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LIANG PAN

Fighting with Formulas over China:
Japan and the United Kingdom at the
United Nations, 1961-1971

world peace, the member states used it as a theatre for international

confrontation throughout the cold war. Nikita Khrushchev ex-
pressed his anger at the capitalist enemy by pounding his shoe on the table
in the general assembly. Adlai Stevenson asked the Soviet ambassador,
Valerian Zorin, about the Soviet missile bases in Cuba the famous ques-
tion: ‘Yes or no — don’t wait for the translation — yes or no.” On the even-
ing of 25 October 1971, the United Nations witnessed a third memorable
scene of international power politics when it voted to transfer to the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), ruled from Beljing, the seat held on the
security council as well as in the general assembly by the Republic of
China (ROCQ) ruled from Taipei. When the result of the vote was an-
nounced, some of the PRC’s African supporters celebrated by ‘jump[ing]
up and down’, rhythmically clapping, or dancing in the corridor.? For the
losers, the vote marked the end of a diplomatic imbroglio that had lasted
more than twenty years.

The origin of the imbroglio is simple. Following the Chinese Com-
munists’ victory over the Nationalists in the civil war, the PRC, proclaimed
at Betjing on 1 October 1949, notified the United Nations in November of
its claim to be the sole representative of China. The Nationalist govern-
ment of the ROC, which fled to Taiwan in December, refused to renounce
its claim or to resign its membership. Once the United States and the
Soviet Union took sides, the stand-off became a feature of the cold war that
lasted until October 1971. What should happen to China proved less
difficult to resolve than what should happen to Taiwan.

D EsPITE THE UNITED Nations’ description of itself as the pioneer of
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Many member states of the United Nations treated as a fantasy the claim
of the ROC, which ruled an island with less than eight million inhabitants
(in 1949), to act as the sole legal representative of 450 million (in 1949)
Chinese. The ROC’s supporters, however, led by the United States, which
saw the PRC as its most radical critic and the ROC as a deterrent to Com-
munism, spent huge sums in canvassing on its behalf. Partly because other
Western or pro-Western members, including France and most northern
European states, had recognized the PRC, the anti-Communist regimes in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America that recognized the ROC lacked enough
influence to ensure the success of its cause. Thus, the issue of which China
should represent China hinged on the actions of two of the United States’
closest allies, Japan and the United Kingdom. Until 1971, the United King-
dom, despite having recognized the PRC in 1950, was the only permanent
member of the UN security council other than the United States and the
ROC consistently to vote for US-sponsored resolutions to exclude it.
Japan drummed up support for the ROC from the moment of its own
admission in 1956. Without the endorsement of the United Kingdom and
Japan, the United States would have failed to sustain the ROC at the
United Nations long before 1971. This article demonstrates that, for the
United Kingdom and Japan, the precondition for the admission of the
PRC to the United Nations had once been membership also for Taiwan.
But the votes they cast at the general assembly in 1971 showed that they
had developed conflicting views on the importance of Taiwan rather than
towards the admission of the PRC.

k ok ok ok ok

O~ 7 DEecEMBER 1951, the United Nations’ general assembly adopted a
resolution tabled by Thailand that postponed discussion of China’s repre-
sentation. A similar resolution, sponsored by the United States, was
passed by the assembly on 25 October 1952. The so-called ‘moratorium’
resolution suspended discussion until 1961, despite the efforts of PRC
supporters such as the Soviet Union and India. The United Kingdom,
given its recognition of the PRC, refrained from acknowledging the ROC
as the sole legal representative of China; thus, whenever the Soviet Union
proposed to admit the PRC, the United Kingdom abstained rather than
opposed.

In the view of the UK government, the status of Taiwan remained ‘un-
determined’ because its return to China after the Second World War had
not been authorized by international agreement: the Cairo declaration of
1943 and the Potsdam declaration of 1945, which recommended Taiwan’s
return to China, were merely declarations of intent. As Steve Tsang sug-
gests, the legal argument disguised security interests in East Asia during
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the cold war.! The special relationship with the United States, the wish to
contain the spread of Communism, and sympathy for indigenous Taiwan-
ese mistreated by the president of the ROC, Chiang Kai-shek, all contrib-
uted to pro-Taiwanese sentiment. Some officials preferred to leave open
the future of Taiwan; others looked forward to its independence. The
United Kingdom acted on the premise that Taiwan should not be ‘aban-
doned’, even if welcoming the PRC into the international community by
granting 1t UN membership was seen to be the best way to contain it.?

Unul 1972, Japan, which recognized the ROC, had only unofficial
relations with the PRC, a choice determined by the United States before
the termination of the Allied occupation in 1952. Yet Taiwan occupied a
special place in modern Japanese history as a trophy 1n 1895 of Japan’s first
victory over another major Asian power. When surrendering sovereignty
over Taiwan in 1951 by the treaty of San Francisco, Japan did not acknow-
ledge Taiwan’s reunification with China. The geopolitical importance of
Taiwan to the security of Japan; the gratitude towards the ROC regime in
Taiwan for generous treatment of Japanese civilians and soldiers left on the
mainland after the war; and responsibility for Taiwanese seen as pro-
Japanese: all contributed to Japan’s wish to preserve Taiwan. They did
not, however, rule out trying to normalize relations with the PRC.

Conservative governments in Japan faced criticism from opposition
parties and opinion leaders that support for the ROC epitomized Japan’s
deference to the United States. For the first twenty years after the Second
World War, the United Nations was highly regarded by most Japanese,
who attributed Japan’s failed imperialist adventures in the 1930s and 19405
partly to the decision in 1933 to withdraw from the League of Nations.
Such a consensus was rare in Japan during the cold war, when foreign
policy was the subject of political dispute. The fact that the United Nations
rejected the PRC’s bid for membership, and accused it in 1951 of being an
aggressor in Korea, provided conservative Japanese politicians with the
excuse for not seeking diplomatic relations.?

