matter, Chiang 

decided to adopt the Wuhan Plan35 as the priority of 1959. One huge difference between the 

counter-offensive planning for 1959 and the previous ones was the emphasis on airdrop of 

intelligence operatives on China to create sabotage and chaos before the onset of major 

military actions. The idea was not new, but it was the first time to be stressed in a counter-

offensive strategy.36  

Airdrop was the spirit of the Wuhan Plan, and the subsequent military action was stated 

in the Kaishuan (triumph) Plan.37 Chiang, however, was still trapped by the dilemma: on one 

hand, the United States would not acquiesce on the nationalist government’s counter-

offensive; on the other hand, it would be hopeless to recover mainland China if the 

nationalist government must seek U.S. consent in advance.38 Chiang outlined four reasons 

explaining why he had not given the order so far to launch a counter-offensive: 1) To wait for 

the onset of the Third World War; 2) To allow more time for the U.S. government to realize 

the correctness of a counter-offensive; 3) To substantiate the capabilities for such military 

action; 4) To wait for major confrontation between the Chinese public and the ruling Chinese 

Communist Party. Since the first two factors were unable to materialize while the latter two 

had increased their effectiveness, Chiang decided that he should no longer wait.39 The 

problem was how?  

Since Chiang was determined to conduct a counter-offensive, he ordered that aged 

soldiers could not retire freely as they did in the past to maintain the quality of manpower in 

the nationalist forces.40 After the Tibetan uprising failed in March, Chiang’s belief was 

further strengthened that sabotage must be carried out before formal military actions and not 
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the other way around.41 In the meeting with U.S. Assistant Secretary of State James Parsons, 

President Chiang mentioned that he would abide by the mutual defense treaty and consult 

with the U.S. government regarding formal military actions against China. Chiang added, 

however, that he hoped the United States would not restrict informal, guerrilla actions to be 

operated in China.42  

The biggest potential problem of the Wuhan Plan was the number of parachutes. Chiang 

had high hopes on paratroopers for years, but parachutes had been a problem since they could 

not be manufactured in Taiwan and must be imported from the United States. As General Hu, 

commander of the raid on Tungshan in July 1953, recalled, the main reason that the 

nationalist government agreed to launch the raid was to receive 3,000 U.S. parachutes in 

return for free. In 1959, Taiwan had roughly 10,000 parachutes. Since parachutes were non-

recyclable behind enemy lines, those to be used in the Wuhan Plan cannot be used in the 

subsequent Kaishuan Plan. Therefore, Chiang decided that the Wuhan Plan must only be 

launched after parachutes became abundant.43 Chiang especially mentioned that it would be 

highly unfeasible to carry out military actions before uprisings against the Chinese 

communists became prevalent in southern provinces of China.44 On June 6, the U.S. 

government submitted a preliminary cooperation plan to the nationalist government 

regarding airdrop of special forces in southern China. Even though President Chiang felt 

surprised about the U.S. plan, he was not glad about it since he considered that the U.S. 

policy toward the nationalist government had been inconsistent and could change anytime.45 

To fight a winnable war was still Chiang’s belief and he, hence, remarked that the nationalist 

forces could wait for another five to ten years to recover the mainland if conditions did not 

meet.46 
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After postponing the launch of a counter-offensive time and time again, the year of 1960 

was set by President Chiang as the finishing year of the planning for a counter-offensive and 

the starting year for its implementation.47 The D-day was among three possible dates, June 9, 

September 10, or October 10.48 The use of paratroopers was still highly likely, and two 

waves were designed. The first wave was to airdrop paratroopers in the eastern part of 

Shantung Peninsula; the second wave aimed at sending paratroopers to southwestern China, 

specifically the mountainous area surrounded by Pichieh City (in Kueichou Province), Ipin 

City (in Sichuan Province), and Tengchun City (in Yunnan Province).  

Since it was a long distance to transport paratroopers from Taiwan to southwestern 

China, an overseas base was highly desirable. After the domestic situation became unstable 

in Laos, Chiang considered it a great chance to cooperate with Laotian General Nosavan 

Phoumi and to use Laos as a forward operating base to counterattack the southwestern part of 

China. In Chiang’s thinking, the turmoil of Asia would inevitably start from Laos and spread 

to Vietnam, Cambodia, Thailand, and Burma. This is the beginning of the Yehlong (wild 

dragon) Plan and the opportunity for a counter-offensive as well as the recovery of China.49 

However, U.S. Ambassador Everett Drumright pressured President Chiang to retreat the 

nationalist forces from Laos so as to reduce potential tensions in the area.50   

 In April 1961, the Kuokuang (national glory) Operation Office was established and it 

began the planning for the Kuokuang Plan that incorporated the extant plans into new ones. 

The Kuokuang Plan proceeded without informing the United States. In late 1961, President 

Chiang had in mind a clearer sequence of counter-offensive operations. The strategy was to 

use air strike first, followed by airdrops of special forces, and the starting of amphibious 

warfare to occupy beachheads. Regular forces should come in the last to conduct major 
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battles. Several plans were designed accordingly. The Hsinchou51Plan was designed for the 

airdrops in the coastal area of Fukien and Kwangtung. The Kuanghua (Chinese glory) Plan 

dealt with amphibious attacks, and the Kaishuan Plan aimed at ground combat in the inner 

land.52         

Chiang’s guidelines regarding a counter-offensive in the yearly plan of 1962 are as 

follows: 1) Avoid anything that would jeopardize or embarrass the U.S. government; 2) 

Avoid dragging the United States into the Chinese civil war; 3) To avoid compromising or 

endangering the defense of Taiwan and Penghu.53 On Jan 3, 1962, Chiang assembled his 

thinking over the past five years regarding strategies to deal with the United States so as to 

reduce the U.S. opposition against a counter-offensive and shared with his staff. Then, 

President Chiang decided to let his son, Chiang Ching-kuo, talk to Ray Cline, CIA Taipei 

Station Chief, about a counter-offensive first.54 In the meeting with Chiang Ching-kuo, Cline 

suggested that it would be better to consult the USG in advance regarding a counter-offensive 

since U.S. sympathy was crucial. President Chiang took Cline’s point and received him on 

Jan 24.55 

 On February 23, William Bundy, U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

International Security Affairs, accompanied by Cline, paid a visit to President Chiang. 

During the visit, Bundy stressed the U.S. interest of not getting involved in the military 

activities of a counter-offensive.56 Cline revealed to Chiang the next day after the meeting 

that: 1) It would be fruitful for Chiang to visit Washington since he had several viewpoints 

that were unforeseen by U.S. officials; 2) The chance of winning a counter-offensive is 50 

percent if the GRC could reach a consensus with the USG; unilateral military actions would 

lead to a much lower probability of winning. However, Cline’s second point was deemed by 
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President Chiang as lacking the willingness on the U.S. side to provide assistance.57 After 

Bundy’s visit, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs Averell Harriman 

made a trip to Taiwan in mid-March and requested that a counter-offensive must first seek 

U.S. consent; otherwise, the mutual-defense treaty would become ineffective. In response, 

President Chiang promised that the GRC would definitely carry out its duties in the treaty.58 

 Before Ray Cline returned to Washington March 22 for a duty report, he met with 

President Chiang and made three suggestions. Cline made it clear that the suggestions were 

of his own. The suggestions were: 1) Airdrop be carried out first to create anti-communist 

revolution; 2) Amphibious landing and formal warfare be conducted after anti-communist 

revolution developed to a certain scale; 3) The U.S. government would provide clandestine 

support in economy, finance, and logistics after the onset of formal war. President Chiang 

didn’t take Cline’s words for it and considered that the U.S. government was merely delaying 

the launching of a counter-offensive so as to postpone it infinitely.59 

 Cline returned to Taiwan on April 3 and was received by President Chiang. Cline 

brought back a “Seven-Point Plan” without President John F. Kennedy’s endorsement on it in 

order to leave no record. The most important item in the plan was the U.S. promise to 

provide two C-123 aircraft, and the first one would be delivered in October.60 The “Seven-

Point Plan” confirmed President Chiang’s belief that the United States was using the 

delaying tactics, and he was certain that the outcome would eventually become a failure.61 It 

is important to point out that there was a famine on the mainland at that time.62 Autumn is in 

general the harvest season, which could determine the outcome of a counter-offensive, if 

launched. That is to say, if there was a good harvest, the domestic situation on the mainland 

could remain stable and the chances of inducing public support among the Chinese people for 
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a counter-offensive were slim. On the contrary, a bad harvest could lead to uprisings in China 

against the CCP and support for the KMT’s returning to the mainland. Unable to forecast 

what the harvest would be, Chiang’s strategy was to launch a counter-offensive before the 

harvest disregard whether it was a good one or not. Hence, the delivery of the C-123 planes 

in October delayed Chiang’s timeline.  

On April 19, Cline proposed a “Four-Point Plan” as the basis for negotiation with the 

GRC. The “Four-Point Plan” was highly identical to the “Seven-Point Plan,” with two 

exceptions: 1) The number of C-123 planes was increased from two to five; 2) The 

establishment of a task force, the 420 Committee, composed of personnel from both the USG 

and GRC, to decide on the details and timing to launch formal warfare after anti-communist 

revolution achieved some progress. In order to obtain the additional three C-123 airplanes, 

President Chiang agreed to the Four-Point Plan to establish the 420 Committee, but he also 

proposed a short wish list including 16 B-57 bombers and 70-100 thousand tons of Landing 

Ship, Tank (LST).63 

In May, Chiang pressed on and the United States exerted more constraints. The U.S. 

Department of State detained rubber boats and communication equipment purchased by the 

GRC by not issuing exporting certificates after the GRC passed the legislation of defense tax 

without notifying the U.S. government in advance. On June 5, however, CIA Director John 

McCone met with President Chiang in Taipei and confirmed the delivery of the five C-123 

planes. In return, Chiang promised that the first airdrop in large quantity would be carried out 

after consent from the White House was acquired.64 However, everything was not the same 

in September. On September 6, U.S. Ambassador Alan Kirk met with President Chiang and 

relayed the rejection of all mid-range bombers as well as the landing vessels. Kirk also 
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reduced the number of C-123 planes from five to the original two. President Chiang was 

especially furious since Kirk threatened to terminate U.S. assistance if the terms were not 

agreed upon.65  

 Since the United States had been trying to delay the GRC’s military action against 

mainland China, Chiang deemed it inevitable to carry out a counter-offensive unilaterally. 

The bottom line was to inform the United States in advance, whether a few months or just a 

couple days beforehand.66 Chiang prepared two reactions to possible U.S. opposition: 1) 

Such opposition interfered with the sovereignty of the Republic of China and contradicted 

the morality of the United States to assist an ally. 2) Such opposition constrained the GRC 

duty to liberate its people from slavery and violated the founding spirit of the United States in 

terms of human rights and freedom.67  

 President Chiang thought that he understood the reason behind U.S. opposition: the 

United States was afraid that the nationalist government would lose in a counter-offensive 

and subsequently the island of Taiwan. Then, a strong post in the Western Pacific would be 

occupied by China, which also meant to be occupied by the Soviet Union. Consequently, the 

Third World War would be unavoidable. In order to prevent the worst-case scenario from 

happening, the United States must try every means possible to impede a counter-offensive 

against China.68  

 Fearing that the nationalist forces might carry out unilateral military actions against 

mainland China, the U.S. Department of State ordered the MAAG in February 1963 to stop 

supplying fuels of all kinds.69 In addition, airdrop of more than 200 personnel on mainland 
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China still needed approval from the White House, while airdrop of a much smaller scale as 

20 personnel only required approval from the CIA.70  

 President Kennedy replied to President Chiang in a letter in April explicitly pointing out 

that he currently could not agree to a counter-offensive. Consequently, President Chiang 

considered it unnecessary to hold back any more. He had in mind a new sequence of military 

operations: 1) To lure the Chinese communists and let the PLA start the shelling; 2) To begin 

dog fights and air strikes for two days; 3) To start amphibious landing roughly seven to ten 

days after the beginning of the shelling. It was Chiang’s intention to use the 7-10 days’ time 

span to test the U.S. attitude and the PLA’s advantages as well as disadvantages. Then, 

Chiang would decide the next move.71 

 In June, several guerrilla actions were carried out in coastal cities of Fukien and 

Kwangtung Provinces. The U.S. government, however, had not gone easy on preventing the 

onset of a counter-offensive.72 Due to U.S. interference, Chiang set guerrilla warfare as the 

tentative priority. Chiang considered that revolutionary plans against China must be 

proactive, constant, and effective; what mattered was not one large-scale amphibious 

counter-offensive, but effectiveness in either airdrop or sea raid.73 On September 12, Chiang 

Ching-kuo, Minister without Portfolio of the Executive Yuan, had a meeting with President 

Kennedy at the White House. What President Chiang learned from the meeting between his 

elder son and President Kennedy was that the United States did not support GRC’s counter-

offensive in the coming year so as to avoid World War III.74  

 After seriously planned and trained for a counter-offensive for years without taking real 

actions, a mutiny happened in January 1964 but was immediately put down.75 On May 28, 
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the U.S. State Department announced that economic assistance would terminate starting July 

1965. This was considered by Chiang as using recent years’ high economic performance as 

an excuse to prevent the onset of a counter-offensive.76  

 Since both parties were obliged to comply with the mutual defense treaty between GRC 

and USG, Chiang considered again in June 1964 whether to abolish the treaty. In his mind, 

the United States would not first propose to abolish the treaty so as to maintain its interests in 

Taiwan. Moreover, the United States can use the treaty to interfere with a counter-

offensive.77 Even though the United States can give up the Chinese mainland, it cannot give 

up Taiwan and Penghu in order to protect the completeness of the first island chain in the 

Western Pacific. Thus, Chiang felt that he shall not feel petrified or humiliated when 

threatened by the United States.78 

 In fact, President Chiang was determined in the beginning of 1964 to carry out a 

counter-offensive in mid-1964. However, the United States started to assist South Vietnam in 

taking out Vietnamese communists in May and June and the move was viewed by Chiang as 

an increase in the U.S. willingness to wage a war against China. President Chiang, therefore, 

believed that it was better to wait and see the development of upcoming confrontation 

between China and the United States. Moreover, the struggle between Chairman Mao of PRC 

and Premier Nikita Khrushchev of USSR was getting worse in June-July of the same year. 

Both factors made Chiang postpone a counter-offensive, which was later considered by him 

the worst decision of the year.79  

In the beginning of 1965, President Chiang considered it the last year to conduct a 

counter-offensive. In his estimate, the PLA might be slightly superior in terms of material 
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capabilities and human resources, but the nationalist forces could have 60 percent chances of 

winning if they adopted proactive offensive.80 On May 1, Chiang ordered to enter into 

wartime status. On the same day, a nationalist navy vessel was beleaguered by China’s 

torpedo boats near Peishuan Islet, east of the Fukien Province. In the combat, four Chinese 

torpedo boats were sunk and the combat was considered by Chiang as an indication of PLA’s 

low morale and an auspicious omen for a counter-offensive.81 In the beginning of July, 

Chiang made a decision on the date of the D-Day and ordered the Ministry of National 

Defense and headquarters of the three-armed forces to complete war preparedness 

accordingly.82 At this critical moment, there came the bad news – Ray Cline relayed the 

message that the United States was still opposed to a counter-offensive same as three years 

ago. Hence, any U.S. understanding or sympathy toward a counter-offensive became castles 

in the air.83 However, the last straw that crushed the camel’s back was the PLA’s ambush 

that sunk two nationalist navy’s vessels (Changchiang and Chienmen) on August 6 that killed 

more than 170 ROC Navy sailors onboard. This incident was a critical blow to the morale of 

navy personnel and the nationalist forces as a whole in the eve of a counter-offensive. Even 

though Chiang had the concern that the incident might have negative impacts on the morale 

of the nationalist forces, he was at that time still determined to launch a counter-offensive.84 

However, after a thorough consideration during his vacation three weeks later, Chiang 

decided to wait and see the development of the Vietnam War that had dragged the United 

States into a war with the Vietnamese communists before he officially started a counter-

offensive.85 On November 14, the nationalist navy lost another ship (Linhuai) with 80 sailors 

onboard in an offshore combat and increased President Chiang’s worries.86 It is generally 

viewed that President Chiang’s determination of a counter-offensive started to decline 
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sharply after these military setbacks.87 In his year-end review, Chiang noted that the incident 

on August 6 was a critical factor that led to the postponing of a counter-offensive.88  

Chiang, however, had not totally given up the idea of counter-attacking mainland China. 

He had two options at hand: the nationalist forces would counterattack Kwangtung and 

Kwangsi should the United States provide assistance; the nationalist forces would 

counterattack Amoy and its vicinity without U.S. assistance.89 Chiang’s strategy had a close 

connection to Defense Minister Chiang Ching-kuo’s U.S. visit in 1965. On September 22, 

1965, Chiang had a meeting with Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara at the Pentagon 

and Chiang promoted the Great Torch-5 Plan. The plan was an attempt to foray attack on five 

provinces in southwestern China (Kwangtung, Kwangsi, Yunnan, Kweichow, and Sichuan) 

with support from the U.S. Air Force and Navy, but not the Army. While waiting for the U.S. 

response, Chiang learned from Arthur Schlesinger’s work on the Bay of Pigs the correlation 

between providing military assistance and joining the war. However, Chiang considered that 

the case of China was different from that of Cuba since the GRC was an official government 

and its leader was supported by the Chinese people.90 Therefore, Chiang did not blame 

President Johnson for hesitating to provide assistance for a counter-offensive. However, 

Chiang also had the feeling that it would be extremely difficult for Johnson to provide 

assistance for a counter-offensive after seeing the U.S. domestic resistance regarding the 

bombing of North Vietnam.91 On January 24, 1966, U.S. Chargé d'affaires Arthur Hummel 

relayed the U.S. rejection to the GT-5 Plan to Defense Minister Chiang92 Even though 

President Chiang considered that the possibility for U.S. assistance was extremely low, his 

confidence was surprisingly high. He even considered that nobody, except him, could be in 

charge of resolving the perils of communism and the Vietnam War.93 Since January 1966, 
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the United States had not shown any interest in a counter-offensive and what President 

Chiang could do was wait for the right time to come. The last blow that led to Chiang’s 

decision of giving up the recovery of the mainland may be President Lyndon Johnson’s 

opposition to a counter-offensive, relayed by Ambassador Walter McConaughy on March 17, 

1967.94 Three months later, a conference on the development of Taiwan’s economy was held 

in Taipei. The theme of the conference was the direction of Taiwan’s economy after the 

termination of U.S. aid.95 The timing of the conference is interesting. U.S. aid to Taiwan 

ended in July 1965, but the GRC waited almost two years to react. There could be two 

explanations: 1) The holding of the conference indicated that the generalissimo gave up the 

ambition of recovering the mainland; 2) President Chiang Kai-shek attempted to use the 

conference as a means to understand the extent to which Taiwan’s economy could support a 

nuclear program.   

On December 26, 1967, President Chiang received Wu Ta-yu, Chairman of Scientific 

Development Guidance Committee, National Security Council, Executive Yuan and had a 

discussion with him on the possible expenditure of scientific development and national 

budget. In the meeting, Chiang gave the order to appropriate three percent to five percent of 

the national budget of 1968, not to exceed NT$ one billion, for scientific development.96 On 

December 31, Chiang received Wu again and promised that the government would 

appropriate US$ 300 million for a ten-year scientific construction project.97 The two orders 

marked the end of a counter-offensive. Chapter 5 will unveil the contents of the “scientific 

development” or “scientific construction.”  

 

The Effect of Alliance Politics 
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 It is apparent that forming an alliance between the nationalist government and the 

United States had a tremendous effect on President Chiang. More importantly, the United 

States exerted extended-immediate deterrence twice (1954-55 and 1958) during this period 

and maintained security guarantees for the ROC. After the signing of the U.S.-ROC Mutual 

Defense Treaty on December 3, 1954, the relations between both parties moved to the status 

of alliance. Not knowing the extent to which the United States would provide security 

assurances, the PLA launched the attack on the Yichiangshan Islet and occupied the islet in 

January 1955. The loss of the islet and the subsequent evacuation of the Tachen Islands one 

month later were major military setbacks for the nationalist government. The loss of the 

islands was not only a blow to the morale of the nationalist forces, but also a revelation of the 

reality of a sharp contrast of military strengths between the PLA and the nationalist forces. If 

the nationalist forces could not even protect offshore islands, the possibility of conducting a 

counter-offensive was minimal. After the ratifications of the mutual defense treaty were 

exchanged in Taipei in March 1955, Chiang felt secured and considered that a counter-

offensive was still promising. Remember, however, more than one battalion of the nationalist 

forces were annihilated on an islet off the Chinese coastline two months prior. Put 

differently, Chiang did not rest assured after the signing of the mutual defense treaty in 

December 1954. The defensive thinking of Chiang was overturned after March 1955. 

Even though Chiang’s willingness to retrieve mainland China remained to be steadfast 

from March 1955 onward, the nationalist forces were not ready to launch a counter-

offensive. Hence, enhancing war preparedness had been of top priority since 1955. It was 

until September 1957 that Chiang started to consider seriously strategies for a counter-

offensive after seeing cases of turmoil in mainland China. Even though the increase of 
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Chiang’s willingness to launch a counter-offensive followed immediately the domestic unrest 

in the PRC, he may not have become so determined without feeling insecured after the U.S. 

successfully deterred the PLA from escalating the militarized conflict and the signing and 

ratification of the mutual defense treaty.  

In the meantime, alliance politics played a constraining role in the planning for the 

large-scale military action against mainland China. Three months later, Chiang considered to 

rescind the exchange of notes from the mutual defense treaty. Why did Chiang come up with 

the idea to rescind the exchange of notes? Remember, the attribute of the mutual defense 

treaty was defensive in nature. The exchange of notes further constrained the deploying, 

maneuvering, and using forces which were established through the collaboration of both 

countries while honoring the nationalist government’s right of self-defense.98 Wellington 

Koo, ROC Ambassador to the United States, warned President Chiang in advance about the 

negative effect of the exchange of notes on future counter-offensive, but Chiang responded 

that the nationalist government was in urgent need of the treaty and could not help but accept 

the terms.99 Before long, Chiang realized the constraining power of the exchange of notes. 

For example, Chiang proposed that the nationalist air force devastate newly-constructed air 

fields along the Chinese coast after communist fighter jets were deployed in large quantity, 

but the proposal was turned down by the MAAG.100 For another example, the MAAG 

protested against the nationalist government for the shelling of PRC-occupied Tatuen Islet by 

the nationalist army deployed on Quemoy in November 1955. The reason for the shelling 

was due to the ongoing construction attempting to connect Tatuen Islet and the mainland. 

Once the construction was completed, the PLA’s artillery positions could move closer to 

Quemoy and completely cover the island with barrage. To some extent the shelling 
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conducted by the nationalist forces was a means of pre-emptive strike, not an action of self-

defense, and deemed by the MAAG as an offensive action prohibited by the exchange of 

notes of the mutual defense treaty.101  

If these low-intensity military actions could generate moderate U.S. opposition, one 

could infer that a counter-offensive of a much greater scale could lead to much stronger U.S. 

demarche. Admiral Radford revealed the connection to President Chiang: Since the 

nationalist forces were not capable of unilaterally counterattacking the mainland, any military 

action of this sort must have received military assistance from the United States. More 

importantly, such military action could be viewed by other countries as having been advised 

by the United States. Then, the United States must do everything possible to prevent the 

nationalist forces from taking reckless actions that would lead to any suspicion of U.S. 

involvement.102 Chiang had considered to rescind the appendix of the mutual defense treaty 

in order to get rid of the shackle. If there was still U.S. opposition to the use of force by the 

nationalist government, Chiang even considered abolishing the mutual defense treaty. Hence, 

the establishment of the Chungshing Processing Office in July 1957 was an attempt to get rid 

of previous planning of cooperating with the United States in a counter-offensive, and to 

prepare counterattacking the Chinese communists independently. 

It is fair to say that forming an alliance with the United States in 1954 was out of 

Chiang’s security needs even being reminded in advance about possible negative effects the 

mutual defense treaty may bring. After the U.S. side started to constrain the nationalist forces 

in small-scale military actions against the PLA, Chiang did not immediately come up with 

the idea to rescind the exchange of notes or even abolish the mutual defense treaty. Even 

though there were conflict of interest between the nationalist government and U.S. 
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government, they were tolerable. It was after the emergence of unrest in mainland China that 

Chiang considered it a window of opportunity to launch a counter-offensive and he began 

considering to get rid of the shackle attached to the mutual defense treaty. However, these 

were Chiang’s personal reasoning and considerations and he had never attempted to abolish 

either the mutual defense treaty per se or its appendix. In another meeting with President 

Chiang, Admiral Radford frankly revealed that the United States did not have a blueprint to 

deal with the worst-case scenario of a counter-offensive.103 That is to say, if Chiang 

launched a counter-offensive during 1957-58, he could have caught the United States off 

guard. A contingency occurred right in time and did the United States a favor. 

 The exchange of notes attached to the mutual defense treaty reduced the freedom of the 

nationalist government; the USA-ROC joint communiqué released after the 1958 shelling 

crisis further limited possible options of the nationalist government in its bid to recover 

mainland China. After the Quemoy shelling crisis in August 1958, Secretary of State Dulles 

had meetings with President Chiang in Taipei and they issued afterward a joint communiqué 

which stated that the major principles of the nationalist government to retrieve the mainland 

were the Three People’s Principles but not the use of force. This furthered limited policy 

options of the nationalist government since several media on the island and foreign focused 

on no use of force by the ROC.104 Recall, however, Chiang changed his military thinking in 

August 1955 that reduced 100 percent of military action to only 30 percent of it in the 

aspiration of retrieving the Chinese mainland. The 1958 Joint Communiqué was another 

example of exerting U.S. constraint on the nationalist government, but it should not be 

viewed as Chiang’s succumbing to Dulles’ demand since the counter-offensive strategy was 

already changed before the shelling crisis. Moreover, the wording in the English version of 
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the joint communiqué was different from Chiang’s idea stated in the Mandarin version. The 

effect of the joint communiqué was revealed in putting the Wuhan Plan of airdropping as the 

top priority of 1959. In other words, the policy of shifting the ratio of political vs. military 

means was finalized after the release of the 1958 joint communiqué even though it was first 

proposed in 1955. Objectively, Chiang attempted to accommodate the U.S. interests 

proposed by Dulles and set guerrilla warfare as the top priority of a counter-offensive in 

order to ease the U.S. concern. 