By 1960, the United Kingdom and Japan were crucial to the ability of the
United States to prolong the moratorium at the United Nations over the
admission of the PRC. At the general assembly that year, however, the
resolution to prolong the moratorium passed by a mere eight votes. Both

LS. Tsang, The Cold War’s Odd Couple: The Unintended Partnership between the Republic of China
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3 L. Pan, The United Nations in Japan’s Foreign and Security Policymaking, 1945-92: National Secur-
ity, Party Politics, and International Status (Cambridge, 2005), pp. 168-9; Z. B. Chen, Sengo nihon no
chiigoku seisaku — 1950 nendai higashi ajia kokusai seiji no bunmyaku (Tokyo, 2000), pp. 201-2.
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in the United States, and in the United Kingdom and Japan, new tactics
were recognized to be needed to meet the expected outcomes of the shifts

in the global order.!
% ok ok ok Xk

UK oFFICIALS IN 1960 recognized that the increasing numbers of the PRC’s
supporters in the general assembly reflected its rise to political and military
power and illustrated the dangers of leaving it in 1solation. The PRC’s rise
at the United Nations was matched by the United Kingdom’s decline,
owing to the admission of its former Asian and African colonies. The UK
ambassador to the United Nations, Sir Patrick Dean, warned the foreign
secretary, the earl of Home, in December 1960, not to rely on the mora-
torium: it was ‘only a question of time before the United States [was]
defeated and the [Chinese] Communists seated’. He advised Home to try
to persuade the John F. Kennedy administration to agree to admit the PRC
before the issue could be exploited by the Communists.?

Home agreed. Late in November, he had told the prime minister of
Italy, Amintore Fanfani, that he ‘privately thought’ that the PRC should be
admitted to the United Nations but ‘had not said so publicly’.?> Two
months later, he made up his mind to go public: ‘we have always felt, and
we feel now,” he told the house of lords on 8 February 1961, ‘that the facts
of international life require that Communist China should be seated in the
United Nations.” The state department, taken by surprise, commented
that a change in policy would ‘confront the cold, hard fact of the Com-
munists’” own attitude’. The US press were also critical. But Home did not
back down. On 21 February, at a luncheon for US journalists, he repeated
his statement.> Then, just when the United Kingdom seemed likely to
abandon the defence of the ROC, the Harold Macmillan government
assured the Kennedy administration that it had no intention of splitting
with the United States over the exclusion of the PRC.¢ but wished to en-
sure that Taiwan would not be excluded as the price for the PRC’s

1 Memcon, Rusk with Yeh, g Feb. 1961, Fforeign] Rfelations of the] Ulnited] Sftates]: 1961-3, xxii. no.
3.
2 Memo, Dean for Home, ‘Chinese Representation in the United Nations’, 7 Dec. 1960 [UKNA],
D[ominions] Offhice Records] 169/6.

3 *Extract from Record of Meeting’, 21 Nov. 1960 [UKNA], Pr[im]e M[inister’s Office Records]
1/4673.

4 Oral Answers made by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (The Earl of Home), Lords Sitting of
8 Feb. 1961, Parlfiamentary] Deb[ate]s, House of Lords, 5th series, cexxviii. 438.

5 Fowler to Pritchard, 15 Feb.; embassy, Washington, to Fforeign] O[ffice], no. 110, 18 Feb.; FO to
representative in Commonwealth member states, no. 103, 24 Feb. 1961, DO 169/6.

6 FO to embassy, Washington, no. 1455, 10 March, and embassy, Washington to FO, no. 653, 14
March 1961, PREM 11/4673; memcon, Kennedy with Macmillan, 5 April 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxii. no.
18.
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admission. In mid-March 1961, when the UK ambassador at Washington,
Sir Harold Caccia, explained the goal to the secretary of state, Dean Rusk,
he was asked whether the United Kingdom was serious about its support
for PRC membership or, as Caccia admitted, whether it simply wanted ‘to
be on a better wicket in the UN’. Caccia gave a similarly affirmative answer
to Rusk’s next question, whether, if the West offered the PRC terms for
admission and it turned them down, the Kennedy administration could
‘assume that the British would not be overly bothered’.!

Caccia’s stance was endorsed by the Macmillan government. On 30
March, Dean, who had urged a change in policy, conceded that the United
Kingdom shared with the United States ‘the objective of improving the
Western position at the United Nations by adopting a more realistic
approach and, if possible, putting the Communists in the wrong’. As for
PRC membership, he continued: ‘It is not essential to this aim the Com-
munist Chinese should actually take their seat.”? A week later, Home and
Macmillan made similar comments to Kennedy and Rusk.>

The United States and the United Kingdom were seeking slightly differ-
ent solutions: the United States hoped to block PRC membership by
agreeing to debate its admission under the category of ‘important question’
under article eighteen of the UN charter. As an ‘important question’
needed a two-thirds majority to pass, the United States was confident of
defeating it. Failing that, the United States proposed a ‘two-Chinas’ for-
mula that would give both the ROC and the PRC seats at the United
Nations as ‘successors’ to the formerly united state of China. *

The United Kingdom doubted whether either the PRC or the ROC
would accept the ‘two-Chinas’ formula, as neither recognized the other.
The United Kingdom’s ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula aimed to create a
‘sovereign state” named Taiwan that was not part of China. China’s seat,
with its membership of the security council, would be transferred to the
PRC: Taiwan, as another ‘country’, would have its own seat in the general
assembly. At the Anglo-American summit in April 1961, Home suggested
that the ROC should ‘voluntarily leave the UN’, renouncing China’s seat,
before applying for readmission as Taiwan. But neither he nor Rusk was
willing to try to persuade the ROC.5> Meantime, Japan, too, opted for a
‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula. From January to June 1961, when the

t Memcon, Rusk with Caccia, 14 March 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxii. no. 13.

2 Mission, United Nations, to FO, no. 75, 30 March 1961, PREM 11/ 4673.

3 Memcon, Kennedy, Rusk, Maciltan with Home, 5 April 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxii. no. 18.

4 Memo, ‘Secretary of State’s Meeting with Mr Rusk’, 4 April 1961, PREM 11/4673; memo, ‘Chinese
Representation in the United Nations’, 5 April 1961 [College Park, MD], U[nited] S[tates] N[ational]
A[rchives I, Record Group 59, Records Relating to the] U[nited] K[ingdom 1962-74}, box 5.

5 Memo, ‘Meeting with Rusk’; memcon Kennedy, Rusk, Macmillan with Home, 5 April 1961, FRUS:
1961-3, Xxii. no. 18.
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ministry of foreign affairs re-examined Japan’s China policy on behalf of
the Tkeda Hayato government, officials reached consensus on two points:
first, the conservative government should take account of domestic criti-
cism of its China policy, and second, regardless of whether the PRC was
admitted to the United Nations, the ROC should keep its membership.
Officials disagreed, however, about how much support Japan should give
to the ROC. Some preferred to try to maintain the status quo: rule over the
mainland and Taiwan by different regimes;' others wished to take advan-
tage of the UN debate on China’s representation to try permanently to
separate Taiwan from China.? As summarized by the vice foreign minister,
Takeuchi Rytiji, on 28 May, officials disagreed whether support for Tai-
wan’s membership in the United Nations as an independent state might
offend the ROC as seriously as the PRC.?

By late April, the issue was taken up by Ikeda himself in preparation for
an official visit to the United States in early June, when China would be the
subject of talks with the Kennedy administration. The government con-
cluded that, in the long term, relations with the PRC must be normalized,
but, in the short term, higher priority should be given to the defence of the
ROC’s membership in the United Nations; to ensure a separate member-
ship for Taiwan, even if the PRC, in protest, refused to take up the offer of
membership. The prime minister, the chief cabinet secretary, Ohira Masa-
yoshi, and the foreign minister, Kosaka Zentard, agreed to the ‘one-China,
one-Taiwan’ formula.* To persuade the ROC to concede that its sover-
eignty extended only over the island of Taiwan, the Tkeda government
looked for help to the United Kingdom.

Majority opinion at the ministry of foreign affairs regarded the United
Kingdom as a critical but unstable ally on the 1ssue of China’s representa-
tion at the United Nations. It was critical, owing to its influence over mem-
bers of the Commonwealth such as Canada and Australia, and perhaps
over the United States. But some officials wondered whether the United
Kingdom’s pro-PRC stance might lead to a split with the United States and
thereby imperil the West’s united front against the PRC’s admission.® The

1 Bureau of Asian Affairs, ‘Chuky6 taisakw’, 12 April 1961; Bureau of Asian Affairs, ‘Ketsugl an (Ajia
kyoku dai san an)’, 17 March 1961 [Tokyo, Diplomatic Record Office], M{inistry] o[f] F[oreign]
A[ffairs] D[eclassified] D[ocuments] 2006-725.

2 Con. gen., Hong Kong, to MOFA, no. 176, 20 Feb. 1961, MOFA, DD 2006-725; ‘Ikeda sori ho bei
dai 6 kai uchiawase’, 5 May 1961 [ Tokyo], D|iplomatic] R[ecord] Ofthice], M[icrofilms] Released] A-
0361.

3 ‘Chagoku mondai (Hakone)’, 28 May 1961, DRO, MR A-0361.

4 ‘Ikeda sori ho bei dai 2 kai uchiawase’, 21 April 1961, ‘Ikeda sori ho bei dai 6 kai uchiawase’, ‘Ikeda
sori ho bei 8 kai uchiawase’, 1 June 1961, and ‘Chigoku mondai (sori hd bei shirya)’, ibid.; ‘Chakyd
mondal no shozentei to kandna taisaku (kaitei)’, 18 March 1961, MOFA, DD 2006-725.

5 “Chiikyd mondai no shozentei to kanona taisaku (kaitei)’; ‘Dai1o kai ajia, taiheiyd chiiki kokancha
kaigi kiroku, jokan’, 1 June 1961, MOFA, DD 2004-1225; ‘Ikeda s6r1 ho bei dat 5 kai uchiawase’, 4 May
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director of the Asian affairs bureau, Iseki Yujird, claimed that Japan’s
formula was ‘slightly closer” to the United Kingdom’s than the United
States’. The Japanese ambassador at London, Ono Katsumi, recom-
mended that, in the event of a split, Japan should align with the United
Kingdom rather than the United States. Or, if the future of Taiwan was the
issue, abstain.! Although the government rejected Ono’s advice, it decided
to try to persuade the United Kingdom to support the ‘one-China, one-
Taiwan’ formula at the United Nations.

In Washington in June, Ikeda told Kennedy that the moratorium should
be replaced by a formula that might ‘actively raise Taiwan’s status’ at the
United Nations, and that ‘it may not be proper to seek a solution to the
problem of Chinese Communist admission to the UN before taking action
on the broader Taiwan question and securing this area for the free world.”
In a meeting with Rusk, Kosaka explained that, “for Japan, the crux of the
[Chinese representation] problem is keeping Taiwan free from Chinese
Communist control.” At a second meeting, Kosaka added that Japan would
not recognize the PRC until the issue of China’s representation at the
United Nations had been settled. Japan, which wished to support a for-
mula agreed between the United States and the United Kingdom, sent
Kosaka to London to rally the British.?

When Kosaka met Home on 7 July, he laid out three principles: first,
“Taiwan should not be passed to China’; second, ‘the seven million indi-
genous Taiwanese people should not be sold to the Communist bloc
against their will’; and third, whenever the PRC joined the United Nations,
it should not inherit the ROC’s permanent seat on the security council. He
repeated his remarks to Rusk about the need to persuade the ROC to
confine its territorial claim to Taiwan and hinted at the need for the United
Kingdom’s help. Home, while endorsing the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’
formula, suggested that as Japan had closer ties than the United Kingdom
with the ROC, it should persuade Chiang to renounce the Nationalists’
claim to sovereignty over the mainland. Kosaka replied that ‘Japan was not
available to take the job of persuading the ROC because it had little
influence over Taiwan’ and because the Japanese felt ‘indebted to the
president, Chiang’.* As Home warned Kosaka not to expect the United
Kingdom to take the lead, as it “had no influence over Taiwan’, they agreed

1961, DRO, MR A-0361.

1 ‘Dl 10 kai ajia, tathelyd chiiki kdkancho kaigi kiroku, jokan’, ibid.; ‘Chtigoku mondai (Hakone), 28
May 1961, DRO, MR A-0361.

2 Memcon, Kennedy with Ikeda, 20 June 1961 [Boston MA], J[ohn] F[.] K[ennedy] L[ibrary],
Nfational] S[ecurity] Clouncil Files]: Countries, box 125.