 The second U.S. extended-immediate deterrence in this period occurred during the 

shelling crisis of Quemoy in 1958. Again, the United States successfully deterred the PLA in 

this precursory conflict and provided again security assurances for Chiang. The security 

assurances in 1954-55 led to the initiation of the Chungshing Plan in 1957, and the security 

assurances in 1958 led to the establishment of the Kuokuang Plan in 1961.  

Even though U.S. constraints continued, Chiang did not easily give up the willingness to 

launch a counter-offensive and resulted in stronger U.S. opposition. Unlike the alignment 

period in 1953 when Chiang was easily dissuaded from taking military actions against 

Mainland China, Chiang resisted more U.S. pressure in the alliance period from 1962 

onward. The USG used the delaying tactics to impede the GRC’s timeline of a counter-

offensive, and Chiang sensed it. The issue on the supply of C-123 transport aircraft and the 

establishment of the Sino-U.S. collaboration (initially the 420 Committee and was later 

renamed as the Blue Lion Committee) on airdrop of special forces effectively delayed 

Chiang’s timeline by six months. Since the recovering of the Chinese mainland had been 

Chiang’s ambition to achieve as well as the shame to remove, Chiang pressed ahead with the 

Kuokuang Plan. After knowing that the delaying tactics were ineffective, the U.S. State 
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Department tried several means to stop a counter-offensive. For example, U.S. Ambassador 

Kirk threatened in September 1962 to terminate economic aid. The U.S. State Department 

demanded in February 1963 that the MAAG stop fuel supplies to the GRC; it also announced 

in May 1964 that economic assistance to be terminated starting July 1965. President 

Kennedy’s opposition in September 1963 to a counter-offensive did not stop President 

Chiang from recovering the Chinese mainland; President Johnson’s rejection to the GT-5 

Plan in January 1966 to recover the five provinces in southwestern China and the rejection in 

March 1967 of launching military actions against China marked the end of President 

Chiang’s long-lasting ambition of conducting a counter-offensive. 

 

The Effect of Presidential Tenure  

 

Now, let me turn to the effect of presidential tenure from 1954 to 1960. The serious 

infighting initially between Governor Wu and Premier Chen and later between Wu and 

Chiang Ching-kuo ended in 1953, prior to President Chiang’s winning the re-election in 

1954. Chiang was, hence, able to concentrate only on General Sun. In 1954, Chiang began 

the process of removing Sun from power. The first step was to relieve Sun of the 

Commander-in-Chief of the nationalist Army and appoint Sun as the aide-de-camp to the 

president. Chiang announced the decision on June 24, 1954, after winning the second term of 

office.105 The original design of an aide-de-camp in the ROC constitution was to provide 

professional opinions to the president who was not required to have a military background. 

Since President Chiang had been involved in the military affairs for decades, the importance 

of an aide-de-camp was minimal. Therefore, being assigned as an aide-de-camp was by no 

means a promotion. In 1955, Chiang was finally able to rid Sun of his U.S. connections using 
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the forged plot of a coup d'état. Chiang did not order to fabricate the forger, he only learned 

about the attempted coup from Chiang Ching-kuo as head of the national intelligence.106 

That is to say, even though President Chiang was highly desired to remove the biggest threat 

to his power, he did not orchestrate the incident. A nine-person commission was formed 

following Chiang’s order to investigate into the matter, but the conclusion supportive of the 

coup was made without the unanimous consent of the commission members.107 

Concurrently, the Judicial Yuan assigned a five-person investigative commission which 

made a different conclusion than that of the nine-person commission in its final report but 

was locked in the safe. Chiang himself did consider the backlash from the United States in 

terms of accusing Sun for the coup. Since the accusation was based on hard evidence, Chiang 

considered that the United States would not interfere with the ROC domestic affairs.108 

Eventually, Sun did not face execution nor had he spent the rest of his life behind the bars, 

but he was put under house arrest for 33 years.109 

Even after winning the 1954 election, Chiang was still unsure that he could launch a 

counter-offensive during his second term of office from 1954 to 1960 since the preparation 

for the large-scale military action was still not ready. It was most suitable for Chiang’s 

successor to be a military strongman to lead a counter-offensive. In that vein, Vice President 

and Premier Chen, a mighty figure highly respected by the politicians as well as the military, 

was chosen by Chiang to accomplish the unfinished task. In July 1957, Chen was assigned to 

head the Chungshing Office which was responsible for initiating plans for a unilateral 

counter-offensive. That is to say, Chiang did not have the idea in 1957 to run for the third 

term when he made the appointment. Consider Chiang’s reiteration of not running for the 

third presidency in meetings with Chen and other close aides, it is reasonable to assume that 
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Chen considered himself to also be Chiang’s successor in terms of presidency. Therefore, 

Chiang’s abrupt decision to run for the third term infuriated Chen.110 In his private 

conversation with General Peng Meng-chi, Chen remarked that a counter-offensive was an 

impossible mission.111 One way to interpret Chen’s remarks is to understand his frustrations 

after being denied both the opportunities to succeed to the presidency as well as the 

commander of a counter-offensive.   

 Another evidence of the presidential tenure effect on Chiang’s planning for a counter-

offensive was the idea of announcing a fake resignation from presidential duty. It would be a 

surprise if Chiang really ended his tenure two-and-a-half years early; Chiang wanted to use 

the surprise as a niche conducive to a counter-offensive. The planned resignation served two 

purposes: to test the responses from the United States as well as China. Chiang expected to 

see possible changes in the U.S. policy toward the ROC, and the PLA’s possible use of force 

against Taiwan. If the PLA was lured by the fake resignation to carry out the first strike, the 

nationalist forces could then strike back and launch a counter-offensive accordingly with a 

good excuse. The timing of Chiang’s idea of resigning before his second-term ended was 

interesting. The idea may have been caused by criticisms from domestic liberalists, such as 

Yin Hai-kuang and Lei Zhen among others, for the unrealistic propaganda of a counter-

offensive from 1950 to 1957. The criticisms were published on Free China Journal in a 

number of issues starting August 1957.112 The rhetoric soon caught Chiang’s attention, but 

he decided not to deal with the criticisms since the turmoil in mainland China deserved more 

attention. Then, Chiang’s own idea of voluntary resignation was a strategy that could kill two 

birds with one stone. Eventually, Chiang did not take such a risky move out of the concern 

that the resignation could lead to people on the Chinese mainland giving up hope of resisting 
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the tyranny of Chinese communism.113 Even though the idea of resigning in 1957 was 

merely Chiang’s chimera, he had to seriously consider the tenure issue in 1959 since his 

second term was about to end and the presidential election was drawing near.  

Facing the maximum of two consecutive presidential terms stated in the ROC 

constitution, President Chiang’s second term was about to end leaving a counter-offensive 

not even started. Chiang’s idea was to remain as the only top commanding officer of a 

counter-offensive, but not the ROC president, in order to avoid being blamed for violating 

the constitution. The rationale in Chiang’s mindset was the same as leading the resistance 

war against the Japanese in World War II and finally won the war without being at the same 

time the chairman of the nationalist government.114  

Before the National Assembly convened on February 20, 1960, Chiang learned about 

the unreasonable requests from the delegates and was so infuriated that he announced in the 

meeting with his staff that he would definitely not run for his third term so as to avoid the 

political blackmail.115 After the National Assembly convened as scheduled, the majority of 

the delegates voiced their support for President Chiang and advocated revision of the 

constitution so as to let President Chiang run for the third term of office. Chiang, as a firm 

warden of the constitution, accepted the delegates’ good will of keeping him in the office, but 

resisted the proposal of revising the constitution. At the banquet on March 1 that entertained 

more than one hundred senior KMT members in the National Assembly, Chiang even had the 

idea of resigning immediately together with Vice President Chen since there were continuous 

calls for the revision of the constitution.116 After the banquet, Chiang paid a visit to Vice 

President Chen, who was sick and did not attend the banquet. Chiang revealed to Chen that 

he would definitely not increase the attendance fees for delegates of the National Assembly 
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when it was in session to avoid bribery. Chiang added that he would promise to increase the 

income of National Assembly delegates to the level of legislators and Control Yuan 

members.117 However, Chiang especially instructed Chen, who was also the premier, that the 

Executive Yuan not to appropriate fund to avoid bribery.118 In other words, Chiang planned 

to win the third term of presidency through cheating National Assembly delegates and letting 

Premier Chen be the scapegoat. On March 3, Chiang invited more than 1,000 KMT comrades 

in the National Assembly for a meeting in which he made public that he would run for his 

third term of office only if the KMT wanted him to do so. Chiang also announced that he 

would raise the income of National Assembly delegates to the level of legislators, but Chiang 

also declared that he was opposed to the revision of the constitution.119 In Chiang’s words, 

the attendants welcomed the announcement “wholeheartedly.”120 While income increase 

could not be achieved right away, some delegates from the National Assembly focused on 

the increase in attendance fees and sought help from Vice Premier Wang. Wang could not 

make the decision and turned to Vice President Chen for permission. Chen gave the green 

light on March 10 after reducing additional attendance fees from NT$ 4,000 to NT$ 2,000.121 

In other words, even though Chiang did not accept the political blackmail, his subordinates 

succumbed to the request and promised to pay the attendance fees. After hearing this incident 

from Chen, Chiang suffered from endless sadness such that his revolutionary dignity has 

stooped too low to recover the mainland.122 

On March 11, 1960, the National Assembly passed the first amendment of the 

Temporary Provisions Effective during the Period of National Mobilization for Suppression 

of the Communist Rebellion, which waived the constitutional constraint of two consecutive 

presidential terms. The result led to Chiang’s winning the third term of office. More 
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importantly, he could run for future presidency as many times as he wanted. After Chiang’s 

term of office was secured from 1960 onward, he started the Kuokuang Plan in 1961 in 

preparation for the launching of a counter-offensive.   

 

Conclusion 

 

Let me tease out in this section the effects of alliance politics and presidential tenure in 

the onset of non-accommodation during the period of 1955-1967. Two waves of non-

accommodation were in place: 1957-59 and 1961-67. The Chungshing Operation Office and 

Kuokuang Operation Office were established for each wave, respectively. 

At the stage of alliance, the United States was worried about being dragged into an 

unwilling war with China and, hence, put more constraints on the nationalist government. 

The mutual defense treaty between the USG and GRC in 1954 was defensive in nature. The 

U.S.-ROC Joint Communiqué issued after the shelling crisis in 1958 regarding the no use of 

force to recover mainland China further limited President Chiang’s room for maneuver. 

Since the nationalist forces were not combat ready, President Chiang did not plan to carry out 

a counter-offensive right after winning the re-election in March 1954 and the signing of 

Mutual Defense Treaty in December 1954. The Chungshing Plan that began without an 

official name in December 1956 was in accordance with Chiang’s schedule of launching a 

counter-offensive and was affected by both factors of alliance politics and presidential 

tenure. Right after the signing of the mutual defense treaty, the Yichiangshan conflict broke 

out and provided a test of U.S. determination in providing security assurances. The U.S. 

adopted extended-immediate deterrence and prevented the conflict from escalating. In 

addition, the exchange of ratifications of the mutual defense treaty served as a guarantee of 
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security from which the planning for large-scale military action against the PRC was based 

on. After which, a counter-offensive was promising for Chiang; the concern of being dragged 

into a war with the PRC increased and led to more U.S. constraints on the ROC. The effects 

of constraints were reflected in Chiang’s idea to abolish the exchange of notes attached to the 

mutual defense treaty or even the treaty itself after the drafting of the Chungshing Plan was 

in progress. Chiang’s idea also reflected an increase in his willingness to stage an attack on 

China; otherwise, he could have just lived with the status quo. U.S. constraints also led to the 

design of the nationalist forces to conduct a counter-offensive unilaterally so as to prevent 

further constraints from the U.S. side. Chiang’s idea of launching a counter-offensive was 

impeded unintentionally by the PLA’s shelling of Quemoy in August 1958. The shelling 

crisis had a direct effect on the announcement of the joint communiqué, and the joint 

communiqué caused the appearance of the Wuhan Plan. The Wuhan Plan of 1959 to utilize 

airdrop of intelligence operatives on mainland China to create sabotage and consequently 

uprising in China was cancelled due to the shortage of parachutes. Overall, the stronger ally 

was afraid of being dragged into an unwilling war and constrained the weaker ally from 

triggering a war; the weaker ally took steps toward non-accommodation after its security was 

guaranteed by the stronger ally. Throughout this period, however, there was no sign of the 

weaker ally worrying about being abandoned by the stronger ally. 

The Chungshing Plan also represented the tenure effect on Chiang. It was suitable for 

Chiang to launch a counter-offensive after winning his second term (1954-1960) since the 

limitation of two consecutive terms was stated in the constitution, which Chiang highly 

respected. The stakes, however, were so high that Chiang appointed Vice President and 

Premier Chen to head the Chingshing Operation Office as a backup plan. When the end date 
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of Chiang’s tenure drew near, it also pushed Chiang to seriously consider the launching of a 

counter-offensive. Under the circumstances, Chiang considered in September 1957 to end his 

second term early in order to carry out a counter-offensive and he planned in May 1959 to 

remain as the only commander of a counter-offensive after his tenure legally ended. After the 

National Assembly passed on March 11, 1960, the amendment that diminished the two-term 

limitation for presidency and secured Chiang’s third term of office, he decided on the same 

day three possible dates for the D-day. Hence, alliance politics and presidential tenure both 

explain the ROC’s non-accommodative behavior.  

For the second wave of non-accommodation from 1961 to 1967, the most notable 

development was the establishment of the Kuokuang Plan in 1961, which was much greater 

in scale as well as potential severity. Again, turmoil on mainland China continued providing 

an impetus for Chiang to launch a counter-offensive so as to save tens of millions of 

countrymen from slavery. Even though the idea of a unilateral counter-offensive had been 

decided since the Chungshing Plan of 1957, Chiang accepted Ray Cline’s suggestion in 1962 

to consult with the United States in advance. In Chiang’s previous consideration, he only 

intended to inform the United States short notice. After the first few rounds of interactions 

with U.S. officials, however, Chiang sensed that the U.S. side was playing delaying tactics. 

Looking back the consultations, Chiang regretted that he accepted the U.S. proposal in April 

1962 of postponing a counter-offensive for six months in order to receive C-123 transport 

planes. After years of preparation for a counter-offensive, the nationalist forces were still 

weak in transportation capabilities. President Chiang’s idea of consulting with the United 

States was to seek U.S. assistance on transporting the nationalist forces across the Taiwan 

Strait. Since the United States kept at arm’s length regarding a counter-offensive, Chiang 



128 

 

began the Tayeh Plan in 1963 to construct landing ships, mechanized (LSMs) and finished 

building more than 200 of them in 1965. Aside from the Kuokuang Plan, the GT-5 Plan in 

1965 that attempted to counterattack China in collaboration with the United States also ended 

without success.  

Unlike the U.S. clear-cut decision in early 1953 that turned down Chiang’s proposals for 

a counter-offensive, the U.S. equivocal responses to Chiang’s ambition of recovering 

mainland China since 1962 only made the conflict of interest between both sides last longer. 

In retrospect, having an alliance relationship with the United States was not advantageous for 

a counter-offensive. As Chiang’s determination for a counter-offensive increased, the United 

States also put more constraints on the ROG plan to resort to arms in its aspiration of 

recovering mainland China. The occurrence of the Kuokuang Plan could also be explained by 

the effect of presidential tenure, even though the timing took place in Chiang’s third term. 

After the clause that lifted the limitation of two-term presidency in the constitution, Chiang’s 

place was secured once and for all and he, therefore, began the new plan. The question is 

why Chiang bothered to order the MND to draft a new plan when the Chungshing Plan was 

already in place. Remember, the Chungshing Plan was drafted out of the expectation that 

there was no way to avoid the tenure limitation. Consequently, Vice President and Premier 

Chen was appointed implicitly as Chiang’s successor. After Chiang won the third term of 

presidency, the reason for Chen to head a counter-offensive ceased to exist and it was better 

to establish a new plan to resume control of the planning for a counter-offensive.  Again, 

alliance politics and presidential tenure both explain the ROC’s non-accommodative 

behavior during this period.
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Chapter 5: The Pursuit of Nuclear Weapons 

 

The period of Taiwan’s nuclear program started from the decision of President Chiang 

Kai-shek (the generalissimo hereafter) in December 1967 to appropriate funds for specific 

scientific research and led to the U.S. action to dismantle nuclear research facilities in 

Taiwan in April 1977 and, again, in January 1988. The nuclear program began by the 

generalissimo, who passed away on April 5, 1975, was continued during the terms of 

President Yen Chia-kan (1975-78) and President Chiang Ching-kuo (President Chiang or 

Chiang henceforth), who perished on January 13, 1988. That is to say, Taiwan’s nuclear 

program started in December 1967 and ended in January 1988. 

Two incidents were of tremendous importance during the period of Taiwan’s 

development of nuclear weapons. First, the international standing of the ROC government 

declined sharply. The ROC withdrew its seat from the General Assembly as well as the 

Security Council of the United Nations (UN) in 1971 before the UN accepted the PRC 

application to replace the ROC. Second, the United States began the rapprochement with 

PRC through exchange of ping-pong teams in 19711, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger’s 

secret visit to China in the same year, and the visit of President Richard Nixon to China in 

1972. Formal diplomatic relations between the USA and PRC were established in 1978 with 

the proviso that the USA and ROC formal ties be severed immediately. Consequently, the 

United States terminated its diplomatic relations with the ROC and ended the mutual defense 

treaty between the United States and Taiwan that was signed in 1954 during the 

generalissimo’s term of office. Following the withdrawal of the membership in the United 
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Nations in 1971 and the severing of formal ties with the United States in 1978, President 

Chiang faced unprecedentedly precarious foreign relations than his predecessors.  

The sections in this chapter follow the sequence of Chiang Ching-kuo’s path to power, U.S. 

interests, development of nuclear weapons, effects of alliance politics and presidential tenure. 

The last section concludes. 

 

President Chiang Ching-kuo’s Path to Power 

 

Since the development of nuclear weapons was achieved mostly when Chiang Ching-

kuo was in power, let me address a little bit on Chiang’s path to power. Prior to the KMT 

party reform that washed away the old influence of senior party comrades, the Russian-type 

political commissar system was re-proposed and executed by Chiang on April 1, 1950.2 In 

addition, Chiang was in control of the national intelligence system by setting up an ad-hoc 

Data Office in the Presidential Office so as to process incoming reports from the Military 

Intelligence Bureau under Ministry of National Defense (MND) and Investigation Bureau 

under Ministry of Justice. It is obvious that the generalissimo approved of these 

establishments. As the generalissimo remarked, Chiang was a useful hand in the intelligence 

area.3 Since the generalissimo was unsure about his political future after 1960, but his 

willingness to recover the Chinese mainland remained steadfast, it was necessary to find a 

successor to carry out a counter-offensive so as to accomplish his ambition. Even though 

Chiang had gained some experience in the intelligence field as well as the military via the 

political warfare system, Chiang’s political experience was still not abundant enough to be 

accepted by senior KMT comrades. What made it worse was the “524 incident,” taking place 

on May 24, 1957, in which the crowds broke into the U.S. Embassy in Taipei and smashed 
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everything within their reach after the American suspect was acquitted the previous day.4 

The generalissimo knew about the incident in late evening of the same day, and he was 

infuriated to find that the security system failed to function properly. Three chiefs in the 

security system were reprimanded and forced to leave office, but they were probably the 

scapegoats. In the meeting with General Peng Meng-chi, Chief of General Staff, the 

generalissimo learned that the two infantry divisions that were deployed near the Taipei City 

to protect the capital were ordered to conduct a river-crossing exercise in the outskirt of 

Taipei on the day when the incident occurred. Out of surprise, the generalissimo found that 

the order to move the two infantry divisions together was not given by General Peng, but by 

Chiang as former Director of General Political Warfare Department, MND. The maneuver is 

unreasonable for two reasons: First, it is unnecessary to have the two divisions conduct a 

river-crossing exercise at the same time. One common way is to let the two divisions take 

turns with the training. Second, it goes beyond Chiang’s authority to move troops around and 

it infringes the authority of General Peng.5 Therefore, the generalissimo was suspicious of 

Chiang’s involvement in the planning of the 524 Incident and he had the worry that the 

incident may have a negative influence on Chiang’s political future.6 After all, the 

generalissimo considered that the incident resembled to some extent the boxer rebellion in 

1900.7 In the emergent meeting with Ambassador Karl Rankin on May 26 to discuss the riot, 

Rankin alluded to Chiang to be behind the scene. The generalissimo, therefore, avoided 

mentioning his son in the meeting.8 The generalissimo, however, still had the worry that the 

United States would not allow Chiang to shy away from the responsibility for the incident.9 

One month later, the U.S. inspection team came to Taipei to investigate into the matter and 

reported back to Washington that there was no sign of professionals at work during the riot. 
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One piece of evidence was that even though the safe that fell out from the window of the 

second floor and crashed Ambassador Rankin’s new automobile to a pulp was removed, it 

remained unopened.10 Nonetheless, the generalissimo was suspicious of his son’s 

involvement in the incident and sent Chiang to supervise the construction of the Central 

Cross-Island Highway to get away from the political storm.11  

 The generalissimo’s worry about his son’s political future had something to do with a 

counter-offensive. After the generalissimo became proactive again to carry out a counter-

offensive and established the Chungshing Operation Office on May 16, 1957, solely 

responsible for the planning of a unilateral counter-offensive, he appointed Vice President 

and Premier Chen Cheng to head the office. In the KMT’s Central Standing Committee 

election in October, Chen Cheng was promoted to a newly-established vice chairpersonship 

of the party while Chiang Ching-kuo was elected only as a member. Had the “524 incident” 

not happened, the generalissimo may not have promoted Chen Cheng to such a prestigious 

position.12 Put differently, even if the generalissimo wanted to promote Chiang Ching-kuo, 

the timing was unfavorable for Chiang. As I mentioned in the previous chapter, what the 

generalissimo did was to find a successor before his tenure ended. After being granted the 

leadership in the party and military, two out of the three critical positions, Chen Cheng was 

furious that he could not succeed the generalissimo in 1960. A few years later, Chiang was 

back in the political circle and became the vice defense minister in 1963, defense minister in 

1965, vice premier in 1969, and premier in 1972. The nomination for Chiang to be the 

premier was not done by the generalissimo, but by the KMT Central Standing Committee. 

Premier Yen resigned in 1972 and recommended that Chiang be his successor. Even though 

the generalissimo was generally viewed as an autocratic leader at that time, he did not make 
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the call. The generalissimo, however, let the members of the KMT Central Standing 

Committee vote on Yen’s suggestion. After a consensus was reached to nominate Chiang to 

be the premier, the generalissimo followed the decision accordingly.13 In other words, the 

nomination was open for discussion and KMT senior members could disallow the promotion 

of Chiang. The generalissimo intentionally did this in order to eliminate dissatisfaction 

against Chiang so as to pave the way for his son’s path to power. After the generalissimo 

perished in 1975, Vice President Yen intended to resign and let Chiang be the president, but 

the proposal was rejected.14 Therefore, Yen finished the remainder of the generalissimo’s 

term until 1978. It is noteworthy that President Yen was by no means a rubber-stamp type of 

official, but a man with his independent thinking who had confronted the generalissimo’s 

ideas several times when serving as the premier and vice president.15 Had Yen considered 

running for the presidential election in 1978, Chiang Ching-kuo might not have won the 

presidential election with ease.  

 

U.S. Interests 

 

Let me turn now to U.S. interests for this time period. As I mentioned in the previous 

two chapters, U.S. interests were in general to maintain the status quo in the Taiwan Strait. 

Hence, the USG and GRC have collaboratively defended against potential attacks from 

China since 1950. However, following the unstable relations between the PRC and the USSR 

in the 1960s, especially after the territorial dispute of Damansky Island on the Ussuri River in 

1969, the USG considered it a chance to cooperate with the PRC and balance against the 

USSR.16 In that vein, the USG began a series of attempts to break the ice with PRC in the 

spirit of rapprochement at the expense of USG-GRC alliance relations.17 The Ping-Pong 
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diplomacy was only the preface, followed by U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger’s 

secret visit to China in 1971 and President Richard Nixon’s China visit in 1972. During 

Nixon’s visit, the Joint Communiqué between the United States of America and the People’s 

Republic of China, also known as the “Shanghai Communiqué,” was released on February 

28, 1972. The highlight of USA-PRC relations was President Jimmy Carter’s China visit in 

1978 and the release of the Joint Communiqué on the Establishment of Diplomatic Relations 

on December 15, 1978, that forecasted the end of the USA-ROC Mutual Defense Treaty 

since December 1954.   

After the United States established formal ties with China, a notice was given to Taiwan 

to terminate the mutual defense treaty effective January 1, 1980. This was in accordance with 

the pact in which a one-year notice in advance was required for either party to terminate it. 

Since the executive branch of the United States overlooked the relations with Taiwan, the 

U.S. legislative branch pushed for the passage of the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA), which 

established the American Institute in Taiwan (AIT) as “unofficial” U.S. Embassy in 

Taiwan.18 In other words, the Republic of China was “politically abandoned” by the United 

States. On August 17, 1982, the third and final U.S.-China Joint Communiqué, also signed in 

Shanghai but better known as the “817 Communiqué,” was released with a specific focus on 

gradual reduction of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. Before the contents of the communiqué went 

public, President Ronald Reagan provided the “Six Assurances”19 to Taiwan so as to 

minimize the potential impacts of the 817 Communiqué.20 From this point, Reagan was 

friendly to Taiwan.21 

In the midst of creating the rapprochement with China, the United States was worried 

that the GRC would sabotage U.S. normalization of relations with China. For example, 
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General Lai, Chief of General Staff, ordered to suspend the take-off of all ROC Air Force 

airplanes half day on February 21, 1972, the day President Nixon arrived in China, after Vice 

Premier Chiang revealed to him a U.S. concern that Taiwan’s military aircraft could interfere 

with Nixon’s China visit.22 The rationale was similar to the situation right before the end of 

the Korean War in which the United States forbade any military action to be conducted by 

the GRC in order to create a benign atmosphere toward the PRC. As a consequence, the GRC 

suspended in 1953 a sea raid against China.  