3 Embassy, Washington, to MOFA, no. 1655, 20 June and no. 1709, 22 June 1961, DRO, MR A-0361;
memcon, Kennedy with Ikeda, 21 June 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxii. no. 337.

4 Embassy, London, to MOFA, no. 899, 8 July 1961, DRO, MR A-0363.
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to foist the task onto the Kennedy administration which, in turn, decided
to suggest what it claimed to be a less provocative formula.!

By the end of July, the Kennedy administration had abandoned both the
‘two-Chinas’ formula and the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula, for the
‘important question’ formula. Chiang’s opposition to the first was one
reason; another was opposition in Congress to the PRC’s admission,
whether as one China or as one of two.2 The United Kingdom treated the
‘important question’ formula merely as a ‘pretty transparent device for
delaying’ the PRC’s admission. Macmillan and Home neither turned down
a US request for support, nor agreed to support the formula, because of
their wish to improve long-term relations with the PRC; a modified for-
mula was needed.?

The Macmillan government agreed in August to endorse the ‘important
question’ resolution in the general assembly on two conditions: first, the
Kennedy administration brought ‘all possible pressure’ to bear on the
Nationalist regime at Taipel to concede that it was ‘no more than the
government of Formosa’; and second, the resolution should be combined
‘explicitly’ with a resolution that set up a committee to study the issue of
China’s representation. The Kennedy administration agreed on the as-
sumption that the second resolution would, in Rusk’s words, ‘rally votes
for postponing a decision on a motion to seat Peiping [Beijing]’. When
Home suggested that the resolution should disguise what would otherwise
‘appear to be no more than a device to prolong the moratorium under
another guise’,* Rusk replied that the committee should not be limited to
China’s representation but also examine membership generally and the
composition of UN councils: the ‘consideration of these two broad ques-
tions ... would result in shelving the Chinese representation issue in the
UN for at least another year and in taking at least some of the heat off this
issue.”®

The exchange left the Macmillan government dissatisfied. On 26
August, Home told Caccia that he did ‘not like the idea’ of expanding the
committee’s responsibilities, and instructed him to warn Rusk that the

1 Embassy, London, to MOFA, no. go1, 8 July, ibid.; memo, *Visit of Japanese Foreign Minister’, 19

July 1961, DO 169/;.

2 Embassy, Taipel, to state dept., no. 824, 21 June 1961; ‘Conference at White House on China Repre-

sentation at United Nations and Outer Mongolia — United Nations Membership Application’, 28 July

1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxil. nos. 32, 44; Wallner to Cleveland, 30 June 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxii. no. 172.

3 Kaufman, Confronting Communism, pp. 155-6; ‘Record of Conversation between the Secretary of
State and Mr Rusk’, 6 Aug.; ‘Record of Conversation between the Secretary of State, Mr Rusk and M.

Couve de Murville’, 7 Aug.; “China’, 12 Aug. 1961: PREM 11/4673.

4 ‘Conversation between the Secretary of State and Mr Rusk’, 6 Aug. 1961, ibid.; memo, Home,
‘Chinese Representation in the United Nations’, Aug. 1961, DO 16¢/7.

5 Embassy, Washington, to FO, no. 1888, g Aug. 1961, DO 16g/7; memo, ‘Predictable Major Issues in

the 16th General Assembly of the United Nations®, Aug. 1961, JFKL, NSC, box 310A.
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United Kingdom would find it ‘impossible to support the projected Amer-
ican tactics’.! Nor did the United Kingdom expect the PRC’s supporters to
remain silent. If they tabled a counter-resolution proposing the PRC’s
admission, the United Kingdom would have difficulty voting against it.?
Opinion polls showed that, by the end of 1961, a majority of the UK public
supported the PRC’s admission, whereas fewer than 10 per cent thought
the ROC should be the sole representative of China.> The Macmillan
government had to try to forestall an open split with the Kennedy admin-
istration by voting for the ‘important question’ and committee resolutions
while abstaining on the annual Soviet-sponsored resolution to admit the
PRC.*

Neither the United Kingdom nor the United States was able to satisfy
the other. Owing to the unpopularity of the proposed committee among
member states, the Kennedy administration gave up the idea of sponsoring
it on 28 November. The decision left the United Kingdom to choose
between three options: voting for the ‘important question’; voting for the
Soviet resolution paving the way for the PRC’s admission; or taking the
initiative to table the study committee resolution. When asked by the Ken-
nedy administration to sponsor the proposed committee, Home wondered
whether doing so would regain some of the PRC’s goodwill lost by
supporting the ‘important question’. Dean agreed with him, but the chargé
d’affaires at Beijing, Michael N. Stewart, disagreed on the grounds that, if
the United Kingdom sponsored the committee, it would be bound by the
committee’s decisions. On 8 December, Home told Dean not to sponsor
the committee. As with the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula, the Mac-
millan government shied away from controversy.>

In the event, the United Kingdom voted in December 1961 for both the
‘important question’ and the Soviet resolutions. In supporting the second,
Dean read a carefully phrased statement that the vote ‘does not prejudice’
the United Kingdom’s position that ‘the sovereignty over the island of
Formosa is undetermined’ and ‘who should represent Formosa in the
United Nations is also undetermimed’.® The Kennedy administration, if
disappointed, could not complain because, with UK support, the ‘import-
ant question’ resolution passed with a comfortable majority: ‘the United

1 FO to embassy, Washington, no. 5845, 26 Aug. 1961, DO 169 /7.

2 Embassy, Washington, to FO, no. 2188, 1 Sept. 1961, ibid.

3 Murrow to Kennedy, 5 Dec. 1961, FRUS: 1961-3, xxv. no. 133.

4 Untitled memo, 1 Sept., 1961, PREM 11/ 4673.

5 Kaufman, Confronting Communism, pp. 153-4; London to New York, no. 5217, 24 Nov., embassy,
Beyjing, to FO, no. 599, 25 Nov., mission, New York, to FO, no. 2212, 25 Nov., FO to mission, New
York, no. 5291, 28 Nov., and mission, Beijing, to FO, no. 610, 29 Nov. 1961, DO 169/7; FO to mission,
New York, no. 5516, 8 Dec. 1961, DO 169/8.