The development of nuclear research in Taiwan became an issue before the United 

States established formal ties with the PRC and lingered on afterward. Taiwan did not start 

the nuclear program without U.S. assistance. In March 1956, the United States did offer to 

provide assistance to the ROC in terms of developing peaceful research on atomic 

technology.23 However, after the policy shift that moved in the direction of rapprochement 

with the PRC, the USG also changed its objective from assisting the ROC to develop nuclear 

technology to preventing such development. Therefore, the GRC was under continuous U.S. 

inquiries regarding the purpose of purchasing nuclear-related facilities and constant U.S. 

pressure of stopping the pursuit of producing nuclear weapons. After the intelligence report 

indicated that Taiwan might be able to extract weapons-grade plutonium in two to four years, 

the United States pressured Taiwan in April 1977 to shut down its nuclear research facilities 

before establishing diplomatic ties with the PRC.24 This was the first major U.S. obstruction 

to Taiwan’s development of nuclear weapons. Using the reason of conducting peaceful use of 

nuclear research, Taiwan’s nuclear facilities were given the permission to resume operations 

in the summer of 1978.25 Nuclear researchers in Taiwan clandestinely continued the research 

to extract weapons-grade plutonium, and, again, led to the U.S. determined action in January 
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1988 to dismantle the facilities and keep them under strict supervision. The action took place 

after the Central Intelligence Agency smuggled Chang Hsien-yi, a ROC colonel at the 

National Chung-Shan Institute of Science and Technology (NCSIST) as well as a CIA spy, 

out of Taiwan four days before the death of President Chiang.26 This was the second major 

U.S. obstruction to Taiwan’s pursuit of developing nuclear weapons and the effect has 

continued to exist to date.  

 

The Development of Nuclear Weapons in Taiwan 

 

 

As I mentioned in the previous chapter that the critical decision made by the 

generalissimo in November 1967 was to increase the spending on scientific research by 10 

percent of the central government’s annual budget, and, therefore, marked the end of his 

ambition of recovering the Chinese mainland. Why did scientific research matter? Because 

the purpose of the scientific research that the generalissimo referred to was to build nuclear 

weapons.27 

 After the first-use of atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki that ended the Second 

World War, the generalissimo started to have the idea of acquiring this kind of advanced 

weapon with massive destruction capability. The Chinese civil war, however, seriously 

stymied the progress.28 In late 1951, the generalissimo rethought about the idea of acquiring 

nuclear weapons and came up with the consideration of providing shelter for experts 

specialized in atomic energy.29 After listening to the report on the development of atomic 

energy by Chang Chi-yun, Minister of Education, the generalissimo decided to push for the 

research.30 The Institute of Atomic Science was the first graduate institute to be set up after 

Tsing Hua University was re-established in Taiwan in 1956. One year later, the 
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Generalissimo checked out its progress and discovered that even though the blast furnace had 

not been installed, Dr. Sun [Kuan-han] had started working.31 In the midst of preparing for a 

counter-offensive in late 1961, the generalissimo still paid a visit to the university and found 

the inspection beneficial.32 The generalissimo even had a rough estimate of a total of 1,775 

engineers and specialists33 for one test explosion of a nuclear missile.34 Following the 

creation of the preparatory office in 1965, the NCSIST was officially established in 1969 

comprising three institutes regarding nuclear research, rocket, and electronics, respectively.  

After the generalissimo decided in late 1967 to appropriate funds for the scientific 

research and development, the Hsinchu Plan started. However, the plan did not make much 

progress before getting its quietus in 1968. Even though the ROC signed the Nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968, it was not perceived as an impediment to the ROC’s 

aspiration for nuclear weapons.35 Therefore, the NPT was probably not the reason to suspend 

the Hsinchu Plan. A more direct reason could be the strong oppositions from scientific 

heavyweights in Taiwan. For example, after the generalissimo passed his decision regarding 

the funding to Chairman Wu Ta-you, Wu immediately made it to the public.36 Wu had two 

points: 1) Making nuclear weapons would become a gigantic financial burden; 2) Even if the 

nuclear weapons were finally produced, the limited territory under the nationalist 

government’s jurisdiction was a disadvantage for nuclear warfare.37 Another reason was 

more realistic: there were simply not enough materials, equipment, and professionals to 

achieve the ambition. In 1969, the Taoyuan Plan began and solved part of the facility 

problem after the 40 MW Taiwan Research Reactor (TRR), a heavy water reactor, was 

acquired from Canada in the same year.38 One major difference between the Hsinchu Plan 

and Taoyuan Plan39 was that the former had a specific timeline of five to seven years set by 
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the generalissimo, while the latter was loosely scheduled for 12 to 15 years by Chiang Ching-

kuo.40 Out of surprise, the progress of the Taoyuan Plan was quite shocking. After listening 

to the debriefing at the NCSIST, Lai Ming-tang remarked in his diary on October 4, 1972, 

that Taiwan needed at least four to five years to produce nuclear weapons.41 A CIA estimate 

made in the same year even indicated that Taiwan may soon be able to produce nuclear 

bombs.42 This explained the U.S. action in April 1977 to prevent Taiwan from making 

further progress toward producing nuclear bombs.  

Even though Taiwan was moving close to making nuclear weapons, one potential 

problem was about its reliability. It would be a waste of money and efforts to produce a 

nuclear bomb that does not explode. One way to deal with it was to enhance the overall 

industrial capabilities in Taiwan so that the accumulation of industrial capabilities could 

benefit the production of nuclear weapons. As Colonel Chang revealed in his recent 

interviews, this was what NCSIST Chairman Dr. Tang Chun-po, the actual chief executive 

officer of both Hsinchu Plan and Taoyuan Plan, had advocated for years.43 This viewpoint 

was well accepted by then Vice Premier Chiang, who did not press toward the mark. In that 

vein, the Industrial Technology Research Institute and the Hsinchu Industrial Park were 

established in the 1970s for the purpose of enhancing the technology level on the island.44 

Etel Solingen45 argues that economic development got the upper hand in Taiwan, and that 

was the reason Taiwan gave up developing nuclear weapons. It seemed that there was a 

nuclear bomb vs. economic development struggle going on in Taiwan; the investment on 

high-technology was irrelevant to the making of nuclear bombs. What Chiang was thinking, 

however, could be that the development in economy and investment in high-technology were 

both conducive to the production of nuclear weapons, especially nuclear missiles. Colonel 
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Chang himself attended a few meetings comprising representatives from the NCSIST and the 

Taiwan Power Company, and he could sense that the underlying reason for the military to 

attend the meetings was to ensure the needs of the military and other agencies from the 

central government were satisfied.46 In other words, major procurements served dual 

purposes: national defense and economic development. One may argue that national defense 

is too broad and might not include the development of nuclear weapons. The presence of 

personnel from the Institute Nuclear Research (INR), NCSIST is quite self-evident. There 

could be dozens of other military agencies to be qualified to attend such meetings, but why 

the INR? Colonel Chang himself even attended the meetings when he first joined the INR in 

1968 as a junior officer accompanying senior officers.47  

 Another reason that Chiang decided to adopt a loose schedule for the nuclear 

development was due to the lack of missiles. The Hsiungfeng-I (Drone Bee) surface-to-

surface missile that the ROC Navy started to deploy in 1978 had the maximum range of 40 

kilometers.48 That is to say, even if a nuclear bomb was built, there was no way to project it 

across the Taiwan Strait. Remember, the goal was to build nuclear missiles, not just nuclear 

bombs. The generalissimo’s rough estimate of 1,775 scientists in 1963 aimed at testing the 

explosion of a nuclear missile, not a nuclear bomb. Also remember the first three divisions 

established under the NCSIST were responsible for nuclear research, rocket, and electronics, 

respectively. Each institute had its own mandate and the common goal they shared was to 

build nuclear missiles. All of these point to the direction of producing missiles that could 

carry nuclear warheads. Even though the United States forced Taiwan to terminate extracting 

weapons-grade plutonium in April 1977, the progress at that time was getting close to 

making a nuclear bomb at best. The nuclear research institute may have made the most 
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progress, but the rocket institute was unable to manufacture mid-range missiles at that time, 

making it impossible to project even a conventional warhead onto the mainland. It was until 

March 1979 that the NCSIST submitted a proposal for the development of mid-range 

surface-to-surface strategic missile, codenamed “Chingfeng II” (Green Bee). The Chingfeng 

II proposal was specifically designed to carry nuclear warheads, under the weight of 700 

kilograms, with the range of 500 kilometers and 0.04 percent circular error of probability. 

That means the missile could land within a 200-meter radius of the target after traveling 500 

kilometers. The proposed range of Chingfeng II missiles allows Taiwan to strike out not only 

airfields and harbors along the Chinese coast, but targets of strategic values off the coast as 

well.49 Years later, a substitute plan was proposed to use the indigenous defense fighter 

(IDF), which entered mass production in 1992, to carry nuclear bombs for kamikaze-type of 

one-way mission.50 The substitute plan has at least two meanings: 1) A missile of 

appropriate range to carry nuclear warheads was still unavailable; 2) The purpose of 

producing nuclear weapons is for offensive, instead of defensive, purposes. Of course, 

nuclear weapons could serve the purpose of deterrence to prevent possible attacks staged by 

mainland China. If nuclear deterrence does not work, a suicidal mission to explode nuclear 

bombs in the territory of mainland China was already planned as mentioned above. The most 

stunning part of Dr. Ho Li-wei’s book (2015) is the claim that the purpose of developing 

nuclear weapons was for self-destruction if the nationalist forces could no longer defend 

against a PLA’s invasion. The proof is a plan he witnessed while working at the NCSIST. 

The scenario of the plan was to explode a nuclear bomb at the NCSIST and, consequently, 

destroy the nearby Shimen Reservoir so as to create greater damage. Colonel Chang, 

however, refuted the claim and pointed out that the plan was simply designed for a security 



141 

 

drill regarding the scenario of accidental nuclear explosion.51 One could argue that the 

original design of the three institutes of NCSIST was to build nuclear missiles, but the 

offensive objective switched to a defensive one after only the nuclear institute made much 

progress while the other two institutes fell far behind. If this argument is plausible, then there 

is no need to come up with a substitute plan for suicidal missions. Put differently, the plan for 

fighter jets to carry nuclear bombs to conduct suicidal missions in mainland China 

corroborates the claim that the goal of nuclear weapons in Taiwan was for offensive 

purposes. 

 On September 23, 1975, Premier Chiang delivered at the Legislative Yuan a 

government work report in which he declared no intention of producing nuclear weapons.  

“Speaking of the nuclear weapons, legislators, we have been doing research on them for 17 years. We 
have equipment, talented people, and research institutes. It was proposed last year to produce nuclear 

weapons. After I inquired the late President Chiang [Kai-shek], he said it was unnecessary anymore. 

This is because our war has only one attribute: the object of our war is the Chinese Communist Party 
(CCP). Either the CCP attacks Taiwan, or we counter-attack the mainland; what we would encounter 

are our countrymen. Therefore, we would never produce any nuclear weapon to kill our own 

countrymen. This is our political stance, which is also our political foundation.”52 

 

Chiang’s statement did not receive much attention at that time. After the news regarding 

Taiwan’s clandestine development of nuclear weapons sparkled in 1976, Premier Chiang’s 

reiteration on September 17 became better known as: “Taiwan encompassed the capabilities 

of manufacturing nuclear weapons but would never actually produce them.” 

 

“What needs to be explained here is that we have always insisted the principle of peaceful use of 

atomic energy in order to benefit all countrymen. For a long time, the use of nuclear technology has 

been based on this principle and has not altered. Unfortunately, there has recently been a kind of 

incorrect report that mistakenly considered that we have done the so-called reprocessing of nuclear 
fuel and have used it for other experiments. This is a rumor that is formed without understanding our 

fundamental policy. I believe that the misunderstanding will disappear after this clarification. All in 

all, we would never produce nuclear weapons, and would never adopt non-peaceful use of nuclear 
technology.”53 
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Even though Chiang made the declarations, it was still found by the International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA) that Taiwan was suspicious of extracting weapons-grade plutonium. 

Therefore, the TRR was forced to shut down under U.S. pressure in April 1977. The TRR 

restarted one year later after the GRC promised that the reactor would only operate for the 

purpose of peaceful nuclear research. Any development on nuclear research was still under 

U.S. surveillance even after the United States severed its diplomatic ties with Taiwan. This 

was based on an agreement with the United States that Taiwan should prevent uranium 

enrichment being used for nuclear weapons. Even though the contents of this agreement are 

nowhere to be found, possibly still classified, the agreement as well its partial contents were 

mentioned a few times in the diaries of General Hau Pei-tsun, Chief of General Staff (1981-

89).54 Later developments showed that the purpose to restart the TRR was not for research, 

but for the development of nuclear weapons. The question, then, is whether Chiang violated 

his declaration after he was sworn in as president on May 20, 1978.  

To answer this question, I must elaborate on the relationship between the Institute of 

Nuclear Research (INR) and the NCSIST. The INR was among the first three institutes after 

the establishment of the Preparatory Office for the NCSIST on November 12, 1965. On July 

1, 1968, the Institute of Nuclear Energy Research (INER) was established under the Atomic 

Energy Commission (AEC) of the Executive Yuan.55 Although the INR was replaced by the 

INER, it was still located in and managed by the NCSIST. This means the INER was under 

the command of the director of AEC and chairman of NCSIST. This gave the INER room for 

maneuver in terms of following orders from two higher commanding agencies.  

On August 17, 1982, the same day the USA-PRC third joint communiqué was released, 

President Chiang ordered that the NCSIST be placed directly under the General Staff 



143 

 

Headquarters (GSH). However, the management of the INER was still an issue. Since 

NCSIST Chairman Dr. Tang Chun-po was about to retire, General Hau recruited Dr. Huang 

Hsiao-tsung to head the institute. One problem was that Dr. Huang had both the nationalities 

of the ROC and USA. In order to avoid criticisms of using a foreigner to head such a 

sensitive agency in Taiwan, Hau proposed that he head the NCSIST and let Huang be the 

acting director of it, and President Chiang agreed.56 The situation became more complicated 

after the INER had three bosses, the AEC, NCSIST, and GSH. Presumably, the GSH had 

more administrative power than the AEC and NCSIST. Especially after the release of the 817 

Communiqué, Taiwan was in urgent need of making huge progress in the armament industry. 

In order words, the head of the NCSIST may not know exactly what the INER was doing. 

After Colonel Chang, one of the deputy directors of the INER, fled to the United States and 

unveiled the secret nuclear program that the INER was conducting, NCSIST Acting 

Chairman Dr. Huang said he was shocked.57 There could be two reasons: 1) Huang followed 

and enforced President Chiang’s order of not producing nuclear weapons; 2) Huang did not 

have the authority to command the INER personnel. In his work report to General Hau on 

September 9, 1983, Huang mentioned that major programs of research on non-nuclear 

missiles had been initiated, and that the INER supported and encouraged the programs.58 

The interesting point is that Huang used “supported and encouraged” to describe INER’s 

response to major programs of the NCSIST. One is likely to find that the INER had the 

freedom of choosing whether to follow the orders from Huang. A couple of days later, 

General Hau paid a visit on September 21 to the INER and made several instructions. 

“I made the instructions after listening to the briefing at the INER, NCSIST this morning:   

1. Be open-minded in terms of being heroes with no names.  

2. Maintain and improve the capabilities of producing nuclear weapons. 

3. Take the lead in executing the plan of compact nuclear reactor.  
4. Support the major programs of the NCSIST and the Taiwan Power Company. 
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5. The importance and surveillance the U.S. side put toward the INER should be viewed as 
pride, not frustration.”59 

 

It seemed that Hau visited the INER to help Huang with the management issue as can be 

seen in the fourth instruction. Other instructions Hau made were related to the development 

of nuclear weapons, which were not included in Huang’s work report. Hence, both reasons 

make sense in explaining Huang’s response to the secret nuclear program conducted by the 

INER. Colonel Chang’s observation could further substantiate Huang’s claim. While serving 

at the INER, Colonel Chang noticed two things: 1) General Hau always inspected the INER 

whenever Acting Director Huang was out of the country for meetings. Colonel Chang’s 

interpretation was that Hau and Huang disagreed on the development of nuclear weapons; 2) 

Hau always nodded to express appreciation of the progress that the INER made and left no 

record of written orders.60 According to the Chinese culture, Acting Chairman Huang had to 

accompany General Hau the whole time in every visit to the NCSIST. It made no sense for 

Huang to accompany Hau to inspect any institute of the NCSIST, but the INER. In order to 

avoid this kind of embarrassment for Huang, Hau chose to visit the NCSIST when Huang 

was absent. What Hau was hiding from Huang, then, could be the clandestine development 

of nuclear weapons. If Huang had been kept in the dark about the continuation of the secret 

nuclear program, then it made perfect sense for him to feel surprised about what the INER 

was actually doing. Colonel Chang’s second observation was also valuable: General Hau had 

attempted to leave no record for the secret nuclear program. Therefore, even if the classified 

documents in Taiwan regarding the development of nuclear weapons were open to the public 

today, it is still difficult to find the trace of Hau’s involvement. Now, I have to return to the 

question regarding whether President Chiang knew about, or even authorized, the restart of 

the secret nuclear program? Or was it simply General Hau’s decision?   
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President Chiang’s term started on May 20, 1978, and Admiral Sung Chang-chi was the 

then Chief of General Staff (1976-81). Admiral Sung was General Hau’s predecessor, but he 

did not keep a diary nor publish a memoir. Regrettably, it is hard to find out the role he 

played during his term as Chief of General Staff in the secret nuclear program. From Acting 

Director Huang’s memoir, President Chiang had not visited the NCSIST since November 11, 

1980.61 This could mean the low importance placed by Chiang on the INER, or the NCSIST 

as a whole, since he declared in 1975 no willingness in producing nuclear weapons. Or it 

could mean that Chiang tried to keep a low profile and let Hau inspect the INER, instead. If 

Hau was highly trustworthy, it made no difference for Hau to inspect the INER and relay 

compliments or instructions. Since the relevant files are still classified, let me use the open 

source, instead. General Hau had recorded in his diaries some instructions from President 

Chiang regarding the nuclear program.   

[June 11, 1983] “I went to see the president yesterday afternoon to report on points in the meeting 
with AIT Director James Lilley. I also asked for permission regarding nuclear energy cooperation 

with South Africa, such as laser method of uranium enrichment and compact nuclear reactor. The 

president instructed me that a cautious study is required and that the decision should be made 
after consulting Premier Sun Yun-suan.62 

 

General Hau followed President Chiang’s instructions and had a meeting with  

Premier Sun on June 14. In the meeting, Sun not only agreed to the cooperation with the 

Republic of South Africa on the research of nuclear energy, he also supported the long-term 

plan for cooperation on armaments with the country.63 One contention in the restart of the 

nuclear program could be the extraction of enriched uranium. Taiwan possessed the 

technology for the extraction of enriched uranium only after the technology transfer from 

South Africa was made possible. Let’s look at other entries.  

[January 28, 1984] “Regarding the strong reaction from the U.S. State Department to the INER’s 

chemical method to extract enriched uranium, the president indicated that he has already 

announced tacitly that Taiwan would not produce nuclear weapons. The president did not agree to 
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do it surreptitiously but added that we should try to cancel the unequal agreement between the 
United States and Taiwan regarding the research on peaceful use of nuclear energy.”64 

 

Remember, President Chiang did not immediately give a green light to Hau’s  

proposal regarding the cooperation with South Africa for the extraction of enriched uranium. 

He wanted Hau to get the approval from Premier Sun first. Since Sun agreed, the purpose of 

using this new technology might not be to produce nuclear weapons. Then, Chiang supported 

the idea of doing research on nuclear energy. From the above entry, Chiang had been 

consistent in keeping the pledge of no production of nuclear weapons since he specifically 

mentioned to Hau that he disagreed to produce nuclear weapons secretly.  

[April 26, 1985] The president instructed me that not to come up with any idea of producing 

nuclear weapons, adding that the spent fuel from the research reactor should be shipped to the 

United States as soon as possible.  
 

The president has declared that Taiwan had the capabilities of manufacturing nuclear weapons 

but would not produce them. The INER on one hand maintains the capabilities, on the other 

hand fully participates in the peaceful use of nuclear energy.65 

 

One thing to note for the above entry is that President Chiang could have said only the 

first paragraph, and the remainder of the entry was General Hau’s personal opinion. In other 

words, Hau combined President Chiang’s instruction and his personal thoughts in this entry. 

If Chiang instructed Hau, maybe as a light warning, not to have the idea of producing nuclear 

weapons and ordered him to ship the spent fuel quickly to the United States, then Chiang had 

been consistent in keeping his words regarding no development of nuclear weapons.  

Another example of Chiang’s adherence to his declaration was the removal of Dr. Tang 

from office. Chiang made the decision after learning that the INER conducted a high 

explosive test, which was a sign of producing nuclear weapons, near the NCSIST compound. 

Dr. Tang might not have authorized the test, but the test was considered to be not following 

Chiang’s declaration and Tang should, therefore, be removed.66 
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Then, it is very likely that General Hau ordered the restart of the secret nuclear program 

and inspected its progress every step of the way. Hau himself has not explicitly mentioned 

the reasons behind his decision, suppose he really made the decision, for the restart of the 

nuclear program in Taiwan. A few entries in Hau’s diary may serve as answers:  

 
[June 6, 1983] “The U.S. side might claim that keeping peace in the Taiwan Strait is an adamant 

U.S. policy. We, however, could not hold the belief that the United States would take any 

resistance action [against the PLA]. The important safeguard of peace in the Taiwan Strait is the 
adequate deterrence power that we possess.”67  

 

It could well be the case that General Hau, as Chief of General Staff, considered 

Taiwan’s national security conservatively and he did not count on the United States to come 

to Taiwan’s aid when needed. Due to the increasing gap of military balance between Taiwan 

and China, nuclear weapons could be the only option to prevent military actions from being 

staged by China. Then, this entry from the Hau diaries could show his willingness to disobey 

Chiang’s pledge of no production of nuclear weapons. 

Concurrently, the United States had the concern that the INER was secretly producing 

nuclear weapons. On September 11, 1983, Hau received Dr. Allen Sessoms, Director of 

Office of Nuclear Technology Safeguards from the Department of State, and Hau reiterated 

that the GRC had promised not to produce nuclear weapons. Hau added, however, that the 

government would not abort the research on the peaceful use of nuclear energy, which is 

taken care of by the Atomic Energy Commission of the Executive Yuan. In addition, Hau 

invited Sessoms for a visit to the NCSIST.68 In order to make progress on the transfer of 

U.S. high-end technology, Admiral Yeh Chang-tung, Deputy Chief of General Staff, 

accompanied AIT Director James Lilley for a tour of the NCSIST on October 1. After the 

tour, Lilley considered that the tour could eliminate unnecessary suspicions.69 On November 

9, Hau had a meeting with Lilley to discuss the items for arms sales and technology transfer. 
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In the meeting, Lilley still expressed the concern for Taiwan’s development of nuclear 

weapons and Hau responded that there was no such plan.70  

As it seemed that the U.S. worries were eased, there might have been a stall in the 

progress of Taiwan’s nuclear program due to the lack of an unified direction inside the INER 

as reported by Chien Chih-peng, Director of the INER, to Hau on November 22.71 Three 

weeks later, Acting Chairman Huang proposed to Hau the direction of INER in the peaceful 

use of nuclear energy as developing the safety of nuclear energy, production of nuclear fuel, 

and system construction of nuclear power plant. Huang added that peaceful use of nuclear 

energy and development of nuclear weapons are the same thing.72 It is worth nothing that 

this entry in Hau’s diary contradicts Huang’s response of being shocked by the clandestine 

development of nuclear weapons by the INER, NCSIST. One could argue that Huang 

equaled peace use of nuclear energy to development of nuclear weapons only to make his 

proposal persuasive and, therefore, easier for Hau to accept. If that’s the case, then it is hard 

to conclude whether Huang was actually involved in the development of nuclear weapons.  

On January 26, 1984, the United States asked to verify the enriched uranium level in the  

INER based on the agreement that Taiwan endorsed right before the U.S.-PRC diplomatic 

relations were established. The U.S. stance was that the extraction of enriched uranium could 

be used for the production of nuclear weapons and composed a violation of the agreement.73 

Therefore, an inspection was asked for. Hau agreed to the inspection, but he also instructed 

that the related work be stopped temporarily. General Hau justified the production of nuclear 

fuel since he considered that the uranium enriched to three percent could only be used in 

generating nuclear power and should be viewed as peaceful use.74 After the U.S. side 

expressed its concern regarding the development of cruise missiles in Taiwan and linked it to 
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the development of nuclear weapons, Hau ordered to suspend the Chienyuan (endless power) 

Plan after its initiation in October 1983.75  

After President Chiang won the re-election in March 1984, the development of nuclear 

weapons made much progress. 

 

[April 2, 1986] “INER Director Liu Kwan-chi came to report on the work schedule regarding 
how the INER could complete the production of nuclear weapons once being ordered. This work 

schedule does not violate the current policy of not producing nuclear weapons, since the 

president has already openly announced that my country possessed the capabilities of producing 

them, but not actually making them. To maintain such capabilities is the mission of the INER.”76  

 

This kind of work report has not appeared in Hau’s diaries before. This should answer 

the question whether it is merely a routine report. From another perspective, there is a nuance 

in this entry. President Chiang’s declaration was that Taiwan had the capabilities of 

producing nuclear weapons, but this entry showed that the INER not only encompassed the 

capabilities of manufacturing nuclear weapons, but the efficiency of producing them in a 

short period of time, if ordered, as well. The second part of this entry well represented Hau’s 

belief that what the INER was doing did not violate President Chiang’s declaration.  

Similarly, Colonel Chang provided a common mentality of the INER personnel, 

including Chang himself, on the secret nuclear program. As Chang claimed, the pursuit of 

capabilities for manufacturing nuclear weapons was not in conflict with President Chiang’s 

declaration. The INER people also considered that as long as they did not assemble every 

single component of a nuclear bomb, they were not manufacturing nuclear weapons.77 

However, this kind of thinking as well as the capabilities the INER encompassed 

unintentionally crossed the red line set by the United States. Colonel Chang referred to the 

red line as being able to manufacture nuclear weapons within three to six months.78  
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On June 21, 1986, Acting Chairman Huang of NCSIST had a meeting with Hau and 

suggested the resumption of the Chienyuan Plan to develop cruise missiles. Hau agreed since 

the NCSIST had the ability to build ramjet engines which were critical to the development of 

long-range strategic missiles.79 Consequently, the United States must dismantle the nuclear 

facilities at the INER so as to diffuse the potential of actually producing a nuclear bomb. The 

question was when?   

 It was estimated that President Chang was in critical physical conditions and could not 

finish his second term.80 Colonel Chang fled to the United States under the CIA arrangement 

on January 9, 1988. Chang only informed his wife that he got a job offer in the United States 

and that family members should depart Taiwan immediately for a reunion in the United 

States. Leaving merely a note on the desk in his office, Colonel Chang did not officially 

resign from his job at the INER, NCSIST.81 Two days later, the NCSIST found Chang 

missing and started the searching on the island, but to no avail.82 Chang’s missing was 

reported on January 13 to President Chiang, who passed away on the same day. On January 

20, AIT Director David Dean paid a visit to General Hau and relayed a strong request from 

President Reagan to dismantle nuclear facilities at the INER.83 Shortly afterward, the 

nuclear-related facilities at the INER were dismantled and ended Taiwan’s secret nuclear 

program for good.    

 From currently available sources, President Chiang had kept his pledge of encompassing 

the capabilities of producing nuclear weapons but not actually making them. Therefore, the 

nuclear program that the generalissimo started in late 1967 ended in 1975 by President 

Chiang. The policy was not enforced strictly due to the ambiguity of the policy per se as well 

as the contentious issue regarding peaceful use of nuclear energy.  



151 

 

 

Effects of Alliance Politics and Presidential Tenure 

 

 In this section, let me analyze from the factors of alliance politics and presidential 

tenure. The effect of alliance politics should come into play after the United States began 

taking steps to break ice with the PRC in 1971. This period of history could be viewed as 

turning from alliance to alignment and a protégé’s reaction to the change. In response to 

President Nixon’s visit to China, Chiang Ching-kuo, then Vice Premier, summoned the 

commanders of the armed forces for a meeting on February 26, 1972. In the meeting, Chiang 

remarked that the United States was unreliable but added that the ROG should still try to 

maintain relations with the USG.84 In other words, a weaker ally may not attempt to be non-

accommodative after sensing that the alliance relationship could not remain as robust as in 

the past.  

 Chiang started to take control of real political power after being promoted to the 

position as the premier on May 17, 1972, almost one year after the United States started the 

rapprochement with the PRC. Whether Premier Chiang controlled the overall political power 

depended on the generalissimo, the nominal president, whose physical conditions were 

declining sharply. At a meeting of the KMT’s Central Executive Committee on March 6, 

1972, Chief of General Staff Lai observed that the generalissimo could neither speak fluently 

even a few sentences, nor walk in a natural fashion.85 An evidence closely related to Lai’s 

observation regarding the generalissimo’s deteriorating health was the fact that he stopped 

the habit of keeping a diary on July 21, 1972. On the day of resuming the presidential power 

on March 1, 1950, the generalissimo remarked that he started to ask his secretaries read aloud 

reports sent to him in order to rest his eyes.86 That is to say, the generalissimo could refrain 
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from reading reports sent to him, but he could not quit the habit of keeping a diary. From 

these clues, the generalissimo was probably not capable of running the government. Premier 

Chiang, therefore, started to shoulder the responsibilities.  

After holding onto the political power, the development of nuclear weapons became a 

concern for Premier Chiang. On one hand, Chiang was anxious about the tardy progress 

toward manufacturing nuclear weapons. On the other hand, the United States increased the 

pressure toward the secret nuclear program after the shift of U.S. policy in the Taiwan Strait. 

To be specific, Chiang expressed his hope at a national defense forum on October 7, 1972, 

that the NCSIST and the industrial sector of the government should jointly solve the 

technical issues of the secret nuclear program.87 Almost two months later, Chiang had a 

meeting with Chief of General Staff General Lai and Defense Minister Chen Ta-ching on 

December 4 and inquired the two crucial military personnel the necessity of keeping the 

development of nuclear weapons that seemed to have “limited opportunities of using.”88 

Hence, what the INER personnel did not know was Premier Chiang’s hesitation of 

maintaining the development of nuclear weapons only a few years after the launch of the 

Taoyuan Plan.  

It was meaningful for Premier Chiang to ask General Lai for comments on the nuclear 

program since he had been a strong advocate for nuclear weapons. General Lai was 

approached by Chang Ho-chun, an expert in atomic energy working in the United States, in 

October 1963 and began the idea of producing atomic bombs.89 After Lai relayed Chang’s 

proposal to Chiang Ching-kuo, then Deputy Secretary-General of the National Security 

Council, Chiang declined to hand the proposal to the generalissimo and asked Lai to deliver 

it himself.90 Seven months later, Lai sent a report to the generalissimo, titled “Atomic 
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Research, Development, and Production Plan,” on June 4, 1964, to recommend the 

development of nuclear weapons when he headed the Combined Logistics Command. In the 

plan, three to five nuclear weapons with the explosive equivalent ranging from 20 to 200 

kilotons were proposed to be manufactured within a five-year timeline.91 It would be 

overstating to say the generalissimo took Lai’s advice and started the Hsinchu Plan since Lai 

himself stated in the report that he made the suggestion after listening to the generalissimo’s 

speech regarding cultivating talents in technology. However, one of the suggestions in Lai’s 

report regarding sending 50 officers to the United States on an annual basis to study the state-

of-the-art technology coincided with a MND policy that started in 1965. The quota of 

sending technical officers to the United States for further study was 50 per year, the exact 

number that Lai suggested.92 After Lai was promoted to Chief of General Staff in 1970 by 

the generalissimo, however, he did not get involved much in the nuclear program. The 

reason, as he revealed, was because the INER followed direct orders from Chiang Ching-

kuo.93 Back to Premier Chiang’s question regarding the continuation of the development of 

nuclear weapons, it is unclear how General Lai responded, and how well did Chiang receive 

Lai’s response. Lai recorded in his diary, however, that he paid a visit to Premier Chiang on 

July 17, 1973 and found that Chiang was still reluctant to produce nuclear weapons.94 Then, 

General Lai’s previous response to Premier Chiang could be supporting the development of 

nuclear weapons, and Chiang’s reaction might be suspending it. It could be the case that 

technical difficulties led to Premier Chiang’s two open remarks in 1975 and 1976 regarding 

no production of nuclear weapons. Or perhaps in Premier Chiang’s calculation, maintaining 

good relations with the United States overweight the advantage of possessing nuclear 

weapons. To further demonstrate his sincerity, Premier Chiang even invited at least twice 
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U.S. experts to stay at the INER for inspection.95 All pieces of evidence point to the 

direction that Chiang may have made the decision to accommodate the U.S. interests by not 

maintaining the nuclear program before becoming the president in 1978. 

 Chiang took on the position as the premier in 1972 after the United States began the 

rapprochement with China. Even though the ROC was in the alliance mode with the United 

States, the international situation was not in the ROC’s favor after the GRC withdrew its seat 

from the United Nations in 1971 and the U.S. rapprochement with China in the same year. 

Therefore, Chiang did not carry out a cabinet reshuffle after being the premier in order to 

remain stability in the domestic realm. Chiang might have sensed that a minor change in the 

U.S. policy toward the PRC would lead to a major change in the foreseeable future. Guessing 

that the United States would change its alliance policy soon, Taiwan was not in a position to 

challenge the U.S. interests. That is to say, when Taiwan was about to move from alliance to 

alignment with the United States, it was less likely for Taiwan to take non-accommodative 

actions. In other words, Taiwan’s policy shift from non-accommodation to accommodation 

occurred before the termination of alliance relationship with the United States.  

 From the angle of presidential tenure, it is likely for Chiang to accommodate the U.S. 

interests in his first term (1978-84) so as to minimize potential obstacles for winning the 

second term. Since Chiang declared in 1975 no production of nuclear weapons prior to taking 

office in 1978, it was reasonable for him to abide by the declaration during the first term of 

office. From General Hau’s diaries, it is unclear whether President Chiang had made specific 

instructions regarding the production of nuclear weapons. Even though command and control 

of the NCSIST as a whole was transferred from the Ministry of National Defense to the 

General Staff Headquarters on the same day the 817 Communiqué was signed by the USA 
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and PRC in 1982, this should not be interpreted as pushing for the development of nuclear 

weapons. Let me elaborate here. Prior to the change of command, a test-firing of the 

Hsiungfeng missile failed and exploded in flight. It was especially embarrassing since the 

missile exploded during a military exercise with high-ranking officers onboard a ROC Navy 

vessel for observation.96 It was one of the cases that started to show the downward trend of 

the reliability of these missiles. As U.S. policy in the Taiwan Strait began to tilt toward the 

PRC, it was urgent for Taiwan to strengthen its defense by itself. Furthermore, the United 

States had already informed the ROC regarding content of the 817 Communiqué in advance. 

Therefore, the announcement regarding the switch of command on the same day the 817 

Communiqué was released was just a coincidence. Moreover, the switch of command of the 

NCSIST could represent President Chiang’s expectation on the GSH to improve the quality 

of Hsiungfeng missiles.  

Remember, however, the instructions General Hau gave at the INER of NCSIST were 

not only to assist Acting Chairman Huang with the management issue, but to boost the 

morale in the development of nuclear weapons. It is unclear whether Hau instructed the 

INER personnel based on his personal beliefs or President Chiang’s orders. Both situations 

are reasonable. Consider, then, the proposed cooperation in 1983 with South Africa regarding 

the enrichment of uranium that Chiang was hesitant to agree to immediately. If President 

Chiang wanted Hau to supervise the development of nuclear weapons conducted by the 

INER, there seemed to be little reason for Chiang to not approve immediately Hau’s proposal 

of cooperating with South Africa. After all, once the cooperation succeeded, Taiwan could 

easily increase its uranium stock level through enrichment of spent fuel produced by nuclear 

power plants on the island. Therefore, Chiang’s hesitation reflected his unwillingness to 
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develop nuclear weapons. That is to say, Chiang was consistent in his policy of not 

producing nuclear weapons. Chiang’s later instruction of not to manufacture nuclear weapons 

surreptitiously, and the urge to ship the spent nuclear fuels to the United States also showed 

that Chiang did not violate his pledge. Then, General Hau may have given the order to 

develop nuclear weapons based on his personal belief. These all happened during President 

Chiang’s first term of office. 

Could it be the case that Chiang did abide by his pledge during the first term, but not the 

second term? Put differently, could the huge success that the INER achieved from 1985 

onward showed Chiang’s change of attitude after winning the re-election in 1984?  

Currently, there is no way to find out. As General Hau remarked in the beginning of his 

diary, items related to the national security were not included for publishing. There was also 

a doubt on Hau’s intention to shoulder all the responsibilities in order to detach President 

Chiang’s involvement in the progress of producing nuclear weapons.97  

If President Chiang had been consistent in following his pledge throughout his terms as 

the president, then General Hau may have been the man giving orders for the speed up in the 

development of nuclear weapons. This argument is not groundless. In his oral history, 

Colonel Chang especially pointed out that he decided to unveil the secret nuclear program to 

the U.S. government only to show his opposition to General Hau’s personal ambition.98  

A third scenario is that neither President Chiang nor General Hau gave direct orders to 

produce nuclear weapons, it was nonetheless done by the INER personnel. Remember, the 

proposal for Chingfeng-II missiles with the specific purpose of carrying nuclear warheads 

was submitted by the NCSIST two years before General Hau headed the institute. It is still 

mysterious under what circumstances did the NCSIST submit the proposal that went directly 
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against the pledge of Chiang. It is also still unknown why would the MND accept such a 

proposal. The NCSIST itself had a few records of not following orders from commanding 

authorities. For example, Dr. Han Kwang-wei, chief manager of the Hsiungfeng Plan, 

revealed an inside secret of the NCSIST. After the project regarding the research and 

development of Hsiungfeng missiles ended, Dr. Han and his subordinates utilized spare parts 

in the warehouse and assembled ten Hsiungfeng missiles. The action was later discovered by 

the auditory department, but Acting Director Huang showed his support for Dr. Han and rid 

him off penalties.99 This took place before the NCSIST was placed directly under the GSH 

command. After General Hau started to head the NCSIST, the situation did not seem to 

change. The agency sometimes ignored General Hau’s direct instructions. The majority of 

researchers at the NCSIST back then was composed of career military officers. Upon retiring 

from the military, they were hired as civilian experts by the NCSIST. Hau once encountered 

on the hallway inside the NCSIST one of these civilian experts who Hau had known for years 

as a person without technological expertise. Therefore, Hau gave the order to immediately 

lay off the civilian expert. After a period of time, Hau encountered again the same expert at 

the NCSIST. Hau gave the same order again and successfully fired the expert this time.100 

That is to say, the NCSIST did not follow the direct order from Hau who was in fact in 

charge of the institute. Therefore, the NCSIST personnel may not follow instructions as 

ordered and they may have collectively chosen to develop nuclear weapons secretly. This is 

in accordance with Colonel Chang’s statement that the INER personnel had followed Premier 

Chiang’s declaration of not producing nuclear weapons not knowing that even encompassing 

the capabilities to produce them within a short time crossed the U.S. red line. 
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 Conclusion 

 

Suppose President Chiang abided by his pledge, then alliance politics play a more 

important role than presidential tenure in the development of nuclear program. From the 

alliance politics theory, the weaker ally is afraid of abandonment while the stronger concerns 

about entrapment. The normalization of diplomatic relations between the PRC and USA in 

1978 ended the alliance status between the ROC and USA since 1954. After hostility 

between the United States and PRC ceased to exist, the U.S. security guarantees to Taiwan 

might not be as robust as in the past. The Taiwan Relations Act and Six Assurances may 

have helped to maintain the security of Taiwan from 1982 onward, but they were 

incomparable to the mutual defense treaty. I extend Snyder’s theory from alliance to 

alignment for the time period of 1950-54 in Chapter 3 and find that the weaker ally is less 

likely to be non-accommodative due to the lack of security assurances provided by the 

stronger ally in the alignment mode. This chapter covers the shift from alliance back to 

alignment from 1979 onward. One finding is that the weaker ally does not attempt to be non-

accommodative even before the alliance relations end. Let me try to analyze the thinking of 

President Chiang. Remember that the world was still in the Cold War in 1979 and there were 

two major camps led by the United States and USSR, respectively, and one minor group, the 

non-aligned countries. Taiwan had been in the U.S.-led camp. After formal ties with the 

United States were severed, Taiwan had three options: to develop unofficial relations with 

the United States, turn to the USSR-led camp, or join the non-aligned countries. While 

joining the non-aligned countries would not acquire any security guarantee, the option was 

not feasible. How about joining the USSR-led camp? Although it may seem ridiculous, the 

generalissimo had considered allying with the former Soviet Union to counter-attack the PRC 
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in 1969. The generalissimo did not take the initiative in the idea of forming an alliance with 

the USSR, but he did consider its feasibility after a Russian spy came to Taiwan to relay the 

message. Eventually, the idea was cancelled by the generalissimo for being impractical.101 

Since the situation was not the same in the Soviet Union in 1979 and the probability of 

allying with the USSR was minimal, it was probably better for Taiwan to stay in the U.S.-led 

camp and try to develop unofficial relations with the United States. 

After the drastic change in the relationship with the United States, it made sense for 

Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons as a deterrent. However, Chiang made the declaration in 

1975 that even though Taiwan had the capabilities of producing nuclear weapons, such 

weapons would never be manufactured. If the contents of General Hau’s dairies are 

authentic, then President Chiang had been consistent in his pledge of not producing nuclear 

weapons. Therefore, Chiang should not be blamed for the tension created by the clandestine 

action of producing nuclear weapons. Again, Chiang’s role in the nuclear program as well as 

the “524 incident” remains to be two puzzles that require further evidence possibly still 

hidden in the classified documents. 
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Chapter 6: A Special State-to-State Relationship 

 

Similar to President Chiang Kai-shek, who had more than two terms of office, 

President Lee Teng-hui stayed in office for 12 years (1988-2000). In this chapter, I first 

online U.S. interests during President Lee’s tenure. Since the importance of the People’s 

Republic of China (PRC) increased during this period in U.S.-China-Taiwan relations, I 

include the PRC whenever pertinent. Then, I describe Lee’s non-accommodation policy since 

1995. In the third part of this chapter, I analyze the effects of alliance politics and presidential 

tenure on Lee’s non-accommodative behavior. The fourth section concludes. 

 

U.S. Interests 

 

As I mentioned in the previous chapter, the United States pressured General Hau, Chief 

of General Staff, to terminate the nuclear program in Taiwan one week after the death of 

President Chiang Ching-kuo on January 13, 1988. There could be two reasons. First, Colonel 

Chang revealed to the United States that General Hau was in charge of the secret nuclear 

program. Second, President Lee just succeeded Chiang and did not have the real power at 

that time but General Hau had. According to the ordinary procedure, Hau relayed the U.S. 

request of dismantling Taiwan’s nuclear facilities to President Lee, and Lee agreed. Other 

than the nuclear issue, U.S. attitude toward cross-Strait relations remained the same based on 

the three joint communiqués with China; the Taiwan Relations Act and Six Assurances with 

Taiwan. However, U.S.-China relations came to a nadir after the Tiananmen Incident, taking 

place in Beijing on June 4, 1989, in which the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) suppressed a 
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democratic sit-in and resulted in heavy casualties on the civilian side.1 As leader of 

democracies, the United States could not tolerate this kind of non-democratic action in 

China. Since then, the poor record of human rights in China has become more or less an 

impediment to U.S.-China relations. Shortly afterward, the collapse of the Soviet Union 

marked the end of communism. All of a sudden, the role of the PRC to balance against the 

former Soviet Union lost its importance. Remember, the establishment of formal relations 

between the United States and PRC in 1978 stemmed from the conventional thinking of 

balance of power. In a sharp contrast, Taiwan transformed from an authoritarian regime to a 

democratic one after lifting the martial law in 1987, abolishing the ban on newspapers in 

1988, and terminating the restrictions on forming political parties in 1989. The constitutional 

reform in 1990-91 led to the retirement of senior members of the three parliaments who used 

to have unlimited terms of office. Therefore, a democratically-transformed Taiwan received 

more appraisal than a totalitarian China. U.S.-Taiwan bilateral ties, therefore, began to 

improve. On September 2, 1992, President George H. W. Bush announced at a General 

Dynamics plant in Fort Worth, Texas the sale of 150 F-16 fighter jets to Taiwan. Even 

though the announcement had more to do with U.S. domestic issues such as improving the 

economy, and, more importantly, winning the re-election for Bush, it was a major change in 

the U.S. policy toward Taiwan that confronted the spirit of the 817 Communiqué regarding 

gradual reduction in arms sales to the island.2 In other words, the United States continued 

arms sale to Taiwan after 1982, but the F-16 sale was a major improvement in both quantity 

as well as quality.  

After the constitutional reform in 1991 that marked the end of autocracy and a march 

toward democracy, President Lee was invited in 1995 to visit his alma mater, the Cornell 
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University. The State Department originally obstructed Lee’s visit, but finally issued the visa 

under the overwhelming pressure from the Congress in support for Lee. President Lee finally 

made the trip to Cornell and delivered a speech at the Olin Lecture on June 9, 1995, in which 

he mentioned the Republic of China on Taiwan 17 times and promoted Taiwan’s successful 

experience of democratic transformation. The trip as well as the contents of the speech 

infuriated the PRC, which considered the U.S. government was behind the scene. In order to 

signal its resolve to both the United States and Taiwan over sovereignty issues, the PRC 

conducted military exercises and test-firing of missiles across the Taiwan Strait.3 In 

response, two U.S. carrier combat groups were sent to international waters near the island. 

President Lee revealed openly that the missiles were not frightening since they were 

equipped with duds. Lee’s intelligence was provided by PLA General Liu Liankun, who 

spied for Taiwan’s Military Intelligence Bureau, MND. Liu was later sold out by Li Chi-hau, 

a double agent working for both Taiwan and China, and faced execution.4 After the missile 

test, the U.S. government sensed the potential severity in the Taiwan Strait and started to 

promote confidence building measures, such as Track-II mechanism consisting of scholarly 

exchange between both sides across the Taiwan Strait. Concurrently, Kenneth Lieberthal 

(1998)5 advocated for an interim agreement to be signed by both sides across the Taiwan 

Strait to prevent similar situations from happening in the future, but to no avail.  

The PRC’s missile test in 1995-96 has two significant meanings. For the United States, 

the focus began to shift to China as a potential adversary in published works as a way to 

alarm the U.S. government.6 For China, the incident showed that the PLA’s military 

capabilities fell far behind that of the United States. Two plans were designed to deal with 

the situation. The first plan attempted to expedite the development of long-range surface-to-
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surface missiles to strike out U.S. carriers in the Pacific Ocean so as to prevent the U.S. Navy 

from coming to Taiwan’s aid. The idea of anti-access/area denial (A2/AD) was a major factor 

in developing the Dongfeng (east wind) 21 missile.7 The second plan was to develop China’s 

own version of global positioning system (GPS) since the U.S. military may have shut down 

part of its satellites for commercial use rendering the PLA unable to locate its missiles during 

the 1995-96 missile test. The development of China’s Beidou (northern dipper) Positioning 

System could, therefore, eliminate the reliance on the U.S. GPS for guidance.8    

 After the missile event, President Bill Clinton made the attempt in 1998 to cool down 

the tension between China and Taiwan by announcing publicly in Shanghai that the United 

States did not support Taiwan independence, Taiwan’s joining the United Nations, or the 

creation of two Chinas.9 Around the same time, an incident took place and increased China’s 

resentment toward the United States. The China embassy in Belgrade, Serbia was hit by U.S. 

cruise missiles. Even though the United States claimed that the hit was not conducted 

intentionally, the explanation did not convince China. After the incident, another event 

happened in the West Pacific escalated the tension even higher. President Lee declared in 

1999 that Taiwan and China had a special state-to-state relationship, also known as the “two-

state” theory. The statement reignited a flash in the Taiwan Strait.  

 To sum up, the U.S. policy during the period of 1988 to 2000 was mainly to preserve 

peace in the Taiwan Strait. The Tiananmen massacre may have shocked the Americans, but 

U.S. presidents still managed to maintain bilateral relations with the PRC. Even though there 

were economic sanctions, suspension of military exchanges, and using the Most Favorable 

Nations (MFN) as leverage to demand improvement of human rights in the PRC, both 

President Clinton and President Bush were reluctant to enforce them wholeheartedly.  
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Maintaining relations with China, however, did not jeopardize the security of Taiwan. 

When the island was under coercion from mainland China during the missile-test crisis, the 

U.S. reactions were slow in the beginning but were adequate and timely toward the end of it. 

The U.S. forces did not respond to the PLA’s missile tests in July and November of 1995. It 

was until December 19, 1995, that USS Nimitz carrier combat group quietly sailed through 

the Taiwan Strait. This was the first-ever presence of U.S. vessels after the termination of the 

Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty in 1979. It was later revealed by a Taiwan media, the 

United Daily News, in January 1996 about the passage of the combat group. The official U.S. 

response was that the passage was conducted to avoid the inclement weather in the 

international waters east of Taiwan, the usual route, by U.S. seamen traveling from Hong 

Kong to Yokosuka, Japan. In fact, the weather on that day of detour was pacific. Then, the 

political and military connotations of the passage were obvious.10  

 In March 1996, U.S. vessels appeared close to Taiwan again. This time, there were two 

carrier combat groups consisting of USS Nimitz and Independence. While the Yokosuka 

base was home of USS Independence in East Asia, the USS Nimitz came all the way from 

the Persian Gulf. Before the rendezvous of the two U.S. combat groups in the West Pacific, 

the PLA cut short its missile test and ended the missile crisis. 

 

Bone of Contention 

 

 Before moving to President Lee’s non-accommodations, let me explain here the origins 

of the contention between the ROC and PRC. As I mentioned earlier, after the retreat of the 

nationalist government from mainland China to Taiwan President Chiang Kai-shek kept the 

hope of recovering the mainland and Chairman Mao desired to liberate the island. Since the 
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establishment of the PRC on October 1, 1950, there have been two de facto Chinas. While 

the PRC controlled the majority of the territory of China, the ROC claimed to maintain the 

legitimacy of China.   

 Since the representation of China had remained to be an issue for potential militarized 

conflict in the Taiwan Strait, U.S. Secretary of State John Dulles proposed the idea of 

creating two Chinas in early 1955 during the offshore island crisis.11 The idea was firmly 

opposed by President Chiang. The reason, as I explained earlier, was connected to the 

legitimacy issue and legal ground to recover the Chinese mainland. Therefore, Chiang had in 

early 1956 the consideration of withdrawing from the United Nations (UN) to prevent two 

Chinas from becoming a reality.12 This was much earlier than the ROC’s official withdrawal 

from the UN in 1971. Not only the ROC was opposed to the idea of “two Chinas,” the PRC 

did not welcome it as well. The issue of creating “two China” lingered on and was used by 

the PRC as an excuse for the shelling of Quemoy in 1958. As China’s propaganda asserted, 

the shelling was an attempt to prevent the United States from occupying Taiwan and creating 

“two Chinas.”   

The second attempt of the United States to create “two Chinas” appeared in 1962. Walt 

Rostow, Chairman of Policy Planning Council under the Department of State, supervised the 

draft of Basic National Security Policy paper in which suggestions were made to recognize 

Chinese Communists, cease U.S. opposition to UN membership for the PRC, and neutralize 

Taiwan. The Rostow Document was reported by the Chicago Tribune on June 17-18 and 

caused grave concern from the nationalist government.13 The principle that the nationalist 

government upheld was the insistence on being the only legitimate government of China both 

domestically and internationally. Therefore, the communist government that ruled China 
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after 1950 was described by the nationalist government as “communist bandits” [gongfei] in 

its propaganda.  

The nationalist government’s decision to withdraw from the United Nations right before 

being expelled in 1971 was based on the legitimacy principle that could not allow co-

existence of a legitimate government and an insurgent one in the international organization 

[hanzei buliangli]. It was also required by the nationalist government that countries with 

formal ties could not recognize the ROC and PRC at the same time. In other words, the 

nationalist government was playing a “zero-sum game,” in which the gain by one player is 

the loss of the other player. Hence, the PRC had no concern that Taiwan would secede from 

it when President Chiang Kai-shek was in power. A recent work revealed, however, that 

Chiang was not all that consistent in upholding the “one China” principle in the UN seat. 

Chiang did consider the possibility of letting the PRC join the United Nations as a member 

using the name containing China. However, Chiang’s hesitation led to indecision and 

consequently not enough time to put this idea into practice at the United Nations.14 

Therefore, co-existence with the PRC in the UN never happened.   