6 Mission, New York, to FO, no. 2574, 16 Dec. 1961, PREM 11/4675.
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States’ success was so pronounced’, Dean reported on 16 February 1962,
‘that our vote [for the Soviet resolution] caused no public rancour.”

The PRC ignored the vote, even though it could have been interpreted
as an expression of the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula to which the
PRC objected. The PRC focused its criticism on the United States, and on
Japan, which it stated had ‘acted in the most shameless way’? The
criticism was justified: Japan had not only co-sponsored the ‘important
question’ resolution, but, unlike the United Kingdom, had also voted
against the Soviet resolution. The votes were the result of a sophisticated
calculation of Japan’s own interests.

When asked by the United States in mid-August 1961 to support the
‘important question’ resolution, Japan agreed, provided that the United
Kingdom, France, and other Western states also supported it. When, in
early November, the United States asked Japan to sponsor the resolution,
Japan agreed unconditionally,® but suggested that countries that either
recognized the PRC or refused to have relations with both it and the ROC
should also become co-sponsors. For a month, Japan and the United
States tried unsuccessfully to recruit Canada, Malaya, Thailand, Turkey,
and some former French colonies in Africa (many of which recognized the
PRC) to co-sponsor the resolution. On 1 December, Japan, the United
States, Italy, Australia, and Colombia, all of which recognized the ROC,
were the five co-sponsors.*

The Ikeda government did try to leave room for an improvement in
relations with the PRC. After some members of the ruling Liberal Demo-
cratic Party (LDP) cautioned against an overtly anti-PRC stance, Ikeda
ordered the foreign ministry to tone down the Japanese ambassador’s
scheduled speech at the general assembly, of which the draft had ques-
tioned the PRC’s qualifications as a peace-loving country. Ikeda, who had
even wondered whether Japan should abstain, told the foreign ministry
that ‘in spite of our obligations to the ROC and the United States, we
should not ignore the ultimate trend towards the PRC’s admission to the
UN.”> Such long-term considerations always took second-place, however,
to preserving Taiwan’s membership in the United Nations as a sovereign
state. This did not mean that the mainland was unimportant to Japan:
quite the opposite. According to Iseki at the foreign ministry, ‘British rela-

1 Dean to Home, 16 Feb. 1962, DO 169/8.

2 Mission, Beijing, to FO, no. 672, 22 Dec. 1961, ibid.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid.

5 ‘Kokuren ni okeru Chiigoku daihydken mondai o meguru Matsumura, Takasaki rydshi no ugoki’, 27
Nov. 1961 and ‘Chiigoku mondai ni kansuru ajiakyoku kaigi kiroku’, 2 Dec. 1961, MOFA, DD 2002-
181.
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tions with Communist China are far less substantial than those between
Japan and Communist China.” But geopolitics and history could not be
ignored. The more Japan worried about its long-term relationship with the
mainland, the more difficulty it had in cutting its ties to Taiwan. In time,
this dilemma widened the split between Japan and the United Kingdom.
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AFTER 1961, THE ‘important question’ resolution was not put to the vote
until 1965. The PRC’s supporters failed each year to pass a counter-resolu-
tion and the ROC remained the sole representative of China at the United
Nations and in most other inter-governmental organizations. Meantime,
the ROC’s supporters prepared for the inevitable face-off in the general
assembly. The political context changed rapidly. The Soviet Union ceased
in 1963 to organize support for the PRC at the United Nations, owing to
the split in the Communist bloc after 1959; and, in 1962, the PRC also split
with its other principal sponsor, India. To balance these setbacks, in 1962
the PRC helped to secure a fragile peace in Laos and, two years later,
further weakened the ROC by winning recognition from France, a perma-
nent member of the security council. The political victory was matched by
a military victory: the successful test of an atomic bomb in October 1964
made the PRC the fifth member of the nuclear weapon holders’ club.

The Macmillan government recognized the PRC’s increasing import-
ance in international affairs. Macmillan himself had an argument with Rusk
in June 1962 over the United States’ opposition to the PRC’s admission to
the United Nations, and his successor in October 1963 as prime minister,
Sir Alec Douglas-Home, was even more convinced of the need for a new
China policy. Like Macmillan, Douglas-Home was alarmed by the emer-
gence of the PRC as another nuclear power, and unless the United States
agreed to allow the PRC to join the United Nations, the latter would not
take part in multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations.? Douglas-Home
had had the chance in 1962 to make a ‘useful friend’ (in his words) of the
Chinese foreign minister, Chen Yi, at the Geneva conference on Indo-
China. When he had asked Chen why the PRC refused to exchange
ambassadors with the United Kingdom, despite its vote for the PRC’s
admission, Chen replied that the United Kingdom’s support for the
‘important question’ resolution was tantamount to a ‘half positive vote’
when the PRC needed a “full vote’? Although the United Kingdom used

1 ‘Dai 10 kai ajia, taiheiyd chiiki kokanché kaigi kiroku, jokan’, 1 June 1961, MOFA, DD 2004-1225.

2 Kaufman, Confronting Communism, pp. 162, 167; memcon, Rusk with Macmillan, 24 June 1962,
FRUS: 1961-3, xxil. no. 132.

3 A. Douglas-Home, The Way the Wind Blows (London, 1976), p. 169; S. D. Zhang, Zhong Guo Chong
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the excuse of US pressure to explain its stance, its unwillingness to jeop-
ardize Taiwan’s international status remained the insurmountable hurdle
to closer relations.

The foreign office and Dean continued to think ‘one-China, one-
Taiwan’ the preferred formula,! even after the outbreak of the Sino-Indian
War in 1962 and the normalization of the PRC’s relations with France in
January 1964. The foreign secretary, R. A. Butler, acknowledged to Japan’s
foreign minister, Ohira Masayoshi, on 2 May 1964 that the PRC’s member-
ship in the United Nations would be ‘salutary’ and that the ROC’s
membership stood in the way. But he added that he ‘did not necessarily
mean that we thought Formosa should not have a seat in the United
Nations’. Butler, confident in the viability of the formula, was willing to say
so publicly.?