The death of President Chiang in 1975 marked the end of an era of preserving one 

China. The normalization of formal relations between the PRC and the United States in 1978 

was a critical blow to the one China concept that the ROC government had honored for 

decades. In order to prevent the ROC from taking measures to disassociate itself with the 

one-China concept, two actions were taken by the PRC. On January 1, 1979, China 

announced “An Open Letter to Taiwan Compatriots” in which peaceful unification was 

proposed to replace military liberation. On September 30, 1981, Yeh Jianying, Chairman of 

the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress, proposed a nine-point plan that 
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reiterated peaceful unification and brought up the concept of designing Taiwan as a special 

district of China. This is what generally referred to as the origin of “one country, two 

systems.” On January 10, 1982, Chinese President Deng Xiaoping proposed the concept of 

“one country, two systems.” In the concept, the nationalist government on Taiwan could keep 

almost all of the existing bureaucratic agencies and armed forces in Taiwan but the national 

title. Deng’s idea was rejected by President Chiang Ching-kuo, who declared the “three 

No’s” policy: “no contact, no negotiation, and no compromise.” In 1987, however, President 

Chiang lifted the ban on mainlanders in Taiwan to visit their hometowns in China. That is to 

say, the restriction on the “no contact” policy was partially lifted. Several civilian issues were 

accompanied by these visits. In order to deal with non-political matters concerning both sides 

across the Taiwan Strait after the beginning of interactions, the Straits Exchange Foundation 

(SEF) was established on November 21, 1990. In response, the PRC set up the Association 

for Relations Across the Taiwan Straits (ARATS) as the counterpart of SEF five days later.   

The ROC’s policy toward “one China” started to change after Lee was sworn in. In 

1988, President Lee started the “pragmatic diplomacy” to improve substantive relations with 

countries that did not have formal ties with the ROC.15 The biggest difference between Lee’s 

foreign policy and that of his predecessors was the shift toward “non zero-sum game.” 

Therefore, the gain by Taiwan was not necessarily the loss of China. In other words, Lee was 

pragmatic in improving Taiwan’s foreign relations with other countries regardless of their 

formal ties with the PRC. Guided by the principle of “pragmatic diplomacy,” ROC officials 

also attended conferences of international organizations in which PRC officials were present. 

For example, ROC Minister of Finance Kuo Wan-jung attended in May 1989 the annual 

meeting of Asian Development Bank in Beijing.16 Around the same time, different ideas 
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were proposed in Taiwan. For example, Wei Yong, Chairman of the Research, Development, 

and Evaluation Commission under the Executive Yuan, proposed in March 1988 the idea of 

“two Chinas” at the Legislative Yuan.17 The Democratic Progressive Party, a burgeoning 

local political party, started to advocate Taiwan independence in early 1990s. The reason was 

simple. Since Taiwan could not own the freedom in the international community due to 

constraints imposed by the PRC, one way to deal with it was to get rid of the country title and 

use the name of Taiwan instead. However, this policy started to trigger PRC’s concern that 

President Lee was slowly moving toward one China and one Taiwan, or Taiwan 

independence.  

 In 1990, under President Lee’s instructions, the National Unification Council was 

established to initiate National Unification Guidelines. The guidelines were passed by the 

Executive Yuan on March 14, 1991, which set forth three goals for the unification of Taiwan 

and the mainland. The short-term goal aimed at creating interactions and reciprocity. The 

mid-term goal focused on establishing mutual trust and cooperation. The long-term goal was 

to establish a negotiation body to unify both sides across the Taiwan Strait under the 

conditions of political willingness, democracy, economic freedom, social justice, and 

nationalization of the armed forces. The guidelines were completed to incorporate the needs 

of not only different ethnic groups but political groups as well. There were two objectives of 

the guidelines: to end the status of the Chinese civil war and set the conditions for 

unification.18 In other words, the passage of the National Unification Guidelines ended the 

Temporary Provisions Effective during the Period of National Mobilization for Suppression 

of the Communist Rebellion that was passed by the National Assembly in 1948. Since the 

National Unification Council and National Unification Guidelines were of great importance, 
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even symbolically, the termination of them cause great damage to cross-Strait political 

relations. This will be touched on in the next chapter. 

The idea of pragmatic diplomacy may have been influenced by Lee’s experience of 

foreign visits in his capacity as the vice president.19. Lee learned from these foreign visits 

that Taiwan could provide assistance to foreign countries in several ways. For example, Lee 

himself is an agriculture expert and could provide answers to agricultural problems that 

Taiwan’s allies face. Coupled with the boost in Taiwan’s economy in the 1980s and 1990s, 

Taiwan had the economic strength to provide financial assistance. This also has to do with 

the underdeveloped economy in China back then that could not compete with Taiwan in 

terms of foreign aid. However, Taiwan’s pragmatic diplomacy also received a notorious 

name: checkbook diplomacy.   

On Jan 30, 1995, Chinese President Jiang Zemin delivered a speech entitled 

“Continuing to Strive Toward the Unification of China,” in which an eight-point proposal 

was presented. The speech was later referred to as “Jiang’s eight points.” Three months later, 

Taiwan President Lee Teng-hui responded on April 8 with a “six-point proposal,” which was 

later dubbed “Lee’s six points.” Both statements centered on seeking unification of China 

and the tones were moderate.20 That is to say, cross-Strait relations had been calm until April 

1995. 

 

President Lee’s Non-Accommodative Policy 

 

After Lee paid visits to foreign countries in his capacity as the president, a visit to the 

United States became the ultimate goal that he wanted to achieve. Why did Lee desire to visit 

the United States? There could be a few reasons. First, Lee’s predecessors had not done so 
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and it would be a major achievement of Lee. As I mentioned in Chapter 4, Ray Cline made 

the suggestion to President Chiang Kai-shek for a visit to the United States to share 

unforeseen ideas regarding a counter-offensive. However, the suggestion was declined by 

Chiang. Even though Chiang Ching-kuo made two visits to the United States in 1963 and 

1965, respectively, those visits were not conducted in his capacity as the president. Similarly, 

President Yen visited the United States when he served as the vice president, but not the 

president. Therefore, visiting the United States in the capacity as the president could 

demonstrate an unprecedent achievement of Lee, compared to his predecessors. Second, the 

United States was the largest piece in Lee’s jigsaw puzzle of foreign visit. Prior to the U.S. 

visit in 1995, Lee conducted four visits to foreign countries, such as Singapore in March 

1989; the Philippines, Indonesia, and Thailand in February 1994; Nicaragua, Costa Rica, 

South Africa and Swaziland in May 1994; United Arab Emirates and Jordan in April 1995.21 

It made no sense for Lee to visit small countries, but not the largest and most powerful one.  

After taking office in 1988, it was probably after 1991 that Lee was able to start 

enhancing foreign relations with the United States. It was after the democratic transformation 

in Taiwan that U.S.-Taiwan relations began to improve. In Lee’s judgment, “the U.S. 

Department of State was unfriendly, but the Congress was okay to Taiwan.”22 It was the 

authority of the U.S. State Department to issue or not a visa to President Lee. Since the State 

Department was unfriendly to Taiwan, a feasible way was to lobby the U.S. Congress. 

However, this idea was objected, or at least half-heartedly carried out, by Taiwan’s Foreign 

Ministry. This explained why the Taiwan Research Institute, a civilian think tank in Taiwan, 

was in charge of the signing of the contract with the Cassidy and Associates for lobbying.23                      
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In 1994, ROC diplomats posted in Washington started to inquire the Department of 

State the possibility of issuing a visa to President Lee. In 1995, Cornell University President 

Hunter Rawlings invited President Lee for a visit and to give a speech at the Olin Lecture. 

Lee considered it a chance to increase his prestige domestically and, hence, ordered his staff 

to hire the Cassidy & Associates to lobby U.S. congresspersons. The trip to Cornell 

University could be viewed as the first attempt during President Lee’s terms to challenge the 

status quo. The trip challenged the U.S. policy of not inviting president from countries that 

did not have diplomatic relations with the United States. In the beginning, the Department of 

State strictly enforced the policy. Secretary of State Warren Christopher especially promised 

Chinese Vice Premier Qian Qichen in April 1995 that no visa would be granted to Lee for the 

visit.24 What Taiwan did was to sign a three-year contract in June 1994, totaled US$ 4.5 

million, with Cassidy & Associates to lobby for Lee’s U.S. visit. Out of surprise, the 

lobbying firm successfully carried out the task within a year after the contract was signed.25 

The votes were 97-0 in the Senate, and 396-1 in the House of Representatives in favor of 

President Lee’s visit.26 Therefore, the Department of State was under pressure from the 

legislative branch to issue a visa to President Lee.  

Even though the Department of State later granted Lee a visa, some constraints were 

also imposed, such as no political-oriented contents in the speech. However, Lee mentioned 

the Republic of China on Taiwan 17 times in the speech and violated the State Department’s 

constraints. The contents of the speech were deemed by China as politically-driven and 

compromised Lee’s credibility.27 It is worth noting that Lee sent a message to China via 

secret envoys asserting that the visit to Cornell would be a scholarly one to minimize China’s 

opposition to the visit. This also became a critical reason of China’s mistrust toward Lee. 
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The granting of a U.S. visa to Lee had already upset China; Lee’s politically-driven 

speech further infuriated the PRC. In response to Lee’s visit to Cornell University, the PRC 

carried out a missile-test exercise in July 1995. This is the first round of the 1995-96 missile 

crisis. Since the 1996 presidential election in Taiwan was scheduled to be held on March 23, 

the PRC announced on March 8 to carry out a second exercise in the Taiwan Strait. In 

response, the United States sent two carrier combat groups to international waters near 

northern and southern Taiwan. The missile test-firing this time aimed at intimidating the 

Taiwan people, but did not successfully alter the outcome of the presidential election. 

Incumbent President Lee nonetheless won the re-election.   

Unlike President Chiang Kai-shek who was planning to use force against China when 

formal alliance with the United States was in place, Taiwan and the United States had weaker 

relations during President Lee’s terms of office. This fact limited policy options that Lee 

could choose from. Therefore, Lee chose a moderate way of being non-accommodative 

through proposing a statement in an interview with the press. In August 1998, a task force 

was established to do research on strengthening the status of the Republic of China as a 

sovereign country. Members of the task force was recommended by Ing Tsung-wen, 

Director-General of the National Security Bureau, and approved by President Lee. The leader 

of the task force was Tsai Ing-wen, then professor at National Chengchi University and in the 

meantime a government consultant. The task force submitted its first report in May 1999.28 

Before the Deutsche Welle interviewed President Lee, the Government Information Office 

had already prepared answers to the questions on cross-Strait relations that the German-based 

newspaper submitted in advance. President Lee decided that it was time to make public the 
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special state-to-state relations.29 On July 9, 1999, Lee said in an interview with the Deutsche 

Welle that: 

 
“Since 1991, the revision of the constitution has set the tone for cross-Strait relations: they are state-

to-state, at least special state-to-state, relations. Since cross-Strait relations have transformed to 

special state-to-state relations, there is no need to announce Taiwan independence.”30 
 

Lee’s statement of “two-state” theory exploded a more powerful bomb than his visit to 

Cornell in 1995. Subsequently, AIT Director Darryl Johnson immediately requested a 

meeting with President Lee and inquired him on July 13 about the ROC’s policy toward the 

mainland. Even though Lee responded that he was merely describing the reality of cross-

Strait relations, Johnson did not believe the explanation.31 AIT Chairman Richard Bush 

came to Taiwan on July 22 and had meetings with major government officials to listen to 

their opinions on Lee’s remarks. After knowing that the policy of “one China, different 

explanations” still existed, Bush recommended that Taiwan make “two-state” theory a further 

interpretation of the policy.32 

The “two-state” theory may have just shocked the United States, but it brought to a PRC 

action that has continued to threaten Taiwan’s national security. The PLA Air Force sent out 

fighter jets to patrol the Taiwan Strait even reaching the invisible line of equidistance in the 

Taiwan Strait. In the past, the ROC Air Force could use all the airspace above the Taiwan 

Strait for training. Lee’s statement immediately cut in half the air space that the ROC Air 

Force used to enjoy.33 

 

 

Alliance Politics  
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The U.S. establishment of diplomatic relations with China in 1978 led to the severing of 

ties with Taiwan, and the ending of bilateral alliance. However, U.S. arms sales to Taiwan 

remained. Sensitive weapons were acquired through business sales or technology transfer.34 

Therefore, the alignment continued to exist during Lee’s terms of office. In addition to the 

ordinary U.S. arms sales, President Bush’s decision of selling 150 F-16s to Taiwan in 

September 1992 was a surprise and further strengthened the alignment with Taiwan. The 

arms sale had a tremendous effect on President Lee’s non-accommodative behavior. Let me 

elaborate here. 

In his speech, titled “From the Age of Uncertainty to the Age of Pragmatism,” delivered 

at the Revolution Practice Institute on August 8, 1991, President Lee pointed out that:  

“Is there any country in the world that could confront the United States through the use of force? No! 

After the signing of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia, the world has become uni-

polarized. Under this situation, use of force is a dead end. Hence, it has become more apparent to 

negotiate rather than to use force. This is an important factor in establishing the new world order.”35 
 

In addition, Lee mentioned that the United Nations should carry out mediation when needed. 

There are three points in this speech. First, the United States had become the only 

superpower, China would not attempt to confront the United States through the use of force 

over Taiwan. Second, since use of force was not an option, negotiations became a feasible 

way for China to deal with Taiwan. Combining the first and second points, one can infer 

from this speech, through Lee’s perception, that China would be more likely to negotiate 

with Taiwan regarding the unification issue after the United States became the remaining 

super power in the post-Cold War era. This was in accordance with the spirit of establishing 

the National Unification Council and National Unification Guidelines on the Taiwan side. 

The goal was to facilitate interactions and negotiations with China. Therefore, the “New 

World Order” set the frame that benefited cross-Strait negotiations or even the settlement of 
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the Taiwan issue through peaceful means. Also recall the Six Assurances that President 

Reagan provided to Taiwan, the island’s security was even more robust after the end of the 

Cold War since the importance of China to the United States declined. The United States 

would not pressure Taiwan to conduct political negotiations with China; China could not 

pressure Taiwan to get to the negotiation table through coercion. Third, if China, nonetheless, 

conducted military actions against Taiwan to enforce coercive unification, Taiwan could turn 

to the United Nations for help. This means that Lee anticipated the U.S. security umbrella, 

but he was unsure about the extent to which the security that the United States would 

provide. 

However, the unprecedented announcement in 1992 regarding the sale of 150 F-16s to 

Taiwan may have changed the course President Lee designated. Remember, the sale was an 

overt violation of the 1982 Shanghai Communiquéé which clearly stated reduction in quality 

as well as quantity of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. That is to say, the arms sale may have sent 

the wrong signal to Lee that the remaining superpower chose to side with Taiwan. As I 

mentioned earlier, President Bush’s intention had more to do with saving the domestic 

economy so as to win the re-election. The announcement, however, could well be perceived 

by President Lee as backing Taiwan to resume political confrontation against mainland 

China. Based on this perception, I speculate that Lee was unafraid of challenging China in 

his speech delivered at the Cornell University. Then, the United States unintentionally shifted 

its role of impartiality in cross-Strait relations.   

 As Lin Chung-pin, former Deputy Chairman of MAC, observed, President Lee’s sharp 

change in his attitude toward China since 1994 has remained to be a mystery.36 Even though 

there was the “Thousand Island Incident” in 1994 that burglars murdered Taiwan tourists in a 
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lake resort in China, the U.S. arms sale announced two years earlier may have had a closer 

association. Without the wrong signal that Lee perceived, the Thousand Island incident may 

have been just a bump in the road in terms of cross-Strait relations. After the incident, Lee 

stated the “the sorrow of being Taiwanese” in his interview with Japan novelist Shiba 

Ryotaro. In the interview, Lee also dubbed the ruling KMT not as a local political party but 

“a foreign regime,” and started to shape the “Taiwan identity” in a way to disassociate the 

Taiwan public from the long-standing “China identity.”  

Even though it is less likely for Taiwan to challenge the security interests of the United 

States in the absence of alliance, two factors could be influential in shaping President Lee’s 

non-accommodative policy. First, there was no consistent U.S. policy toward China after the 

collapse of communism. After the biggest threat to the United States ceased to exist after the 

end of the Cold War, a consensus had not reached regarding appropriate ways to deal with 

China. Two policy options were proposed: containment vs. engagement. Engagement was 

not a brand-new policy, which started during the Nixon administration. Containment option, 

however, attempted to adjust the new situation toward China in the post-Cold War era.37 In 

other words, had the U.S. policy toward China been consistent, President Lee may not have 

attempted to push for the visit to the Cornell University.  

Second, accompanied by factors such as Taiwan’s successful democratic transformation 

and high economic performance, Taiwan subsequently received appraisals from U.S. 

congress persons. President Lee may have considered U.S.-Taiwan ties to be considerably 

robust even without a formal agreement in addition to the obscure U.S. policy toward China 

at that time 
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Let me turn now to the “two-state” theory. As Lee remarked, the “two-state” theory 

originated from the encouragement of Judge Shigeru Oda on the International Court of 

Justice (ICJ). Even though Lee and Oda graduated from the same high school in the same 

year in Taiwan under Japanese occupation, Oda was unfriendly to Taiwan. However, Oda 

changed his attitude and advised Lee that Taiwan should present a case in front of the ICJ 

regarding Taiwan’s relations with China. Lee was inspired by Oda’s change of attitude, and 

he started to consider clarifying cross-Strait relations. The timing to make it public, however, 

was a problem. Oda suggested to Lee during 1995-1996, prior to the missile crisis. Lee had 

the consideration that:  

“Before I took office in 1996, China conducted verbal threat and military coercion on a daily basis. 
The United States has just sent war ships to Taiwan. Would it do so again? We were not clear about 

that. Hence, I could not propose the “two-state” theory at that time.”38   

 

Therefore, Lee did not make public the “two-state” theory right after the missile crisis 

even though he wanted to. What Lee did not say in the oral history project with Academia 

Sinica of Taiwan was that U.S.-Taiwan relations were severely compromised due to his 

insistence on visiting the Cornell University. Even though the visit did not pose a direct 

provocation to China, the process of using pressure from the Congress to issue a visa and the 

violating the caveat in the speech made the State Department consider Lee as “a trouble 

maker.” China’s response of conducting the missile-test and amphibious exercises were 

overreacting, but the crisis stemmed from Lee’s Cornell visit. Lee knew it all too well that he 

hesitated in carrying out immediately another non-accommodation.  

 That is to say, since Lee’s policy was at odds with the U.S. Department of State and, to 

some extent, led to the 1995-96 missile-test crisis, a better strategy for him after the crisis 

was to keep a low profile to calm down the situation. Therefore, Lee did not put for the “two-

state” theory right after winning the re-election but did so three years later. 
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Even though relations with the U.S. State Department deteriorated before the Cornell 

visit, the credibility that the United States demonstrated during the 1995-96 missile-test crisis 

further strengthened Lee’s belief that the U.S. forces would come to Taiwan’s aid when 

needed. As Lee remarked in his book that:  

“Even though the United States recognized the People’s Republic of China in 1979 and severed 
its diplomatic relations with Taiwan, the Taiwan Relations Act was also enacted to provide Taiwan 

with complete protection so as to maintain the status quo and enhance its security. The Taiwan 

Relations Act clearly stated that the United States must protect Taiwan whenever there is a situation 
in the Taiwan Strait. ... Therefore, the United States could not sit and watch the PRC’s missile-test 

exercise in 1996 that threatened the security of Taiwan.”39  
 

 It could be the case that President Lee had the perception that the United States would 

guarantee the security of Taiwan, but he was unsure about the extent to which the guarantee 

would cover. The extended-immediate deterrence carried out by the U.S. forces in 1996 

corroborated Lee’s prior belief and may further consolidated that belief. The belief later 

contributed to the announcement of the “two-state” theory. 

 

Presidential Tenure 

 

Before analyzing the factor of presidential tenure, let me do a background review from 

1988 onward after President Lee succeeded President Chiang. Like President Chiang Kai-

shek, President Chiang Ching-kuo did not finish his term before he passed away. While Vice 

President Yen Chia-kan completed the tenure of President Chiang Kai-shek from 1975-78, 

Vice President Lee Teng-hui became the president in 1988 and finished the remainder of 

President Chiang Ching-kuo’s term until 1990. Lee was elected as president in 1990 and re-

elected in 1996. Due to the change in the electoral mechanism from six years to four years of 

one term, Lee’s send term was cut short by two years, and he stayed in office until 2000. 

What President Lee faced in 1988 was, however, quite different from that of President Yen. 



179 

 

First, unlike President Yen who didn’t have the ambition of running for the next presidency, 

President Lee was very ambitious about it but he pretended that he had no interest in it so as 

to ease worries from potential competitors. In his oral history, President Lee clearly 

expressed this view.40 Second, political struggles were much more intense and severe during 

Lee’s first two years as the president from 1988 to 1990. This is because then Premier 

Chiang Ching-kuo was the only person who owned the real power during President Yen’s 

term, and there was no potential candidate running for presidency except Chiang himself. 

There were, however, a few political heavyweights within the KMT struggling for power 

during President Lee’s first two years in office. Therefore, Lee’s presidential power was 

unstable in the beginning. One fundamental reason was due to Lee’s ethnic origin as a 

Taiwanese, which was not well accepted by the KMT politicians who were mostly mainland 

Chinese coming to Taiwan after 1949. During the years when President Chiang Kai-shek and 

President Chiang Ching-kuo were in power, high-ranking government officials were mostly 

mainland Chinese. In order to minimize the dissatisfaction among the Taiwanese who held a 

share of around 80 percent of the population on the island, a few Taiwanese were appointed 

as high-ranking officials and Lee was one of them. In other words, it was likely that Chiang 

appointed Lee as the vice president not because Chiang wanted Lee to be his successor, but 

out of the consideration to minimize negative feelings toward Chiang himself and the ruling 

KMT as a whole. A more direct path to presidency in Taiwan at that time should be to obtain 

the experience of being the premier, instead of being the vice president. Premier Sun Yun-

suan was generally viewed by the Taiwan public to be the most potential successor of 

Chiang. Unfortunately, Sun had a stroke in 1984 and was unable to advance to a higher 

position. Right after Chiang’s death on January 13, 1988, there was no dispute that Lee 
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should succeed to presidency according to the constitution but the problem was whether Lee 

should also succeed to KMT chairmanship. In addition to the unfriendly gesture among 

members of the KMT Central Standing Committee, Madame Soong Mei-ling also voiced her 

concern that the KMT chairman should be a position allowing collective leadership.41 It was 

six months later that Lee was elected to KMT chairman. Even though Lee was elected as 

KMT chairman, KMT Secretary-General Lee Huan was the man in charge of party affairs 

and made Lee a nominal chairman.  

After Lee succeeded to the president, three political figures controlled the politics, party, 

and military, respectively. They were Premier Yu Kuo-hua, KMT Secretary-General Lee 

Huan, and Chief of General Staff General Hau Pei-tsun. Among the three, Premier Yu was 

the one with the least political ambition who became the first victim in the infighting 

struggling for power.42 After Yu resigned from his position due to his alleged involvement in 

a scandal, President Lee nominated Lee Huan as Yu’s successor on June 1, 1989. Lee Huan 

was not satisfied with merely being the premier and started aligning with General Hau during 

the KMT nomination process for the 1990 presidential election. They worked out a pair of 

candidates for the presidential campaign in which Lin Yang-kang, Minister of the Judicial 

Yuan, ran for presidency and Chiang Wei-kuo, younger brother of President Chiang Ching-

kuo, ran for vice presidency. However, the pair received little support from National 

Assembly representatives. The presidential election in 1990 was the last election that the 

National Assembly was in charge of. President Lee on one hand dissuaded Candidate Lin to 

run for the campaign, on the other hand visited one by one representatives of the National 

Assembly to seek their support. Before the voting took place, Lin announced to withdraw 

from the campaign. The National Assembly successfully elected Lee as the president on 
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March 21, 1990. At the time when the National Assembly was convened, a large-scale 

student sit-in, the “Wild Lily Movement,” took place at the Chiang Kai-shek Memorial Hall 

aimed at dissolving the National Assembly. After President Lee’s inauguration on May 20, 

Premier Lee resigned on May 31 to follow the constitutional tradition of letting the new 

president nominate a new premier as well as a new cabinet. In order to tear apart the political 

alignment between Lee Huan and Hau Pei-tsun, President Lee nominated Hau to be the 

premier. In response to his promises made to core members of the Wild Lily Movement, 

President Lee began to hold a series of meetings on national matters. In the meetings, two 

issues were prominent: the dissolving of the National Assembly and establishing the National 

Unification Council. Accordingly, the National Unification Guidelines were passed by the 

Executive Yuan in March 1991; the Temporary Provisions Effective during the Period of 

National Mobilization for Suppression of the Communist Rebellion was abolished in April of 

the same year by the National Assembly. In what was later dubbed the constitutional reform, 

senior members of the three parliaments were all forced to retire by December 1991. Even 

though they were forced to retire, they were granted pension plans in accordance with the Act 

Governing the Voluntary Retirement of the First-Term Senior Congressperson enacted in 

early 1989. In other words, President Lee utilized the social atmosphere that was against the 

unlimited-term congresspersons to carry out constitutional reform in 1991.43  

After aged congresspersons retired, President Lee received appraisals from the general 

public in Taiwan. Lee’s position, however, was still unstable since he appointed General Hau 

to be the premier to sabotage the alignment between Hau and former Premier Lee Huan. 

Before Hau took office, there was a social unrest in Taiwan of letting a military strongman be 

the premier. Premier Hau, however, successfully changed his image in the public after he 
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took measures to reduce the crime rate on the island. The satisfaction toward the cabinet led 

by Hau later revealed in the polls. Hau’s performance in public safety was not a concern for 

Lee, however. Lee’s concern came from the instances of Hau’s interfering with the military 

affairs. When Hau was the Chief of General Staff, it was his duty to summon chiefs of the 

armed forces for meetings. Lee considered that Hau should no longer get involved in military 

affairs after being the premier. Hau complained this to Shaw Yu-ming, Government 

Information Office Minister, that what he did was following the example set by Premier 

Chiang Ching-kuo. Hau questioned why he could not do what Premier Chiang did in the 

past?44  

After the Election for the Second Legislative Yuan was held in December 1992, 

President Lee asked Premier Hau to resign in order to show respect from the executive 

branch to the new legislature. Hau refused initially, but he still resigned after National 

Assembly delegates from both the ruling party and opposition party asked him to step down. 

After Lien Chan succeeded Hau in early 1993, Lee’s position was secured and he, therefore, 

started the campaign to push for “pragmatic diplomacy.”  