The success of the PRC’s first nuclear test on 16 October 1964 and the
election of a Labour government the same day led to a noticeable change in
the United Kingdom’s stance. The new prime minister, Harold Wilson,
was known to support the PRC’s admission to the United Nations, as was
the foreign secretary, Patrick Gordon-Walker. During a visit to the United
States in November, Gordon-Walker refused to give a firm commitment
that the Labour government would continue to support the ‘important
question’ formula. He also startled Rusk by hinting that the United King-
dom might lobby for the PRC’s admission “at future sessions’ of the general
assembly.?

Gordon-Walker was not alone among UK officials, who were being tar-
geted in a PRC campaign against countries that defended ROC member-
ship. On 25 November, the British chargé d’affaires at Beljing, Terence W.
Garvey, was summoned to the foreign ministry to receive a memorandum
warning Western countries (such as the United Kingdom) that recognized
the PRC not to endorse UN resolutions that proposed separate repre-
sentation by the PRC and the ROC.* Such intransigence cast doubt on the
feasibility of the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula. On 23 December, the
foreign office warned Garvey that the formula might lead to a ‘real chance

Fan Lian He Guo Jishi (Harbin, 1999), pp- 309-10.

1 Memo, ‘Chinesc Representation in the United Nations’, 16 Feb. 1962, DO 169/8; ‘Ikeda sori to
Makumiran shusho to no kaidan yoshi (dai 1 kai)’, 12 Nov. 1962, DRO, MR A-0363.

2 Mission, New York, to FO, no. 1844, 31 Oct. 1962 and ‘Record of a Meeting between the Foreign
Secretary and the Japanese Foreign Minister’, 2 May 1964, PREM 11/4673; “Talking Points for Fifth
Green-Nakagawa Conversation’, 26 May 1964, USNA [Record Group 59, Subject Files of the Office of
the Republic of] China [Affairs 1951-75], box 6.

3 Rec. con., Gordon-Walker with Rusk, 26 Oct. 1964, and Gordon-Walker to Wilson, 12 Nov. 1964,
PREM 13 /3533.

4 Mission, Beijing, to FO, no. 1147, 25 Nov. 1964, ibid.
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of trouble’ if tabled during the forthcoming general assembly.! The head of
the foreign office’s far east department, Murray MacLehose, even sug-
gested that the ‘best solution’ from the UK viewpoint would be for the
ROC ‘simply to walk out of the UN’: “Taiwan’s exclusion from the UN
should not be a matter of overwhelming concern,’ he told the US deputy
assistant secretary for far eastern affairs, Marshall Green, on 28 November;
‘West Germany, Switzerland, and others are not [UN]| members.”

Although the Labour government’s change in stance caused a stir, the
United Kingdom was not the only Western state trying to find a more
viable formula to solve the problem of China’s representation at the United
Nations. Many US officials also saw the need for change: not towards the
grant of membership, but towards a formula that allowed them to place the
blame for refusal on the Chinese Communists themselves.> Even though
both the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ and ‘two-Chinas’ formulas met the
need, as the PRC would refuse to accept either, both were flawed. Senior
officials at the state department wondered whether restricting the ROC’s
sovereignty to Taiwan might provoke the Nationalists to try to make a deal
with their Communist rivals. Even worse, support for the ‘one-China, one-
Taiwan’ formula would do ‘more harm with Chinese of all stripes’ because
they would ‘interpret our action as an effort to separate off part of the
national territory’.* The Wilson government had similar doubts about the
viability of the formula, while Japan, on the other hand, was unwilling to
consider any formula that may cause difficulties for Taiwan at the United
Nations.

At every meeting with Western politicians since 1961, the Japanese had
been the most serious advocate of the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula.
Some foreign ministry officials also suggested using the ROC’s pre-
dicament at the United Nations to lever the Nationalist regime in Taiwan
into declaring independence.® News of France’s recognition of the PRC
took the Japanese by surprise: the government came under immediate
pressure to change its stance. Owing to the lack of a mention of Taiwan in
the Franco-Chinese communiqué, Japanese officials mistakenly concluded
that France had adopted the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula, in which
case Japan, too, could recognize the PRC without abandoning Taiwan. In

1 FO to nussion, Beijing, no. 2102, 23 Dec. 1964, PREM 13 /3533.

2 Embassy, Beijing, to FO, no. 1253, 22 Dec. 1964, and mission, New York, to FO, no. 2943, ibid.;
memcon, MacLehose with Green, 28 Nov. 1964, USNA [Record Group 59, Office of] A[sian} Clom-
munist] Afffairs, Subject Files 1953-65], box 1.

3 Thomson to Bundy, 28 Oct., and memo, Komer to Bundy, 23 Nov. 1964, FRUS: 1964-8, xxx. nos.
63, 68.

4 Memo, ‘The Republic of China’, 11 Sept. 1964, FRUS: 1964-8, xxx. no. 48; Johnson to Rostow, 28
Jan. and Grant to Yager, 8 April 1965, USNA, ACA, box 1.

5 ‘Kokumin seifu taisaku ni tsuite’, 6 Nov. 1963, DRO, MR A-423.
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the event, after weeks of silence, France broke off diplomatic relations with
the ROC: ‘that [French] idea of solving the problem through a one-China,
one-Taiwan formula has sadly failed,” Ohira lamented in the upper house
of the national diet on 11 February, the day the breach was announced.!
The next day, he told the lower house that if the PRC was admitted into
the United Nations with the ‘blessing of the world’, Japan would have to
‘make a serious decision’ about its relationship with the PRC.?

Ohira’s statement, which officially stipulated admission to the United
Nations as the prerequisite for Japan’s recognition of the PRC, had a dual
effect. In the long term, it provided an excuse for switching diplomatic
recognition from the ROC to the PRC; in the short term, it stiffened the
government’s attitude. During the foreign ministry’s annual meeting in
early June of chiefs of missions from the Asia Pacific region, a number of
officials aired misgivings about Ohira’s remarks. The ambassador to the
ROC, Kimura Shirdshichi, said that Ohira’s ‘ambiguous’ position as to
what Japan might do after the PRC had been admitted to the United
Nations was causing ‘suspicions’ in Taipei. The consul general at Bombay,
Yoshikawa Shigezo, said that Japan should not disclose its ‘real intention’
but disguise it until “future bargaining with the Chinese Communists’.?