In March 1994, President Lee received Japanese novelist Ryotaro Shiba and talked 

about the grievance of being a Taiwanese. In the meeting, Lee also remarked that the KMT is 

an alien regime. The general public was shocked by Lee’s remarks, but Lee’s inclination 

toward Taiwan independence was unnoticed at that time. While the upcoming presidential 

election was two years away, Lee should have attempted to minimize any mistake domestic 

or foreign to successfully getting re-elected. At first glance, the views expressed in the 

interview with Shiba seemed to be unnecessary. However, the 1996 presidential election was 

the first of its kind in Taiwan in terms of direct voting. Hence, winning the 1996 presidential 
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election depended not on a small-size selectorate as in the past but on the electorate as large 

as the sum of voters in Taiwan. That is to say, winning the votes from the public was a better 

strategy. The question was how? Since the share of votes from the KMT was minimal 

compared to the general public in Taiwan, it was a good way to criticize the KMT in a way to 

garner more votes from non-KMT voters.  

In addition to the strategy of appealing to the public, another way was to boost the 

support from potential voters that could distinguish Lee from other presidential candidates. 

Visiting the Cornell University and the United States were inseparable. Therefore, the visit to 

Cornell University was a way to demonstrate Lee’s unprecedented achievement as well as 

the highlight of “pragmatic diplomacy.” As I mentioned earlier, the first inquiry for U.S. visa 

was made in 1994. The invitation from the Cornell University could well be the excuse to 

carry out a U.S. visit so as to boost the public support for Lee in the upcoming presidential 

election eight months away. In conjunction with the support from U.S. congresspersons for 

Taiwan’s achievement of democratic transformation and high economic performance, Lee 

found the leverage of using pressure from the U.S. legislature to obtain a visa from the U.S. 

executive branch. This explained the obscene amount of money spent in the contract with the 

Cassidy lobbying firm. To pay higher than normal price for lobbying well represented Lee’s 

determination of getting a U.S. visa, and the contract was closely associated with the 

expectation of winning the upcoming presidential election.  

It is not known whether Lee considered the repercussions of pushing for the U.S. visit. 

Even if he did, the consequences may have been considered as manageable. Prior to the 1996 

presidential election, the Democratic Progressive Party, DPP, was the only opposition party 

at that time. The DPP had started to increase its political power as demonstrated in various 
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local elections in 1994. Nonetheless, support for DPP did not compose a majority of voters. 

Therefore, even if the push for a U.S. visit had negative consequences, the DPP was not 

powerfully enough to hold Lee accountable. Therefore, Lee did not have to worry about the 

backlash of insisting on a U.S. visit.  

 Let me turn now to the “two-state” theory in 1999. As I mentioned earlier, President Lee 

came up with the idea of making public the reality of cross-Strait relations right before the 

1996 missile crisis. Even though the visit to Cornell University in 1995 was a move aimed at 

domestic gain, or winning the re-election to be exact, the way the Taiwan public perceived 

the missile-test crisis was China’s overreaction and saber-rattling. Therefore, the timing was 

inappropriate for Lee to propose the “two-state” theory. This is in accordance with the 

presidential tenure argument that incumbent leader would do whatever he/she can in order to 

stay in office/get re-elected. From this perspective, Lee did not make the statement in the 

remainder of his first term.   

 

Conclusion 

 

President Lee’s relationship with the U.S. government was smooth and even a bit 

stronger than his predecessors since U.S. President George Bush announced in 1992 the sale 

of 150 F-16 fighter jets to Taiwan. Even though the Sino-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty ceased 

to exist after 1980, continuation of U.S. arms sales was a sign of robust bilateral ties. As I 

mentioned earlier, the sale of F-16s to Taiwan came out of domestic considerations from the 

U.S. side, and not in the hope of enhancing bilateral relations with Taiwan. However, 150 F-

16s were a surprise to Taiwan since 1979. Arguably, if the sale of F-16s had not occurred, 

President Lee might not have taken non-accommodative actions of lobbying for a U.S. visa 
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and making public the statement of special state-to-state relations. If there were no F-16s, 

Taiwan’s foreign policy could have followed the dynamics of alliance politics. That is to say, 

for a country like Taiwan that does not have formal military ties with a major power like the 

United States, Taiwan would be very likely to accommodate the U.S. interests. Or, if non-

accommodation occurred before the sale of F-16s, then one can reject the dynamics of 

alliance politics.  

Let me turn to the presidential tenure effect, which explains President Lee’s second non-

accommodation in 1999 but not the first one in 1995. Remember, Lee made the Cornell visit 

in 1995 during his first full term (1990-96) and he would be less likely to take non-

accommodative action as the theory predicts. In its original form, the leader of a country is 

likely to accommodate in his/her first term, but not in his/her second term. What really 

happened in 1995 could be a more complex dynamic that I will elaborate below. A variation 

of the presidential tenure effect could be that a leader of a democracy is likely to take non-

accommodative actions in his/her first term if domestic opposition is weak. The other 

variation could be that a leader of a democracy is likely to take non-accommodative actions 

in his/her first term if a successful outcome is expectable. The two variations both apply to 

the case of the Lee administration. President Lee used the U.S. Cassidy & Associates to 

lobby the U.S. Congress for the approval of a U.S. visa so as to visit the Cornell University in 

1995 came out from his domestic consideration. Since the 1996 presidential election was 

drawing near, paying a visit to the United States could certainly increase his prestige and 

result in winning the re-election. Moreover, none of Lee’s predecessors had visited the 

United States as ROC president. Lee’s visit could make history in Taiwan. His prestige 

would increase further more. Knowing that the U.S. visit would generate successful outcome, 
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President Lee, therefore, spent US$ 4.5 million for a three-year contract with Cassidy and 

Associates.  

The opposition party in Taiwan with considerable size at that time was the Democratic 

Progressive Party, which was established in 1986 in Taipei. Even though Taiwan became a 

democracy after 1992, there was no political party that could compete with the Kuomintang 

at that time. Therefore, even if the visit to Cornell University did not turn out alright, Lee was 

unlikely to be held accountable. Therefore, Lee could really push for the visit. Think 

differently, even if the outcome of the visit to Cornell University was not alright, Lee had the 

prestige of transforming Taiwan from autocracy to democracy and would be less likely to be 

held accountable for.  

Let me turn to the case of the “special state-to-state relations.” The case took place in 

1999 during Lee’s second term. Lee knew that the “two-state” theory would certainly create 

trouble, but he still pushed for it. Lee’s close aides attempted to dissuade Lee by suggesting 

that to make the statement in the interview with the Deutsche Welle was like doing the right 

thing at the wrong time, but Lee insisted. Even though Lee knew that the “two-state” theory 

would certainly lead to U.S. complaints, he felt that the U.S. response was overreacting. The 

“two-state” theory did not cause a war with China, but it still brought to brinkmanship and 

greatly curtailed the airspace that the ROC Air Force used to have prior to 1999.  

The timing that President Lee made the statement is in accordance with what 

presidential tenure theory stipulates: non-accommodation is less likely to take place in a 

leader’s first term of office. The idea came out when Lee’s second term of office was about 

to end, but he considered to leave a heritage for his successor. Therefore, he ordered to set up 

a task force to draft what later became the “two-state” theory. President Lee has been able to 



187 

 

hide his intentions. His goal of pursuing Taiwan independence was not discovered by 

President Chiang Ching-kuo. The talk with Japanese novelist Ryotaro Shiba about the 

grievance of being a Taiwanese was discussed by the general public, but it was not generally 

viewed as Lee’s first step moving toward Taiwan independence. Similarly, the “two-state” 

theory was perceived by a great many as describing the reality. It was after Lee finished his 

second term and kept pushing for Taiwan independence that the public finally considered 

Lee as a true believer of Taiwan independence.
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Chapter 7: The Continuous Emergence of Non-Accommodative Policy 

 

 During President Chen Shui-bian’s term of office (2000-08), non-accommodative 

actions occurred again in both of his terms. The first set of cases took place from 2002 to 

2004, while the other set of cases were common throughout 2006 to 2008. I first outline U.S. 

interests during President Chen’s tenure. Then, I describe the cases of non-accommodation. 

The third section analyzes effects of alliance politics and presidential tenure. The final 

section concludes. 

 

U.S. Interests  

 

Following President Lee Teng-hui’s announcement of the “two-state” theory in 1999, 

the priority of U.S. policy in the Taiwan Strait was to calm down the situation. After winning 

the 46th presidential election, the Bush administration began taking steps to ease the tension. 

These steps were not favorable to either side of the Taiwan Strait. For example, Vice 

President Dick Cheney remarked on March 5, 2001, in a meeting with the Washington Times 

reporters that the Bush administration had strong feelings toward Taiwan’s future. Cheney 

added that the situation between Taiwan and China must eventually be solved through 

peaceful means instead of military ones.1 Two days later, Secretary of State Colin Powell 

pointed out that the United States acknowledged the “one China” principle, but he added that 

the United States would not tolerate any unilateral action to change the status of Taiwan.2 In 

a meeting with Japanese Prime Minister Yoshiro Mori, President George W. Bush remarked 
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that the United States and Japan supported the “one China” policy, but he added that the 

policy needed to be “consistent and fair.”3  

The statements above made by leading U.S. officials did not tilt the balance in Taiwan’s 

favor. Hence, there was a concern whether President Bush would adopt the “three No’s” 

policy of his predecessor. The scheduled visit of Qian Qichen, China’s Vice Premier, to the 

United States in March 2001 was a good opportunity to examine the U.S. stance on the 

Taiwan issue. When asked whether the United States would reiterate its “three No’s” policy, 

State Department Spokesman Richard Boucher responded that the United States had not 

changed its policy.4 In their meeting, President Bush told Qian that arms sales to Taiwan 

must consider the best interests between the United States and China, but also the best 

interests of abiding by the Taiwan Relations Act.5 Apparently, Bush attempted to strike a 

balance between both sides across the Taiwan Strait in the beginning of his tenure.   

   However, an incident started to mark the downward trend in U.S.-China relations. It is 

most noticeable that the collision of a PRC fighter jet and a U.S. reconnaissance plane above 

the South China Sea on April 1, 2001, created a tension between the United States and China. 

The PRC jet crashed into the sea; the U.S. plane took an emergency landing at China’s 

Hainan Island. Afterward, President Bush urged China to immediately release the plane and 

the crew onboard. In response, Chinese President Jiang Zemin urged the United States to stop 

sending reconnaissance planes to airspace along the Chinese coast.6 The collision incident 

may have triggered a strong U.S. response that tilted in Taiwan’s favor. On April 24, 

President Bush approved a package of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, totaled US$ 7.9 billion.7 

Similar to the sale of 150 F-16s to Taiwan in 1992, the package in 2001 was again both 

massive in quantity as well as quality. Major items in the package included four Kidd-class 
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destroyers, eight diesel-fueled submarines, 12 P3-C anti-submarine aircraft, 12 MH-35E 

mine-sweeping helicopters, and 54 AAV7A1 amphibious armored vehicles.8 In addition, 

Bush remarked in an ABC interview on April 25 that he would “do whatever it takes to help 

Taiwan defend herself.”9 Hence, the U.S. policy became favorable to Taiwan after the 

collision incident.10 

However, the occurrence of the 911 incident in which terrorists hijacked U.S. 

commercial airplanes to conduct attacks in the United States switched U.S. policy in the 

Taiwan Strait. U.S. foreign policy shifted to anti-terrorism after the terrorist attack. For anti-

terrorism to succeed, cooperation from China is essential since China borders terrorists-

hidden Afghanistan and could provide useful intelligence. In fact, the United States 

cooperated with the PRC in early 1980s in Afghanistan after the Soviet Union invaded the 

country.11 Therefore, President Bush paid two visits to China within a four-month period and 

proposed to establish a constructive relationship with the country.12 

 After the focus of U.S. foreign policy shifted to anti-terrorism after the 911 terrorist 

attacks, any trouble in the Taiwan Strait was not desirable. In order to maintain peace in the 

Taiwan Strait, one way was to prevent either side from taking unilateral actions. That meant 

not declaring independence by Taiwan, and not taking military actions by China. Even 

though the United States was in need of China’s cooperation on multiple issues, especially 

anti-terrorism and termination of the nuclear weapons program in North Korea, U.S. 

assistance to Taiwan’s military buildup continued. The evaluation of Taiwan’s military 

capabilities started in 1999 by the Clinton Administration, and continued after President 

Bush took office. Although the United States and Taiwan did not form a tacit alliance against 

China, the United States, to some degree, did not view China as a friendly country and hoped 
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to enhance U.S.-Taiwan military ties for the rainy day. The installment of the pave paws 

radar system up on the mountain in Hsinchu, Taiwan that could trace missiles for a radius of 

2,000 miles indicates close U.S.-Taiwan ties short of alliance. The main purpose of installing 

such radar system is aimed at detecting incoming Chinese missiles and it is more of a sign of 

collaboration between the United States and Taiwan against China.  

 President Bush originally viewed China and Taiwan at an equal distance, but he became 

favorable to Taiwan after the collision incident until Taiwan adopted non-accommodative 

actions in 2002. Therefore, there was a reverse in Bush’s friendly attitude toward Taiwan 

even during President Chen’s first term (2000-04). For example, during his meeting with 

Chinese President Hu Jintao on June 1, 2003, in Evian, France President Bush interpreted the 

U.S. “one China” policy as based on the three communiqués, Taiwan Relations Act, and no 

support of Taiwan independence.13 Afterward, U.S. position remained neutral by preventing 

both sides across the Taiwan Strait from taking unilateral actions to change the status quo. 

This was evident before President Chen was sworn in on May 20, 2004, for his second term. 

China’s Taiwan Affairs Office (TAO) made an announcement on May 16 to voice its strong 

opposition to Taiwan independence.14 In response, both the U.S. Department of Defense 

(DOD) and Department of State (DOS) denounced on May 17 TAO’s threatening tone of 

crushing the attempt of Taiwan independence. In the meantime, both the DOD and DOS 

promised to help Taiwan substantiate its defense capabilities.15 Moreover, Randall Schriver, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, pointed out in an interview with Hong Kong-based 

Phoenix TV that the PRC could have adopted several measures to improve cross-Strait 

relations.16  
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There was, however, an anomaly. Secretary of State Colin Powell was interviewed on 

October 27 by the Hong Kong-based Phoenix TV in Beijing. Powell remarked that “Taiwan 

is not independent: it does not own the sovereignty of a nation.” In the interview with CNN 

television on the same day, Powell said that “We want to see both sides not take unilateral 

action that would prejudice an eventual outcome, a reunification that all parties are 

seeking.”17 Powell’s remarks caught the Chen administration off guard. The most 

unexpected wording was “a reunification that all parties are seeking.” Afterward, efforts were 

made by the U.S. side to quiet things down in Taipei. State Department Vice Spokesman 

Adam Ereli said on October 25 that Powell was clear in his interview with the press in 

Beijing that the “U.S. remains firm in the one China policy, which is based on the three 

communiqués and the Taiwan Relations Act.”18 AIT Director Douglas Paal met with ROC 

Foreign Minister Mark Chen on October 27 and stressed that U.S. policy toward Taiwan 

remained unchanged.19 On October 28, an anonymous U.S. senior official told David Lee, 

Chief of the Taiwan Economic and Cultural Representative Office (TECRO), that the Six 

Assurances remained unchanged.20 

After President Chen took the initiative again in changing the status quo unilaterally in 

2004, the U.S. side responded accordingly. For example, Chen proposed on November 12 the 

idea of drafting a new constitution and holding a referendum on it in 2006.21 In response, 

State Department Spokesman Boucher wanted Chen to explain the statement regarding the 

referendum on a new constitution.22 For another example, Chen said he would not change 

the country title, but he will push for name change for foreign missions and state-owned 

enterprises to distinguish Taiwan from China.23 Accordingly, Deputy Spokesman Adam 
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Ereli said the U.S. government did not support the name change, since it was unilaterally 

changing Taiwan’s status.24 

However, President Bush demonstrated again his friendliness to Taiwan in 2005. On 

February 23, Bush expressed his concern that the decision of the European Union, EU, to lift 

arms embargo would result in the unbalance of military forces in the Taiwan Strait.25 It is 

also reported that President Bush urged PRC President Hu Jintao over the telephone to reach 

out for Chen.26 Moreover, President Bush praised Taiwan democracy in a speech at Kyoto 

on November 16.27 The year of 2005 was peaceful in the sense that there was no case of 

non-accommodation taken by President Chen. 

After the recurrence of non-accommodations in 2006, criticisms from the U.S. side 

increased accordingly. At a congressional hearing, Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick 

said on May 10 that Taiwan had an excellent opportunity in today’s global system. Zoellick 

added, however, if Taiwan kept attempting to challenge the U.S. “one China” policy, it was 

going to keep hitting into a wall.28 Nonetheless, three state-owned enterprises changed their 

names on February 9, 2007. These enterprises included the Chinese Petroleum Corporation, 

China Ship Building Corporation, and Chunghwa Post Corporation.29 At a State 

Department’s routine press conference on February 10, Spokesman Sean McCormack said 

that the United States did not support the name change of Taiwan’s state-owned enterprises, 

which had the inclination of unilaterally changing the status quo. Also, at a background 

briefing, an anonymous U.S. official said McCormack’s statement was consistent with that of 

December 2004.30  
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On August 28, 2007, Deputy Secretary of State John Negroponte remarked in an 

interview with the Phoenix Television that the United States was opposed to Taiwan’s plan 

of holding a referendum on joining the UN, since the U.S. government viewed such a 

referendum as a step moving toward declaring Taiwan independence.31 At a press briefing 

on August 30, Dennis Wilder, Senior Director for East Asia under the National Security 

Council, said that Taiwan or the Republic of China was not a country in the international 

community in terms of joining the UN.32 On behalf of the U.S. government, Assistant 

Secretary of State Thomas Christensen criticized on September 11 the Chen administration’s 

provocative behavior of holding a referendum on joining the UN. The remarks were made 

prior to two parades scheduled to be held on September 15 by the KMT and DPP in 

Taichung and Kaohsiung, respectively.33 Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice remarked on 

December 21 in the year-end press conference that the referendum on joining the UN was a 

provocative policy. The criticism affirmed the news that the U.S. side agreed to the request 

from Beijing to loudly criticize the referendum.34 

Overall, U.S. interests during 2000-2008 were to maintain the stability in the Taiwan 

Strait. The United States was especially against any unilateral change of the status quo 

conducted by either side of the Taiwan Strait. That said, there were moderate changes. U.S. 

policy was neutral in the beginning of the Bush administration. Then, it tilted toward Taiwan 

after the collision incident, attenuated after the 911 incident, but was still closer to Taiwan 

than to China. U.S. concerns and criticisms of Taiwan’s cross-Strait policies emerged due to 

the occurrence of non-accommodations.  
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Cases of Non-Accommodation 

 

After President Lee Teng-hui proposed in 1999 the “two-state” theory and caused the 

turbulence in U.S.-China-Taiwan relations, President-elect Chen Shui-bian was desired to 

calm down the situation. In that vein, Chen announced in his inauguration speech on May 20, 

2000, that “as long as China does not conduct the use of force against Taiwan, he would not 

declare independence, change the national title, enshrine the state-to-state model in the 

constitution, push for a referendum on unification or independence, without the question 

regarding abolishing the National Unification Council or National Unification Guidelines.”35 

Chen’s announcement was later referred to as the “four No’s and one Without” or simply the 

“five No’s.” The PRC’s Taiwan Affairs Office, TAO, had the suspicion that Chen was 

another Taiwan independence advocate and merely responded that it will “listen carefully 

Chen’s words and observe closely Chen’s behavior.” China’s response may have been 

caused by the “Resolution on the Future of Taiwan” that the Democratic Progressive Party 

added in 1999 to its party platform. The resolution states that Taiwan is an independent 

sovereign country that does not belong to China; China’s unilateral assertions of the “one 

China” principle and “one country, two systems” do not apply to Taiwan. It was, therefore, 

difficult for China to distinguish from Chen’s pledge and the addendum of DPP’s party 

platform. 

The tricky part of Chen’s “five No’s” is that there is a pre-condition: China’s no use of 

force against Taiwan. This pre-condition has been rejected by China. In a similar fashion, 

China set the recognition of the “one China” principle as the premise for cross-Strait  
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negotiations. This has also been rejected by Taiwan. In 1992, representatives from both sides 

across the Taiwan Strait had a meeting in Hong Kong and they discussed the meaning of 

“one China.” For Taiwan delegates, “one China” means the Republic of China; for China 

delegates, “one China” means the People’s Republic of China. In order to make possible the 

meeting scheduled for 1993 in Singapore, delegates from both sides agreed orally that they 

both recognized “one China” but they had different interpretations of its meaning. This 

became what later referred to as the “one China consensus,” “1992 consensus,” or “one 

China with different interpretations.”   

Now, let me briefly describe President Chen’s accommodation and non-accommodation 

of U.S. interests in the Taiwan Strait. For the first year of his first term, Chen did not make 

any remarks to challenge the status quo. In fact, Chen made several attempts to extend the 

olive branch. On the very next day after the inauguration ceremony, President Chen 

inspected Quemoy and remarked that his administration would conduct a comprehensive 

review of the policy ban regarding the Three Links.36 Chen remarked on June 7 that China, 

as a major country, should not expand its military expenditure to coerce Taiwan, but should 

know better its obligations as a leader in the Asia-Pacific region. Chen added that the United 

States should collaborate with Taiwan to achieve that goal.37 

On June 12, the Executive Yuan announced that a priority was given to conduct direct 

sea transportation from Taiwan to China for religious purposes.38 After reconciliation 

between two Koreas made progress in June, President Chen received delegation of the World 

Taiwanese Chambers of Commerce at the presidential office and remarked that both sides 

across the Taiwan Strait could follow suit. Chen added that the preconditions are dignity, 

democracy, and good will.39 At the press conference marking the end of the first month of 
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presidency, President Chen reiterated the example of reconciliation between South Korea and 

North Korea and urged China to find an acceptable meaning of “one China.” The PRC 

Foreign Ministry responded that under the premise of recognizing the “one China” principle 

by the Taiwan side, both sides could sit down and discuss any issue. In response, Chen said 

that both sides had already discussed the issue of “one China” in 1992 but did not reach a 

consensus. If any consensus was reached, it should be “one China with different 

interpretations.”40  

On June 27, President Chen received delegates of the U.S.-based Asia Foundation and 

pointed out that Taiwan people could not accept the description of one China as the People’s 

Republic of China.41 On July 19, Chen made the comment that cross-Strait relations had 

attenuated, China would be squeezing Taiwan toward its death if the “one China” principle 

was reiterated.42  

Taiwan’s Ministry of Economic Affairs, MOEA, began on July 30 the discussion of 

abolishing the “no haste, be patient” policy that was put into practice during the Lee 

administration.43 At a press conference held by the presidential office, President Chen urged 

China to establish cross-Strait benign interactions based on the spirit of 1992.44 Zhang 

Mingqing, China’s TAO Spokesman, reiterated on September 6 that the PRC would monitor 

closely Chen Shui-bian’s speeches and policies. Zhang considered that Chen was moving 

toward Taiwan independence after monitoring Chen for 100 days.45  

After attending the UN Millennium Summit, Chinese President Jiang had a meeting with 

President Bill Clinton on September 8. In the meeting, they reached the consensus that both 

sides across the Taiwan Strait would join the World Trade Organization in the same session. 
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In response, President Chen urged China to soon negotiate on various economic issues. Chen 

remarked that: “Both sides across the Taiwan Strait have divergence on political matters, but 

they should not hesitate in seeking mutual benefits.”46 President Chen urged again on 

October 11 that both sides should resume negotiations.47 

 Since China had used the acceptance of the “one China” principle as the premise to 

resume cross-Strait talks, a cross-party task force formed by President Chen on August 15 

made its recommendation on November 27 that the government could use the meaning of 

“one China” stated in the ROC constitution for its future interactions with China.48 On 

November 30, the DPP Central Standing Committee considered positively of the 

recommendation made by the cross-party task force.49 Both the task force and DPP were 

attempted to resume negotiations with China. Remember, the DPP advocated for Taiwan 

independence since its establishment in 1986 and the party did not recognize even the 

concept of China in the ROC constitution. Therefore, to show support for the 

recommendation of using one China to negotiate with the PRC was a major progress. 

However, China did not accept the good will at all. China’s TAO Spokesman Zhang 

responded that the recommendation made by the cross-party task force was playing with 

words.50 Nonetheless, President Chen went one step further and proposed the concept of 

political integration in cross-Strait relations. In his 2001 New Year speech, Chen urged 

leaders on both sides to collaboratively seek a new cross-Strait framework for perpetual 

peace and political integration.51 

Progress was made in the beginning of 2001. A passenger vessel departed from Matsu 

of Taiwan to Foochow of China on January 3. Similarly, a passenger vessel from Quemoy 

also arrived at Amoy on the same day.52 After the preliminary progress in cross-Strait 
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relations, President Chen expressed his hope that both sides could value peace highly so as to 

resume negotiations.53 Chen said he would not overrule “one China with different 

interpretations” made by the previous government.54 Taiwan’s MOEA announced on August 

12 to enlarge cross-Strait economy.55 In response, China started to show its good will by 

announcing to open all ports in China to Taiwan and allow Taiwan banks to set up branch 

offices in China.56 On October 21, the DPP decided that the Resolution on Taiwan’s Future 

had a higher status than the party platform of Taiwan independence.57 The meaning of this 

decision is that the DPP temporarily put aside the goal of seeking Taiwan independence. In 

an interview with the Associated Press on November 27, Chen said that he is willing to share 

the experience of democracy with Chinese President Jiang. Chen reiterated that he had the 

willingness to improve cross-Strait relations.58  

President Chen did not give up the insistence of not accepting the “one China” principle. 

On November 4, Chen attended a ceremony to advertise his book, “Millennial Maiden 

Voyage” [shiji shouhan]. In the book, Chen said that accepting the “one China” principle 

meant giving up the ROC. Chen explained that he could not accept the 1992 consensus, since 

the consensus meant “one China” which was actually “one China, two systems.”59  

On November 16, Chen said in an interview with Canada-based CBC News that 

contacts would improve cross-Strait relations.60 After the DPP won the majority of seats in 

the Legislative Yuan, the party had the advantage of passing bills to obstruct cross-Strait 

relations. Therefore, President Chen said on December 10 that his determination of 

improving cross-Strait relations would not be influenced by the DDP’s winning of the 

majority of seats in the Legislative Yuan.61 Chen also expressed good will toward China on 

May 9, 2002, when he visited the Tatan Island, the Taiwan-held island closest to the Chinese 
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mainland. During the visit, Chen declared that normalization of cross-Strait relations was the 

foundation of perpetual peace in the Taiwan Strait. Chen remarked that both sides should 

resume negotiations and that the “Mini Three Links” was the first step to the “Three 

Links.”62 In order to move one step further from the “Mini Three Links” to “Three Links,” 

President Chen said on May 11 that the “Three Links” can be conducted by civilian 

agencies.63 After winning the DPP chairmanship, Chen said as long as the PRC was willing 

to give up using force against Taiwan, Taiwan would not change the status quo.64 

However, China did not see Chen as really attempting to improve cross-Strait relations. 

On the same day President Chen was elected as DPP chairman on July 21, 2002, Nauru 

established formal relations with China and severed ties with Taiwan. Moreover, Chinese 

Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan pointed out that Taiwan’s incremental move toward 

independence was a cause of the deadlock in cross-Strait relations during his meeting with 

U.S. Secretary of State Powell in Brunei.65  

After various attempts to offer an olive branch on one hand and to resist the acceptance 

of the “one China” principle on the other hand, President Chen said in a video conference on 

August 3 with members attending the annual conference of the World Federation of 

Taiwanese Associations in Tokyo that:  

“Taiwan and China: one country on either side. It needs to be differentiated. … I want to sincerely 

advocate and encourage everyone to think seriously about the importance and urgency to legislate a 
referendum law.”66  

 

Afterward, “one side, one country” became a condensed expression of Chen’s talk. Chen 

later justified for himself that he made the remarks due to the PRC’s no response to an olive 

branch he held out.67  



201 

 

The “one side, one country” statement was the first turbulence President Chen made 

during his first term. However, he did not quit challenging the status quo. Here are some 

examples of Chen’s remarks made in 2003:  

 To conduct a referendum on joining the World Health Organization under the 

framework of “one side, one country.”68 

 

 To push for a new constitution in collaboration with 23 million Taiwan people.69 

 

 To hold a referendum on Taiwan’s new constitution on December 10, 2006 so that 

the new president can put it into practice on May 20, 2008.70 

 

The continuous attempts to challenge the status quo led to President Bush’s sharp 

remarks. After the meeting with Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao on December 10, 2003, Bush 

remarked that he opposed Taiwan leader’s attempt to change the status quo unilaterally.71 

A referendum was held on the same day of the 2004 presidential election, but the 

sensitive contents of the two bills in the referendum were taken out due to U.S. pressure.72 

The first bill asked voters whether the government should purchase anti-missile systems in 

response to the increase of Chinese missiles aimed at Taiwan. The second bill inquired 

whether the government should conduct negotiations with China in pursuit of peace and 

stability in the Taiwan Strait. It is obvious that there is no contention in both bills and holding 

a referendum is meaningless.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Non-Accommodations During President Chen Shui-bian’s Terms  

 

 
Aug 04, 2002 President Chen Shui-bian said at a video conference that Taiwan and China are 

on either side of the Taiwan Strait. Chen added that he would hold a referendum 

on stating it clear in the constitution. 
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Sep 29, 2003  At the ceremony celebrating the seventeenth anniversary of the establishment of 
the DPP, President Chen declared that he will push for a new constitution for 
Taiwan in 2006.  

Oct 26, 2003 At a campaign in Kaohsiung promoting holding a referendum and pushing for 

the establishment of a new constitution, President Chen said he plans to hold a 

referendum in 2006 to establish a new constitution and actually exercise it in 
2008. 

Nov 03, 2003 In a meeting with his supporters residing in the United States, President Chen 
reiterated his intention of holding a referendum to push for a new constitution.  

Nov 12, 2004 President Chen proposed on November 12 the idea of drafting a new 
constitution and holding a referendum on it in 2006 

Dec 06, 2004 President Chen said he will not change the country title, but he will push for 

name change for foreign missions and state-owned enterprises to distinguish 
Taiwan from China. 

Jan 01, 2006 In his New Year Address, President Chen expressed the hope of holding a 
referendum on a new constitution in 2007. 

Jan 30, 2006 President Chen said it is time to consider seriously abolishing the National 

Unification Council and its guidelines. Chen also planned to apply for UN 
membership using the name of Taiwan. Chen also hoped that the draft for a new 
constitution could be completed this year. 

Feb 09, 2007  The Chinese Petroleum Company, China Ship Building Company, and Chinese 
Postal Service change their names starting today. 

Feb 13, 2007  President Chen attended the opening ceremony of the Taiwan Postal Service 
and pointed that he will push for other name changes, and he will use the name 
of Taiwan to apply or UN membership. 

Mar 05, 2007 At the ceremony celebrating the 25th anniversary of the Formosan Association 

for Public Affairs (FAPA), President Chen made the statement that: “Taiwan 

wants independence, Taiwan wants name change, Taiwan wants new 
constitution, Taiwan wants development.” Chen added that there was no 
question of left verses right in Taiwan, only unification verses independence. 

Mar 22, 2008   The referendum on joining the United Nations was held, but was unable  

to pass the threshold. 

 

Source: Author’s compilation using major print media in Taiwan. 

After winning the re-election in 2004, President Chen temporarily returned to the status 

quo mode. For example, Chen said in the inauguration speech that he would return to the 

middle way in his second term. In his National Day address, Chen proposed to resume 
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negotiations based on the 1992 Hong Kong talks to reduce tensions in the Taiwan Strait.73 

On December 6, however, Chen started a new wave of non-accommodative actions. Chen 

announced that he planned to change the names of government agencies, including overseas 

representative offices and embassies, and state-owned enterprises from “Republic of China” 

to "Taiwan.”74  

President Chen’s position became unstable after winning the re-election, however. 

There are two reasons: 1) the pan-Blue political parties (the KMT and People’s First Party, 

PFP)became more influential in domestic and cross-Strait affairs; 2) the Chen family and 

close aides were involved in corruption scandals.75 Under these circumstances, the non-

accommodative actions Chen adopted in his second term were primarily driven to divert 

public attention. Let me elaborate on the first reason. KMT Chairman Lien Chan was invited 

by Chinese President and CCP Chairman Hu Jintao to visit China and hold a meeting 

between leaders of both parties. Lien embarked in April 2005 and was welcomed by the 

Chinese public as well as its officials. The visit went successful and, in the meantime, added 

value to Lien’s prestige. Following Lien’s visit, PFP Chairman James Soong also made a 

similar visit. One thing to note is the meeting between Chairman Soong and President Chen 

in February. In order to create an atmosphere of reconciliation with an opposition party so as 

to regain approval rating, President Chen had a meeting on February 24 with Soong and they 

reached ten consensuses which covered the pledges of “five No’s” in 2000. Moreover, the 

meeting with Soong was to show good will to China after learning an anti-secession law 

would be put out soon. Nonetheless, The PRC passed the Anti-Secession Law on March 14, 

2005. 
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The meeting with Soong, however, generated harsh criticisms from deep-Green 

supporters. The color of green generally refers to political parties that have an inclination 

more toward Taiwan than China. In response, President Chen remarked on March 1 in a 

video conference with members of the European Parliament that there was no way for him to 

change the national title to the Republic of Taiwan in the remainder of his term. Chen 

explained that this was due to the fact that legislators who supported the idea could not 

compose a majority in the Legislative Yuan.76  

The year of 2005 was relatively calm since there were no non-accommodations. From 

2006 onward, tensions arose again. On January 29, 2006, President Chen began another wave 

of non-accommodative actions. He proposed to: 1) Abolish the National Unification Council 

as well as National Unification Guidelines; 2) Join the United Nations using the name of 

Taiwan; 3) Finish the drafting of a new constitution for Taiwan. Director Dennis Wilder 

headed a delegation to visit Taipei and persuade President Chen using a more moderate term 

but without success. Eventually, Chen used the terms such that the National Unification 

Guidelines “cease to apply” and the National Unification Council “cease to function” to calm 

down the tension.77 

In addition to the first referendum that was held in 2004 on the voting day, President 

Chen pushed for two referenda in his second term in January 2008 and March 2008. All of 

the three referenda failed to reach the threshold in the end.     

 

Alliance Politics and Presidential Tenure 

 

Similar to the relations between Taiwan and the United States during President Lee 

Teng-hui’s first term, bilateral relations during President Chen’s first term were originally 
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smooth without an alliance in place. In that case, Taiwan should have accommodated more of 

the U.S. interests in order to maintain such smooth relations. President Bush’s approval of 

U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and his remarks of doing whatever he could to help Taiwan protect 

herself showed good will of the United States. However, the good will also sent the wrong 

signal. President Chen switched his attitude toward China from a friendly gesture as 

represented in the pledge of “five No’s” in his inauguration speech in 2000 to a hostile one in 

2002. Su Chi78 pointed out that there are two myths that pan-Green supporters hold: 1) 

China would definitely not attack Taiwan; 2) The United States would definitely come to 

Taiwan’s aid when needed. The second myth may have stemmed from the sending of two 

U.S. carrier combat groups to Taiwan during the 1995-96 missile-test crisis. President Bush’s 

remarks in the ABC interview and the offer of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan may have 

strengthened the belief of pan-Green supporters. In other words, had Bush not made the 

remarks and offer, pan-Green supporters in Taiwan probably would not have held the belief 

so firmly. If that’s the case, the remarks and offer from President Bush interfered with the 

direction of Taiwan leader’s foreign policy postulated in the dynamics of alliance politics. 

A closer look at the news archive reveals that the U.S. government may have bolstered 

the belief among pan-Green supporters and, most importantly, President Chen in addition to 

President Bush’s remarks and offer. For example, after the collision incident in April 2001, 

the U.S. Department of State (DOD) confirmed for the first time that the U.S. military has 

had a contingency plan to carry out the presidential order of defending Taiwan.79 On July 20, 

the DOD confirmed that it would provide the Joint Tactical Information Distribution System, 

totaled US$ 725 million, to Taiwan.80 During his visit to China, Secretary of State Powell 

reaffirmed the U.S. adherence to the “one China” principle and added that the U.S. was 
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willing to maintain constructive relations with China. Powell also said that arms sales to 

Taiwan would increase Taiwan’s confidence when interacting with China.81 Richard 

Armitage, Deputy Secretary of State, remarked on August 18 during his visit to Australia that 

the United States expected Australian troops to fight with the U.S. forces if the United States 

was involved in a conflict with China over Taiwan.82 On September 7, the DOD announced 

to sell 40 AGM-65G air-to-surface missiles to Taiwan.83  

After the good will from the DOS and DOD received some news coverage in Taiwan, 

the White House became the focal point. Prior to his departure for China to attend the APEC 

summit, President Bush said on October 17 that he would not mix the issues among anti-

terrorism, cross-Strait relations, and human rights.84 President Bush met with Chinese 

President Jiang on October 19 in Shanghai after the APEC summit and they both agreed to 

develop strategic cooperative relations. In the meantime, Bush reiterated the three 

communiqués and the Taiwan Relations Act.85 In less than four months, Bush made his 

second visit to China. In an interview with China’s Central Television on February 16, 2002, 

Bush remarked that the United States has abided by the “one China” policy, but he also 

added that the United States also considered that the Taiwan issue should be solved 

peacefully.86 In his meeting with Chinese President Jiang, Bush proposed that both sides 

across the Taiwan Strait conduct non-political negotiations after joining the World Trade 

Organization (WTO). Bush emphasized that the United States has not changed is policy 

toward Taiwan.87 After the meeting, Bush delivered a speech at the Tsinghua University in 

Beijing. In the speech, Bush referred to the TRA and remarked that the United States would 

help defend Taiwan once Taiwan was provoked by China.88 On May 1, Secretary of State 

Powell met with Chinese President Hu Jintao in Washington and urged him to take effective 
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measures to lower tensions in the Taiwan Strait.89 In his meeting with Powell in Brunei, 

Chinese Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan pointed out that Taiwan’s incremental move toward 

independence was a cause of the deadlock in cross-Strait relations. In response, Powell said 

U.S. position on the Taiwan issue would not be influenced by the rhetoric of Taiwan leader, 

but stressed that the United States would keep assisting Taiwan’s defense.90 Therefore, the 

U.S. government may have sent too much good will to Taiwan. 

Although President Chen made the “one side, one country” statement on August 3, 

2002, the U.S. government did not make any harsh criticisms immediately. Instead, First 

Lady Wu Shu-chen embarked on September 19 for her 10-day visit to the United States as 

scheduled.91 Hence, Chen’s statement did not have any negative influence on Wu’s itinerary. 

The official criticism came from President Bush after Wu’s U.S. visit. On October 25, Bush 

received Chinese President Jiang at his ranch in Crawford, Texas and said in front of Jiang 

that he did not support Taiwan independence.92 

In a way to show U.S. dissent toward President Chen’s push for the abolishment of the 

National Unification Council and National Unification Guidelines in February 2006, 

President Chen was only allowed to transit Alaska during his trip to Central and Southern 

America in May 2006. In the past, Chen could transit Los Angeles in 2000; New York in 

2001 and 2003. Chen was furious about the decision and ordered his charter flight to fly 

westbound, instead of eastbound, right after it took off. Therefore, the charter flight had been 

“missing” for several hours.  

As I mentioned earlier, U.S. good will toward President Chen might have led to his non-

accommodative actions. However, the question is why did Chen continue doing so even after 

the U.S. side became increasingly critical after 2006? One possible explanation is that Chen 
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did not want to become a lame duck too early in his second term. Major events occurred in 

early 2005, such as the passage of the Anti-Secession Law in March by the PRC.  Separate 

visits to China conducted by KMT Chairman Lien Chan and PFP Chairman James Soong in 

April and May, respectively. Later in the same year, KMT Chairman Ma Ying-jeou said in an 

interview with Newsweek that unification with the mainland is the party’s eventual goal. 

Even though Ma explained in the same interview that the time was not yet ripe for 

unification, the interview was a shock to domestic politics. All of these events received huge 

news coverage on the island of Taiwan and could have given President Chen the perception 

that he was no longer the focus of the media. In that vein, Chen chose to be non-

accommodative to draw public attention. Consequently, President Chen announced in 

February 2006 to abolish the National Unification Council and its guidelines.    

 Now, let me turn to the factor of presidential tenure. It is likely to find a majority of 

residents in the Taipei City to appraise the achievements made possible by then Mayor Chen 

Shui-bian (1994-98) through his proactive attitude and determination for bureaucratic reform. 

After winning the presidential election in 2000, however, Chen found that his position was 

very unstable due to a divided government in which the KMT held a majority of seats in the 

legislature. In order for the cabinet to function properly, Chen appointed Tang Fei, former 

Minister of National Defense and at the same time a senior KMT member, to be the premier. 

It was appropriate for a KMT member to be the premier since the KMT held a majority of 

seats in the Legislative Yuan. Four months later, however, Premier Tang resigned due to the 

reason that the KMT insisted on the resumption of constructing the fourth nuclear power 

plant while it was the DPP goal to terminate the construction. On October 27, President Chen 

had a meeting with KMT Chairman Lien Chan to conduct reconciliation between political 
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parties. Whether to continue constructing the fourth nuclear power plant was also on the 

agenda. In the meeting, President Chen made the promise to resume the construction. Shortly 

after the meeting, however, President Chen ordered Premier Chang Chun-hsiung to announce 

the termination the construction. The announcement triggered discontent from legislators 

affiliated with the KMT as well as other political parties such as the PFP and the New Party, 

and they planned to jointly push for a veto. Even though President Chen apologized for the 

announcement on November 5, political struggles between the ruling party and opposition 

parties started and lasted throughout both terms of Chen. The arms procurement bill was the 

most appropriate example. Even though President Bush offered the arms sale to Taiwan in 

2001, it was until 2003 that Taiwan’s Executive Yuan proposed related bills to the 

Legislative Yuan. The U.S. arms procurement bill, totaled NT$ 610.8 billion or roughly US$ 

20 billion, had been blocked by the pan-Blue alliance in the Legislative Yuan from 2004 to 

2007 for 69 times. Although there were reasons such as the price was too high or a stable 

cross-Strait policy was more important than arms acquisition, the main reason was the 

political struggle between the pan-Blue and the pan-Green. The Legislative Yuan finally 

passed the arms procurement bill in June 2007, but it also reduced the budget to NT$ 9.9 

billion (roughly US$ 300 million).  

Let me briefly explain the political parties at that time in Taiwan. In the 1998 legislative 

election, the KMT held 123 seats out of the total of 225 seats while the DDP held 70 seats. 

However, there was a huge variation in the number of seats in the 2001 legislative election. 

Due to the political struggle that I mentioned earlier, four political parties formed two 

alliances. The pan-blue alliance, including the KMT (68 seats) and PFP (46 seats), had the 

inclination of maintaining the status quo. The pan-Green alliance was composed of the DPP 



210 

 

(87 seats), and the Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU, 13 seats) and was more prone to Taiwan 

independence. The outcome of the 2001 legislative election indicates that more voters show 

their support for the DPP than KMT. It could be reasonable for Chen to try harder in order to 

garner more support for the DPP in general and for Chen in particular in upcoming elections. 

One way to achieve the goal is to move from the center of the spectrum toward 

independence.  

 Even though what President Chen did in his first term of office could be seen as 

challenging the status quo by moving toward independence, he was not actually planning to 

do so but merely using it as campaign rhetoric to win the second term. The consequences, 

however, were protests from China that required U.S. crisis management. Joseph Wu, then 

Vice Secretary-General of the Presidential Office, considered that the purpose of Chen’s 

statement regarding “one side, one country” was to set the agenda for the upcoming 

presidential election in 2004.93 Before Chen voiced publicly the statement of “one side, one 

country,” he was considering mainly on how to secure his position. After the success in the 

2001 legislative election, Chen started to consider winning his re-election and he made the 

remarks accordingly. This is similar to President Lee’s strategy of challenging the status quo 

via the visit to Cornell University to gain his prestige so as to win the re-election. Also 

consider the composition of legislative seats divided by four major political parties in 2001. 

The combination of seats in the pan-Green alliance is 100 compared to 114 seats held by the 

pan-Blue alliance. Compared to the 1998 legislative election, the DPP was the biggest winner 

and the KMT was the biggest loser in the 2001 legislative election. The voters’ preference 

had shifted from pro-status quo KMT to pro-independence DPP in the period of 1998-2001. 

Therefore, it makes sense for Chen to move more toward independence for the sake of 
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winning his second term. In March 2004, therefore, President Chen chose to be non-

accommodative by pushing for the holding of a referendum on the same day of the 

presidential election.  

It is worth noting that one day before the 2004 presidential election, President Chen and 

Vice President Annette Lu were shot and wounded when they stood on a jeep without proper 

security equipment running slowly on the streets to seek support from voters in Tainan. Chen 

and Lu were both sent to a nearby hospital for treatment, but the hospital and the Presidential 

Office did not release the severity of their injury immediately. The shooting incident took 

place in early afternoon and the news spread quickly. Since the real situation was unveiled, 

there was a panic among voters in Taiwan guessing the manipulator of the incident. This is 

the first-ever incident in Taiwan in terms of assassinating a president, whether incumbent or 

not. The Central Election Commission, the agency in charge of the presidential election, did 

not order to postpone the election. Hence, when voters casted their votes on March 20 as 

scheduled, there was a feeling that Chen as a Taiwanese president was bullied. Consequently, 

incumbent President Chen won the re-election with a margin of 0.2 percent. Arguably, the 

“319 shooting incident” increased the sympathy of median voters toward Chen and 

contributed to Chen’s winning. The 2004 presidential election was a competition between 

two sets of candidates, representing the pan-Blue and pan-Green, respectively. Prior to the 

voting day, the support in various polls for the pan-Blue was higher than that of the pan-

Green. Hence, the shooting incident might have contributed to Chen’s winning. After 

winning the re-election, President Chen was secured for a second term and began a series of 

actions attempting to move toward independence.  
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Conclusion 

 

Unlike President Lee’s “two-state” theory that came out in his final term, President 

Chen adopted non-accommodative policies since his first term. For example, President Chen 

announced in August 2002 the idea of “one country, on either side of the Strait” even though 

he announced a pledge of “five No’s” on cross-Strait relations in his inauguration speech in 

May 2000. Chen also proposed to initiate a new constitution for Taiwan in September 2003. 

After the Legislative Yuan passed the Referendum Law in November 2003, President Chen 

announced three days later that he would hold a “defensive referendum’ in March 2004. The 

announcement of the “one side, one country” theory could be explained by China’s 

continuous rejections to the good will that President Chen expressed. It could also be 

explained by continuous U.S. good will toward Taiwan. At first glance, having an alignment 

with the United States could not explain the non-accommodations. U.S. good will, however, 

may have moved the relations between the United States and Taiwan to the status of a quasi-

alliance, if not an alliance. After several remarks made and actions taken by high-ranking 

U.S. officials that aimed at defending Taiwan, Taiwan leader may have received the wrong 

signal that security assurances were provided. That said, alliance politics is weak in 

explaining the non-accommodations in the second term of President Chen.  

 Chen’s non-accommodative policies in his second term are in the direction of 

presidential tenure: non-accommodations are more likely in the second term of office and 

less likely in the first term. The question is why President Chen adopted non-accommodative 

policies in his first term. The answer may lie in his intention of winning the re-election. In 

the 2000 presidential election, Chen received nearly 40 percent of the total votes. Chen won 

the 2000 presidential election since there was a split in the opposition camp. Former Taiwan 
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Governor James Soong participated in the presidential election to compete with KMT 

Candidate Lien Chan and attracted some of the voters that would have otherwise voted for 

Lien. Chen anticipated that Lien and Soong were very likely to cooperate in the 2004 

presidential election and were very likely to win. Therefore, Chen started to consider his 

campaign strategy when the upcoming presidential election was two years away. Chen 

considered that one way to win the re-election was through agenda-setting. As long as Chen 

could keep 40 percent of total votes again and attract 10 more percent of votes, he is likely to 

win the 2004 presidential election. Therefore, the non-accommodative policies he adopted in 

2002 and 2003-2004 were part of Chen’s agenda setting. Through agenda-setting, Chen saw 

the prospect of non-accommodative policies in winning the re-election. And as the seats of 

the ruling party and the opposition parties in the legislature were roughly equal in Chen’s 

first term, he was less likely to be held accountable by the opposition parties for his non-

accommodative policies. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion  

 

In this chapter, let me first outline the cases of non-accommodation from previous 

chapters. Then, I summarize these non-accommodations and analyze the effects of alliance 

politics and presidential tenure. The third section touches on the development beyond 2008. 

Cases of Non-Accommodation 

 

After lengthy descriptions regarding the process of taking non-accommodative actions, 

Table 4 lists major non-accommodation of Taiwan leaders from 1950 to 2008. Let me briefly 

explain how cases of non-accommodation are selected. The first non-accommodation is 

included in Chapter 3 with regard to the proposed sea raid that aimed at either Tungshan or 

Nanao. As I explained earlier, the planned sea raid was born out the idea to catch the last 

train when the Korean War was soon about to end. Even though Plan 375 and Plan 53 were 

underway when the ROC was in alignment with the United States, President Chiang Kai-

shek was not ready to carry them out and they are, therefore, not included in Table 4. The 

Chungshing Plan of 1957 and Kuokuang Plan of 1962 are both included as cases of non-

accommodation as I described in Chapter 4. The Hsinchu Plan and Taoyuan Plan are both 

closely related to the development of nuclear weapons and they are also included in Table 4. 

Note, however, the end year of the Taoyuan Plan is 1974 for the reason that Premier Chiang 

Ching-kuo declared in 1975 in the Legislative Yuan regarding no production of nuclear 

weapons. President Lee had two cases of non-accommodation, one in 1995 and the other in 

1999. President Chen made several remarks that challenged U.S. security interests and they 

are grouped in three periods of time, 2002, 2003-2004, and 2006-2008. 
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Table 4: Taiwan Leaders’ Non-Accommodation from 1950 to 2008 

 

Case  YEAR Description 

1 1953 Continued preparation for a sea raid on either Tungshan or Nanao 

without consulting the U.S. side in advance. 

2 1957-61 A unilateral counter-offensive plan, codenamed Chungshing, that 

was secretly designed, scheduled to be carried out, but postponed. 

3 1961-67 The most comprehensive planning and preparation for a counter-

offensive, the K Plan, but was turned down by the U.S. side.   

4 1967 The beginning of the Hsinchu Plan, but was soon suspended due to 

oppositions from scientific heavyweights and lack of technology. 

5 1969-74 The restart of the nuclear program, the Taoyuan Plan, for the 

development of nuclear weapons. 

6 1995 The push for visiting the Cornell University that challenged U.S. 

policy. 

7 1999 The announcement of the "two-state" theory that challenged the 

status quo in the Taiwan Strait. 

8 2002 The statement of "one country, one side" as a new version of the 

"two-state" theory. 

9 2003-04 The rhetoric of holding a referendum in 2006 on a new constitution; 

Name changes from China to Taiwan in state-owned enterprises. 

10 2006-08 Provocative remarks and actions regarding abolishing the National 

Unification Council; changing names from China to Taiwan in state-

owned enterprises; and holding a referendum on joining the United 

Nations using the name of Taiwan. 

Note: 1. Non-accommodation in this table are described in detail from Chapters 3 to 7. 

     2. The results of a binary logistic regression are included in the end note.1  

 
A Brief Summary 

Now, let me continue with the conclusion. Single-shot case studies are used from 

Chapters 3 to 7 to examine the behavior of a protégé, Taiwan, with regard to security 

interests of its defender, the United States. President Chiang Kai-shek’s planning and 

preparation for military actions to recover the Chinese mainland constituted cases of non-

accommodation. Even though counter-offensive plans with varying scales were never carried 

out and led to conjectures about their authenticity, I hope my explanation in Chapter 2 using 

U.S. arms acquisition as an indicator of Chiang’s willingness toward a counter-offensive 

would suffice.  
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The signing of the Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty in December 1954 

demarcates Chapter 3 and 4. Chapter 3 covers exactly the period of alignment, while Chapter 

4 covers the first half of the ROC alliance with the United States. At the alignment phase, 

two opposite opinions were present regarding taking military actions to counterattack the 

PLA. High-ranking MND officials refrained from mounting an attack against mainland 

China since the attack would inevitably challenge the U.S. neutralization policy of the 

Taiwan Strait. Advisor Charles Cooke, however, suggested that the nationalist forces should 

seize the moment and foray an attack when the Korean War was still ongoing. President 

Chiang Kai-shek was more in favor of the MND opinion and he chose to accommodate U.S. 

interests in the beginning. Remember, this happened when the alignment was in place. The 

delayed delivery of U.S. arms to Taiwan infuriated Chiang several times and it indicated the 

lack of U.S. security assurances to the island. After knowing that U.S. President-elect 

Eisenhower was going to end the Korean War soon, Chiang was in a rush to carry out a sea 

raid against the mainland. The sea raid plan was a case of non-accommodation for two 

reasons. First, even though MAAG Chief General Chase requested that he be consulted in 

advance regarding any military action to be taken by the nationalist forces, the request was 

not fulfilled by the ROC side. Second, the number of one division of regular forces went far 

behind the level of using “small numbers of troops” to attack the mainland as suggested by 

the U.S. side. Shortly afterward, the United States banned any kind of military action against 

China regardless of its scale in order to create a benign atmosphere conducive to the finale of 

the Korean War. Chiang, therefore, was unable to carry out the sea raid. For the bulk of the 

1950-54 period, however, the behavior of the ROC was in accordance with the alliance 

politics theory in which the weaker ally does not receive enough security guarantees in the 
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alignment period and would be less likely to challenge the security interests of the stronger 

ally.  