The prime minister echoed the criticism. The day after Ohira’s speech,
Ikeda told the upper house that, although he agreed with Ohira, the gov-
ernment would not cease to support the ‘important question’ resolution.
On 4 March, he added that Japan would not normalize relations with the
PRC simply because it had been admitted to the United Nations: the re-
quired ‘blessing of the world’ implied that Japan would reconsider its
stance only when ‘countries all around world’, including Japan’s allies,
recognized that the PRC was a ‘very friendly state’. In August, he assured
the ROC that even if the PRC were admitted to the United Nations, it
‘should not be considered automatic that Japan will recognize the Chinese
Communists’.*

While the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula enjoyed wide support in the
LDP and the foreign ministry, some officials were apprehensive about in-
volving Japan in the movement for Taiwan’s independence. Legally, such
mvolvement could be regarded as intervention in the ROC’s internal
affairs, an act prohibited by the peace treaty signed with the ROC in 1952.5

1 Sangiin Gaimu linkai Kaigiroku Dai 2 Ga, ed. Sangiin jimukyoku, 11 Feb., 1961, p. 2.

21Ibid., 12 Feb. 1961, p. 4.

3 ‘Dai 13 kai ajia, taiheiyd chiiki kokanchd kaigi gijiroku’, 2 June 1964, MOFA, DD 2004-979.

4 Sangiin Yosan Irnkai Kaigiroku Dai 4 G, ed. Sangiin jimukyoku, 13 Feb. 1961, p. 19; Sangiin Yosan
Iinkai Kaigiroku Dai 6 Ga, ed. Sangiin jimukyoku, 4 March 1961, p. 4; ‘Tkeda sori to Chogun hishochd
to no dat m kai kaidan yoshi’, 20 Aug. 1964, DRO, MR A-395; ‘Arubaniashiki ketsugian ga saitaku
sareta baal no mondaiten (dai ni an)’, 10 Dec. 1964, MOFA, DD 2006-719.

5 ““Taiwan jamin no jiketsuken” o mitomeru sengenteki ketsugian (kanada teian) o teishutsu suru koto
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And a commitment to independence for Taiwan would prohibit friendly
relations with the PRC.

Whereas Ikeda was sympathetic towards the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’
formula, Saté Eisaku, who succeeded him in November 1964, was aware of
the danger that if Japan (and its allies) supported the formula too openly, it
might anger both the PRC and the ROC.2 But he did not change his
predecessor’s preference for “Taiwan first’. Whereas the US and UK gov-
ernments were re-examining the case for excluding the PRC from the
United Nations prior to the general assembly’s session in 1965, the Japan-
ese government remained preoccupied with retaining Taiwan’s member-
ship, whether known as the ROC or by another name. Stewart, who
replaced Gordon-Walker as foreign secretary in January 1965, tried to
balance the United Kingdom’s relationships with the PRC and the United
States. While agreeing to support the ‘important question’ resolution in the
general assembly, he also instructed the UK ambassador to the United
Nations, Lord Caradon, on 4 November to ‘speak more positively’ of the
PRC’s admission by warning the assembly of the ‘dangers of putting off
this matter indefinitely’.> This stance alarmed the Japanese who hoped,
vainly, that the United Kingdom would not abandon Taiwan.* While
willing to support the PRC’s admission, and not planning to take the lead
in evicting the ROC, Stewart warned the Japanese that the ROC’s unreal-
istic claim to sovereignty over the mainland might cost it its membership.
The Japanese misinterpreted such statements as support for the ‘one-
China, one-Taiwan’ formula. Whereas the United Kingdom’s top priority
were the terms of the PRC’s admission, Japan’s top priority was the
attempt to prevent the ROC’s eviction.’
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IN THE GENERAL assembly of 1965, the vote on a resolution sponsored by
Albania that switched China’s membership from the ROC to the PRC tied
at 47 votes. The United States, the United Kingdom, and Japan, aware that
in 1966 such a resolution might pass, failed to agree on how to prevent it.
The Wilson government interpreted the vote to mean that the ‘import-
ant question’ formula was no longer a viable means of excluding the PRC
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without appearing to do so. Stewart’s successor in August 1966 as foreign
secretary, George Brown, was willing to abandon Taiwan: ‘the problem’,
he told the foreign minister of Canada, Paul Martin, in October 1966, ‘was
not to get Red China in while keeping in Formosa, it was to get Red China
in.* While not recognizing the PRC’s sovereignty over Taiwan, the United
Kingdom ceased to make an annual statement at the United Nations about
Taiwan’s ‘undetermined’ status. Caradon explained to the general assem-
bly in 1966 that the ‘position of the British government on this point is so
well known now that it appears superfluous to restate it”. The true reason,
as the foreign office admitted three years later, was that the statement was
‘a perennial irritant in our relations with Peking’.?

Japan moved in the opposite direction from the United Kingdom. Even
though most Japanese understood that the issue of China’s representation
might soon be decided, and some acknowledged the long-term risk from
the ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formula,’ the Saté government remained
committed nonetheless to trying to prevent the ROC’s expulsion.* When
the foreign mimister, Shiina Etsusaburd, on a visit to London in October
1966, asked for support for the formula, he was lectured about the need to
admit the PRC. On the subject of Taiwan, the foreign office merely re-
stated that the status of the 1sland was legally undetermined and offered
‘frequently to exchange views on this matter’.’

By the end of 1966, Japan’s ‘Taiwan-first’ policy had isolated it even
from the United States. Owing partly to the military deadlock in Vietnam,
the Lyndon B. Johnson administration was reconsidering the ‘two-Chinas’
formula. Whereas Rusk preferred to refuse the PRC membership, the
ambassador to the United Nations, Arthur J. Goldberg, the secretary of
defence, Robert McNamara, and many senior state department officials
preferred that both the PRC and the ROC should be members. Johnson
himself stated in public on 12 July 1966 that ‘lasting peace can never come
to Asia as long as the 700 million people of mainland China are 1solated by
their rulers from the outside world.’®

1 ‘Record of a meeting between the Foreign Secretary and the Canadian Minister of External Affairs’,
16 Oct. 1966, PREM 12/3533.