As I mentioned in Chapter 2, the transition from alignment to alliance provides a chance 

to observe the behavior of a weaker ally in terms of non-accommodation. The finding in 

Chapter 3 is that there was no change in President Chiang Kai-shek’s behavior before and 

after the transition. Even though Chiang ordered the Ministry of National Defense to start 

drafting Plan 44 for a counter-offensive three days prior to the signing of the Sino-U.S. 

Mutual Defense Treaty, he was not bolstered by upcoming enhanced security assurances to 

be provided by the treaty. Chiang, however, used the plan to keep senior generals vigilant. 

And Chiang’s strategy worked. For example, it was reported to him that the militias residing 

on the offshore islands were too little in quantity and the suggestion that followed was not to 

include them in future counter-offensive plans. In other words, the number of guerilla forces 

was exaggerated, if not fabricated, before the paperwork of Plan 44 began.  

 Chapter 4 describes the behavioral pattern of the ROC in the period of alliance and the 

finding is in accordance with the alliance politics theory. That is, a weaker country is likely 

to take non-accommodative actions after its security is guaranteed by forming an alliance 

with a stronger country. The Chungshing Plan that started in late 1956 followed the signing 

of the mutual defense treaty in 1954 and extended-immediate deterrence during the 1954-55 

offshore island crisis. The Kuokuang Plan that burgeoned in early 1961 followed the 

extended-immediate deterrence in the 1958 shelling crisis. That is to say, the U.S. safeguards 

allowed the nationalist forces to plan military actions against the mainland accordingly. One 

finding in Chapter 4 is uncommon and might go against the theory of alliance politics. As 

Snyder points out, the weaker ally in an alliance is afraid of abandonment. There was, 
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however, no worry of abandonment when President Chiang Kai-shek was in power. This was 

probably due to the overlap of Chiang’s various terms at the height of the Cold War. In 

addition, the onset of U.S. extended-immediate deterrence thrice during the generalissimo’s 

terms of office really fulfilled security assurances. Even though U.S. rapprochement with the 

PRC took place in the last few years of Chiang’s presidency, he was not capable of running 

the government at that time due to medical reasons. Abandonment, therefore, became an 

issue that Premier Chiang Ching-kuo had to worry about.  

 Shortly after Taiwan started the nuclear program, codenamed “Hsinchu” in 1967 and 

“Taoyuan” in 1969, Premier Chiang started considering in 1972-73 to terminate it. The 

consideration came up after President Nixon’s visit to China in 1972. The main reason for the 

consideration was born out of the thinking that it was better to maintain good relations with 

the United States as explained in Chapter 5. The thinking led to Premier Chiang’s pledges in 

1975 and 1976 of never producing nuclear weapons. A previous study used the diaries of 

ROC General Hau Pei-tsun, Chief of General Staff (1981-89), and found that Chiang Ching-

kuo was probably not involved in the continuation of the nuclear program, but with the 

conjecture that Hau may have shouldered the responsibility for Chiang. However, recently-

published diaries of General Lai Ming-tang, Chief of General Staff (1970-76), pointed out 

that Chiang was not supportive of the nuclear program since the beginning and Chiang had 

remained the same attitude after U.S. policy in the Taiwan Strait started to shift. In other 

words, the generalissimo played a more proactive role in the nuclear program than his son. 

Then, Chiang had been consistent in his attitude of not producing nuclear weapons. This, 

however, is not to say Chiang Ching-kuo did not want nuclear weapons if they were 

successfully manufactured. The point is the nuclear program could not be completed when a 
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major shift in U.S. policy toward Taiwan was imminent. After weighting possible losses and 

gains, Chiang declared the principle of no production of nuclear weapons. There could be 

two implications in the context of alliance politics: 1) A weaker ally begins to worry about 

abandonment after perceiving a possible change in the security policy of a stronger ally; 2) A 

weaker ally is more likely to accommodate the security interests of a stronger ally before 

moving from alliance to alignment, given the difficulty of changing partner as well as the 

concern for declining security assurances. 

 As to the development of nuclear weapons since 1978, it is still elusive. The re-start of 

the project after the U.S. action to shut down the research facilities for nuclear research in 

1977 was certainly against U.S. interests. From the sources available, however, President 

Chiang Ching-kuo did not authorize the re-start of the nuclear program. This is the position I 

take in this dissertation so that the re-start of the nuclear program is not included in Table 4 

as a case representing Taiwan’s non-accommodation. However, the tricky part of Chiang’s 

two statements in 1975 and 1976 was that he did not specifically pledged that the ROC 

government would not conduct peaceful nuclear research. This was the position that General 

Hau held; the INER of the NCSIST may have also utilized this to conduct continuous 

research on nuclear weapons. Disclosure of classified documents, hence, is still highly 

desirable to solve this puzzle.  

After U.S.-Taiwan relations transformed from alliance to alignment, non-

accommodations did not cease to exist but had recurred. President Lee Teng-hui personally 

conducted twice non-accommodation of U.S. interests: one was his visit to Cornell 

University in 1995 and the other one was the statement of “two-state” theory in 1999. 

Likewise, President Chen Shui-bian was involved in cases of non-accommodation of U.S. 
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interests as well. The most salient cases included the statement of the “one side, one country” 

theory in 2002, and the ones in 2003-04 surrounding the issues regarding the abolishment of 

the National Unification Council and its guidelines, holding a referendum in 2006 on a new 

constitution, and changing names from China to Taiwan in state-owned enterprises. 

Provocative remarks and actions recurred in 2006-08 regarding abolishing the National 

Unification Council; changing names from China to Taiwan in state-owned enterprises; and 

holding a referendum on joining the United Nations using the name of Taiwan. Non-

accommodation that appeared during the terms of President Lee and President Chen may 

have had a direct link to the United States since they took place when Taiwan had alignment 

relations with the United States. Simply put, the offers of U.S. arms sales in 1992 and 2001 

interfered with the causal relations expected by the dynamics of alliance politics. Had both 

U.S. presidents not made the offer, non-accommodation might not have occurred. Most 

importantly, President George W. Bush was considered to be very friendly to Taiwan and his 

friendliness could have sent the wrong signal to President Chen.  

Then, is there a pattern in the non-accommodation adopted by ROC presidents from 

1950 to 2008? Table 4 is used to create Table 6 in which the original case identification 

numbers and the year non-accommodations took place remain intact. Non-accommodative 

actions taken by the ROC are on the right-hand side, and I insert U.S. actions on the left-hand 

side. Non-accommodation that directly followed U.S. actions are highlighted in grey. Take 

Case No.2 for example, one is likely to see the onset of the second extended-immediate 

deterrence during the 1954-55 offshore island crisis leads to the establishment of the 

Chungshing Plan. Then, a pattern surfaced. It is more likely for ROC presidents to take non-

accommodative actions after obtaining security assurances from the United States. Three out 
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of four cases of extended-immediate deterrence as well as major U.S. arms sales to Taiwan 

are salient examples that strengthened the security assurances. Even though both plans 

regarding the development of nuclear weapons did not follow any major U.S. actions, they 

started at the time when the ROC had formal alliances with the United States. In other words, 

the safety of the ROC remained 

 

 secured when the nuclear weapon programs started.  

Table 6: Alliance Politics and Non-Accommodations from 1950 to 2008 

Case  YEAR U.S. Action YEAR R.O.C. Action Status 

1 1950 1st EID    1953 Sea Raid Plan Alignment 
2 1954-

55 

2nd EID    1957-61 Chungshing Plan Alliance 

3 1958 3rd EID    1961-67 Kuokuang Plan Alliance 
4 N/A N/A 1967 Hsinchu Plan Alliance 
5 N/A N/A 1969-74 Taoyuan Plan Alliance 
6 1992 Arms sales of 150 

F16s 

1995 Cornell visit Alignment 

7 1995-

96 

4th EID 1999 “Two-state” theory Alignment 

8 2001 Bush’s remarks and 

arms sales  

2002 “One side, one country” 

theory 

Alignment 

9 N/A N/A 2003-04 Referendum proposal Alignment 
10 2005 Bush’s friendly 

remarks 

2006-08 Referendum proposal Alignment 

Note: EID stands for extended-immediate deterrence. 

Let me now move to the effect of presidential tenure. The thinking of avoiding making 

mistakes so as to consolidate political standing in the first term of presidency has been 

prevalent among ROC presidents since 1950. The purpose of doing so is to win the re-

election. The regime type during President Chiang Kai-shek’s terms was in general termed as 

autocracy. This is too simplified of the historical fact. As I articulated in Chapter 3 and 4, 

Chiang was a firm defender of the ROC constitution and he did plan to abide by the 
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constitution. There were, however, two constraints: 1) The legitimacy of the nationalist 

government must be preserved in order to present the whole China. Therefore, Chiang could 

not simply abolish the three parliaments. 2) Regular elections for the three parliaments were 

unable to carry out due to the fall of the mainland and subsequent retreat to Taiwan. After 

extending the tenure of legislators twice, it was until 1953 that Chiang authorized to extend 

the tenure of parliament members until a new general election was held. That means the 

tenure for parliament members was extended until the recovering of the Chinese mainland. 

Put differently, due to the communist rebellion and the retreat of the central government to 

Taiwan, there was no way to conduct a nationwide election for the three parliaments; 

incumbent parliament members, therefore, remained in their positions. Even though the 

tenure issue was solved for parliament members, Chiang did not consider that the presidential 

tenure issue could follow suit. On the contrary, Chiang had the concern that he could not win 

the re-election in 1960. It was in the last minute that Chiang decided to not abide by the 

constitution.  

The generalissimo’s political standing in his first term was highly unstable, filled with 

infightings and the concern that he may be replaced by U.S.-supported General Sun Li-jen. 

President Chiang continuously rejected the U.S. proposal of attacking Hainan Island so as to 

prevent General Sun from threatening his political standing. General Sun was put under 

house arrest in 1966 after the forged coup, but my finding is that President Chiang did not 

give the order to frame General Sun. This finding goes against the conventional thinking. 

The argument of presidential tenure, however, provides a weak explanatory power for 

the development of nuclear programs. Even though Taiwan made progress during President 

Chiang Ching-kuo’s second term and it may seem to fit the argument of not being non-
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accommodative in the first term of presidency, the progress may have been accomplished 

without Chiang’s authorization. In other words, Chiang was probably not involved in the 

process that almost manufactured a nuclear bomb. From the sources available, Chiang 

terminated the nuclear program by himself after two consecutive announcements in 1975 and 

1976. The announcements were made even before President Chiang was sworn in for his first 

term. However, it is difficult to find out whether Chiang violated his pledge and kept 

producing nuclear weapons clandestinely. The tenure of General Hau, Chief of General Staff, 

overlapped with the period that the INER of NCSIST was close to producing nuclear 

weapons. From Hau’s diaries, President Chiang did not violate his pledge. Hau’s diaries are 

published, without including items that he considered to be relevant to the national security. 

The book by Dr. Ho Liwei, an insider, touches on what has already been unveiled and he 

does not intend to go beyond that in order to keep the secret. However, a study challenges the 

authenticity of Hau’s diaries and questions whether Hau attempts to shoulder the 

responsibility for Chiang. In addition, the oral history of Colonel Chiang Hsien-yi singles 

General Hau out and asserts that Hau was the man in charge of the re-start of the nuclear 

program. Therefore, it is hard to find out the truth until the disclosure of classified documents 

on the re-start of the nuclear program from 1978 to 1988.  

President Lee and President Chen took non-accommodative actions in their first terms 

as well as second terms. Therefore, the presidential tenure effect is weak in explaining the 

mixed outcomes. The non-accommodation taken place in the first terms of President Lee and 

President Chen can be understood as using non-accommodations of U.S. interests for their 

own gain so as to win the re-elections.  

Table 7: Presidential Tenure and Non-Accommodations from 1950-2008 



224 

 

Case  YEAR Action Term of Office 

1 1953 Sea Raid Plan First 

2 1957-61 Chungshing Plan Not First 

3 1961-67 Kuokuang Plan Not First 

4 1967 Hsinchu Plan Not First 

5 1969-74 Taoyuan Plan Not First 

6 1995 Cornell visit First 

7 1999 “Two-state” theory Not First 

8 2002 “One side, one country” theory First 

9 2003-04 Referendum proposal First 

10 2006-08 Referendum proposal Not First 

Table 7 is produced based on the contents from Chapter 3 to Chapter 7. 

Again, is there a pattern in the non-accommodations taken by ROC presidents from 

1950 to 2008? I also use Table 4 to create Table 7 and keep original case identification and 

year in which non-accommodation occur. Non-accommodation taking place not in a 

president’s first term is also marked in grey. A pattern in Table 7 is that non-accommodation 

are likely to take place not in the first terms of ROC presidents regardless of the regime type. 

The plan to raid either Tungshan or Nanao still cannot be explained by the presidential tenure 

effect (Case No.1). President Lee’s visit to Cornell University (Case No. 6) as well as 

President Chen’s non-accommodations from 2002 to 2004 (Case No. 7 and 8) were 

conducted in a way to win the re-elections as explained in Chapters 6 and 7.   

Development beyond 2008 

 

Let me insert here U.S. interests before moving to the development beyond the temporal 

domain of the dissertation. For the period of 1950-2008, the United States had been a major 

component in U.S.-China-Taiwan triangular relations. For the most part, the essence of U.S. 

policy in the Far East was to prevent a war between both sides across the Taiwan Strait. Even 

though there were a few counter examples during the period of the Korean War, possible 
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damages of those examples had already been put under control. For example, the guerrilla 

type of harassments designed by the WEI under the CIA were aimed at attacking mainland 

China’s soft underbelly and could not cause too great a damage to overturn the status quo. 

The proposed invasion of Hainan Island was brought up continuously by various high-

ranking U.S. generals to President Chiang Kai-shek, but, again, the invasion itself was aimed 

at the second largest island in China but not the soil of the mainland. Therefore, the limited 

objective constrained possible damages that could incur. These instances only occurred when 

the U.S. forces were trapped in the stalemate of the Korean War and the United States sought 

to ease the pressure on the Korean front. With that caveat, it is fair to say that U.S. policy had 

been consistent in preventing the Taiwan Strait from becoming a flash point. 

That said, the United States had not been consistent in its policy to either side of the 

Taiwan Strait. There were almost two concurrent events during the Korea War: to create a 

“Third Force” to replace the KMT regime in Taiwan and CCP regime in China; to maintain 

the wishful thinking that the PRC would become another Yugoslavia in the USSR-led bloc 

having its independent foreign policy. After the Korean War, both ideas failed to accomplish 

their goals and made the United States seriously deal its relations with the ROC by signing 

the mutual defense treaty. During the 1954-55 offshore island crisis, the United States did 

come up with the idea to create two Chinas by pressuring the ROC to evacuate from the 

offshore islands under its occupation. The ROC government was willing to retreat from the 

Tachen Islands for the lack of defense capabilities, but unwilling to do so for other islands, 

such as Quemoy and Matsu that were more proximate to the island of Taiwan so as to 

maintain the connection with the Chinese mainland in the hope to recover it militarily in the 

near future. After detecting the sign that the PRC started to break its relations with the USSR, 
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the United States changed partner by establishing diplomatic relations with the PRC in 1978 

to balance against the USSR and, thus, terminated formal ties as well as the mutual defense 

treaty with the ROC. The Tiananmen Incident of 1989 in China that massacred college 

students and Beijing citizens in large quantity became a nadir in U.S.-China relations. In 

addition, the collapse of the former USSR in late 1991 suddenly made the PRC lose its 

strategic importance to the United States. The announcement made by President George 

H.W. Bush regarding the arms sales of 150 F-16s to Taiwan was a striking move that went 

against the 817 Communiqué in terms of gradual reduction of arms sales to Taiwan. The 

PRC started a series of missile tests and military exercises that continued until 1996 after 

ROC President Lee’s visit to his alma mater, Cornell University, in 1995 and created another 

low tide of Sino-U.S. relations. Even though the United States attempted to improve its 

relations with China by proposing the “new three No’s” policy toward Taiwan, the collision 

of USA and PRC military airplanes near Hainan Island created an unexpected turbulence. 

The collision led to the U.S. President George W. Bush’s promise of doing whatever he can 

to help defend Taiwan. This statement, however, could have bolstered President Chen’s 

willingness to challenge the status quo by moving toward independence in both of his terms 

of office. 

Now, let me move to the development beyond 2008. President Ma Ying-jeou, who 

succeeded President Chen Shui-bian in 2008, did not take any non-accommodative actions 

during both of his terms. Unlike Chen, Ma did not receive any excessive friendliness from 

the United States. The principles of President Ma’s foreign policy were “no unification [with 

China], no independence [of Taiwan], and no use of force [by China].” The principles were 

aimed at audience in Taiwan, China, and the United States, respectively. It is a general view 
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that Ma has the political inclination of seeking unification with China in the long run. Ma 

especially honors the guideline of “one China with different explanations.” This guideline is 

often referred to as the “1992 consensus” for the reason that the ROC and the PRC both 

agreed to the fact that there has been only one China but disagreed to the representation of 

China by which regime. For Taiwan, the Republic of China should represent China; for 

China, the People’s Republic of China should be the solely representative of it. Since both 

sides agreed to the idea of one China but could not reach a common understanding about the 

representation of China, the conclusion was to reach the conclusion of “one China with 

different interpretations.” 

President Ma’s political inclination received appraisal from China and helped to 

maintain peace in the Taiwan Strait, and he, therefore, accommodated well U.S. security 

interests. Before the end of his second term, Ma was able to make happen the meeting 

between leaders across the Taiwan Strait on November 7, 2015 in Singapore. The meeting 

between Ma and PRC President Xi Jinping was historical since leaders from both sides had 

not met for sixty years. The meeting with Xi might have created a legacy for Ma, but it did 

not help KMT presidential candidate Eric Chu win the 2016 presidential election. To some 

extent, the meeting corroborated the willingness of Ma, but not the general public in Taiwan, 

to unify with the PRC.   

After President Ma was sworn in for his first term (2008-2012), he proposed in the 

following year the Cross-Strait Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) to 

promote the economy in Taiwan through exports to China. The ECFA was signed in 2010 

and was ratified by Taiwan’s Legislative Yuan afterward. Since the ECFA went successful, 

President Ma pushed for the passage of the follow-up Cross-Strait Service Trade Agreement 
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in his second term (2012-2016). The agreement was signed in 2013 but not ratified by the 

legislature this time. A student sit-in, the “Sunflower Movement,” was staged in front of the 

Legislative Yuan and the participants finally broke into the Legislative Yuan as well as the 

Executive Yuan and occupied both agencies for 18 days and a few hours, respectively. The 

purpose of the “Sunflower Movement” was to voice discontent over the perfunctory review 

of the agreement by the Legislative Yuan. It was generally believed that, once the agreement 

was passed, while the capitals and personnel from Taiwan could benefit on the mainland, the 

capitals and personnel from China would deprive Taiwan peoples’ job opportunities on the 

island. Following the concern of economic deprivation, the general public also had the 

feeling that the agreement was another step toward unification with China that President Ma 

had implicitly advocated. In the end, the second cross-Strait economic agreement was not 

ratified by the end of Ma’s second term of office.  

Combine President Ma and his predecessors, there are two implications: 1) National 

leaders in Taiwan have been critical in setting policy preferences, regardless of regime type; 

2) Taiwan leaders have been more likely to push for policies if they consider the policies 

would help them stay in power or when their terms of office are secured. For the first 

implication, there is almost no way to change policy preferences of a national leader. The 

dynamics between a weaker ally and a stronger ally could constrain the leaders of Taiwan 

from waging a war against China, but similar dynamics could not prevent ROC presidents 

from moving toward brinkmanship that would certainly challenge U.S. interests. Even 

though the absence of a written form of security commitment could reduce the likelihood of 

being non-accommodative, any good will of the United States could be interpreted as a sign 

of encouragement to ROC presidents. President Chiang Kai-shek’s first non-accommodation 
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of U.S. interests by attempting to foray a sea raid against mainland China was finally 

terminated due to a strict ban from the U.S. side at the alignment stage. The Kuokuang Plan 

of 1962 had a longer duration, but it was finally abandoned due to U.S. delaying tactics and 

tacit objection. Both President Lee and President Chen carried out non-accommodation 

actions by bringing close to brinkmanship after receiving U.S. offers of arms sale. Even 

though the severity of brinkmanship is far lesser than a war, they fall into the same category 

of non-accommodation. President Chiang Ching-kuo and President Ma Ying-jeou are the 

only presidents since 1950 who accommodates the U.S. interests well. Since it is almost 

preordained that a leader’s intrinsic value is decisive in his/her foreign policy preference, it is 

desirable to understand the value in advance so as to prepare for it.  

The second implication is pertinent to a democratic Taiwan where a president has the 

maximum of two terms of office. In the authoritarian era, President Chiang Kai-shek started 

the planning of large-scale Kuokuang Plan after his term of office could be extended without 

limitation. In the democratic era, both President Lee and President Chen conducted non-

accommodative actions in their first terms knowing that the actions would surely help them 

win the second terms. And they increased the severity level of non-accommodation in the 

second terms. Ma accommodated well U.S. interests by not moving toward unification or 

independence. Nonetheless, Ma pushed for the passage of the cross-Strait Service Trade 

Agreement that a majority of Taiwan people considered to be moving toward unification in 

his second term.  

Taiwan had been a flash point in East Asia from 1950 to 2008, but not from 2008 to 

2016. Whether Taiwan will still a flash point in the future merits observation. Allow me to 

make a couple of other points that are not covered in the dissertation. First, Taiwan has been 
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protected by the United States since 1950. Even though U.S.-Taiwan formal ties were 

severed in 1979, the Taiwan Relations Act and the Six Assurances have still provided a 

security umbrella, and the United States have demonstrated its willingness to defend Taiwan. 

More importantly, national capabilities of the PRC have been inferior to that of the USA up 

until now. In other words, the PRC has been deterred by the United States since the U.S. 

power has been a constant. While power preponderance is less likely to lead to war, power 

parity is just the opposite. As long as national capabilities of the PRC keep increasing, it is 

likely that the gap between China and the United States would narrow.2 And if the status quo 

in the Taiwan Strait could not remain, Taiwan could become a flash point, again.   

Second, the United States has formed a majority of alliances since the end of World War 

II. It is found that the United States has always prevented itself from being dragged into an 

unwilling war by weaker allies.3 The temporal domain of this dissertation falls exactly 

within the research on U.S. alliance behavior worldwide. Arguably, if more major powers are 

included in the research of alliance behavior, a greater variation would appear. In addition, 

had the United States not demonstrated the willingness to honor its security assurances, 

Taiwan may not have adopted non-accommodative actions. Remember, four times of 

extended-immediate deterrence were exercised by the United States within the temporal 

domain of this dissertation. As I have described, the effect of extended-immediate deterrence 

does have an impact on enhancing Taiwan leader’s sense of security. Consider a scenario in 

which the stronger ally is not adamant in honoring its alliance obligations, the stronger ally, 

therefore, does not have the concern of being dragged into an unwilling war. Consequently, it 

was unnecessary for the stronger ally to prevent the weaker ally from taking non-

accommodative actions. Conversely, the weaker ally would not have a strong perception that 
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the stronger ally is willing to provide security assurances once a war is imminent. In other 

words, the feeling of abandonment could be strong even when an alliance agreement is in 

place. Chances are the weaker ally may not even attempt to take non-accommodative actions 

and thereby reduces the occurrence of non-accommodation.  

Third, cross-Strait interactions have not increased Taiwan peoples’ fondness toward 

mainland China or being Chinese. Taiwan’s small and medium enterprises in tourism might 

have benefited from Chinese tourists during President Ma’s terms. However, negative images 

of Chinese tourists have embedded in the minds of Taiwan people. Just to the contrary of the 

assumption that interactions increase better understanding, Taiwan people now are less likely 

to identify themselves as Chinese. There is an upward trend that a majority of Taiwan people 

hold the identity as Taiwanese, but not as Chinese or as both Chinese and Taiwanese. As 

long as the trend continues, it is less likely for Taiwan to unify with China through peaceful 

means. And this is likely to make Taiwan a flash point, again.        

The last point I want to make is that the time span of this research covers perhaps a 

special period of history, the Cold War, and might have skewed the data. Continuous military 

antagonism makes entrapment more likely, but abandonment less likely. During most of 

President Chiang Kai-shek’s terms of office (1950-75), the Cold War had been a heated issue 

that strengthened the strategic role of the ROC in the confrontation between the two camps of 

the world. In order to secure the first island chain so as to contain the USSR-led camp, it was 

less likely for the United States to abandon the island of Taiwan to avoid a crack in the chain. 

When U.S. security assurances were consistent, President Chiang Kai-shek was more 

confident that the security of ROC was obtained. The confidence continued providing 

momentum for Chiang to plan for military actions against the mainland. The diaries of 
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Chiang do not reveal any sense of pessimistic consideration of abandonment. In addition, 

major counter-offensive plans covered in Chapter 3 and 4 all share the same scenario that the 

U.S. forces would not change its promises with regard to safeguarding the security of 

Taiwan. Put differently, various counter-offensive plans were initiated based on the thinking 

that the security of the Taiwan Strait was secured by the U.S. forces. Therefore, a better test 

of the model would be to enlarge the temporal domain in order to minimize the effect of the 

Cold War. 
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presidents were on their first terms; 0 is given for all other years in office. President Chiang 
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term onward are all coded 0. DEMOC is coded 1 after Taiwan became a democracy in 
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0. Then, a logistic regression is used for a test. The estimated coefficients for independent 

variables are as follows (standard errors in parentheses): ALLY = 2.4585 (0.9030) **, PTENU = 
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