2 ‘Lord Caradon’s Explanation of Vote on Chinese Representation’, 28 Nov. 1966, FCO 21/656;
memo, Wilson, 7 Oct. 1969, FCO 21/ 453.
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1966, MOFA, DD 2002-1127.
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Other Western allies moved more quickly. Canada, encouraged by the
United Kingdom, planned to propose the ‘two-Chinas’ formula at the gen-
eral assembly. The Johnson administration endorsed an alternative,
sponsored by lItaly, that merely called for a ‘study committee’ to examine
the representation of China.! When US officials asked for Japan’s support,
they received an unusually cold response: the Saté government thought
both Canada’s and Italy’s resolutions ‘untimely’, but agreed to support
Italy’s resolution after the United States guaranteed that the proposed
committee would not recommend the eviction of Taiwan.?

Japan’s refusal to shift its stance happened to suit the times. In 1966, the
PRC was not interested in joining the United Nations; after the Cultural
Revolution began in May of that year, the PRC’s foreign-policy-making
system, like its domestic political system, was paralysed by infighting.
Chinese diplomats were recalled to be replaced by radicals; relations with
friendly countries became tense; and within a few months, the number of
the PRC’s critics had substantially increased. The resolution at the general
assembly of 1966 to admit the PRC suffered a heavy defeat — 46 for and 57
against — and the ‘important question’ resolution again passed with 51 for
and 37 against. The annual votes on the resolution yielded similar results
until 1970.

The Johnson administration was satisfied. Bogged down in Vietnam, it
wished to open a back-channel for communication with the PRC, seen as
North Vietnam’s leading sponsor, but, until the end of its term, did not
change its stance on the representation of China. Most US officials wished
to prevent Taiwan’s eviction: to separate it from the mainland according to
the ‘two-Chinas’ or ‘one-China, one-Taiwan’ formulas. Until this became
viable, they recommended postponing a decision.?

Western countries such as Canada and Italy continued to search for an
alternative to the ‘important question’ formula that would open the door to
the PRC. They presented the United Kingdom and Japan, which had
more at stake, with a difficult choice. PRC-UK relations reached their
nadir during the early phase of the Cultural Revolution, owing to the
attacks on UK facilities on the mainland and in Hong Kong. After Red
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Guards set fire to the office of the UK chargé d’affaires at Betjing in August
1967, one might have expected the Wilson government to shift its stance
on PRC membership. However, one month later, Brown told the general
assembly that, ‘despite the serious effect which recent events have had on
Anglo-Chinese relations, we still hold fully to the view that the Chinese
People’s Republic should be seated.” The foreign office hoped that par-
ticipation in the United Nations would have an ‘educative effect’ on the
PRC.2 Given this stance, there was little room for a change in policy
towards Taiwan. A suggestion from some foreign and commonwealth
office officials 1n 1967 that the United Kingdom should show more support
for Taiwan was ignored.?

Ini Japan in the late 1960s, support for a new China policy was increas-
ing. The foreign ministry’s division of Chinese affairs implied, like the
majority in the foreign and commonwealth office, that UN membership
would oblige the PRC to behave more rationally.* But most politicians and
officials, preoccupied with the fate of Taiwan, assumed that if the ROC
lost its membership in the near future, the government would lose the op-
portunity to reach an agreement with the PRC on Taiwan’s future and, in
the worst case, might be forced by public opinion to recognize the PRC’s
sovereignty over Taiwan.® The foreign minister, Aichi Kiichi, spoke for the
majority opinion in July 1969: ‘So far, the traditional way of handling the
[China] issue should be considered the best and has to be followed, but it
1s true we always think over the problem with a touch of unease.”
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AFTER MORE THAN three years of turmoil, politics in mainland China began
to return to normal in March 1969, when the ideological controversy with
the Soviet Union escalated into a border war. By the end of the year, the
PRC concluded that the best way to strengthen its hand in dealing with the
Soviet Union was a rapprochement with the Unmited States.” The PRC’s
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timing was excellent, as for Johnson’s successor, Richard M. Nixon, co-
operation with China was the key to his plan for a dignified withdrawal
from Vietnam. In December, the United States persuaded the PRC to re-
open the suspended ambassadorial talks in Warsaw.

More friendly PRC-US relations changed the political climate at the
United Nations. Although the ‘important question’ resolution passed in
1970, Albania’s resolution also obtained for the first time a simple majority.
The ROC’s supporters found themselves fighting a losing battle against
the rest of the world. The least committed soon abandoned ship: Canada
and Italy, having announced their decision to recognize the PRC, voted for
Albania’s resolution. The United Kingdom and Japan took longer to
adjust, even though UK officials had hoped to ensure that they should not
miss a turn in the tide. At the climax of the Cultural Revolution, UK diplo-
mats at the United Nations predicted that a ‘significant shift’ in the PRC’s
attitude towards the outside world ‘could result in a rapid change in the
balance of votes’! In 1969, the foreign and commonwealth office, sensing
the change in US-PRC relations, began to wonder how long the Nixon
administration would defend the ROC’s membership. Four months before
the opening of the 1970 general assembly, the head of the far eastern
department, John Morgan, suggested that the United Kingdom should re-
consider the ‘important question’ formula.? However, the UK missions in
the United States and at the United Nations were less certain that events
were moving the PRC’s way.?

The general assembly vote destroyed the illusions about the feasibility of
the ‘important question’ formula. Immediately afterwards, the minister of
state at the foreign and commonwealth office, Joseph Godber, instructed
the office to ‘adopt a clear and unequivocal attitude’ towards PRC mem-
bership not later than March 1971.* During January 1971, senior officials
notified both the PRC and the United States that the United Kingdom was
considering a change of stance towards the representation of China at the
United Nations.

In the talks with the PRC, the status of Taiwan stood in the way. On 15
January 1971, the parliamentary under-secretary of state at the foreign and
commonwealth office, Anthony Royle, suggested to the PRC’s chargé
d’affaires at London, Pei Jianzhang, that the two countries should move
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towards the exchange of ambassadors. In reply, Pei set two conditions:
first, ‘articulate’ support for PRC membership in the United Nations; and
second, close the UK consulate in Taiwan.! He did not mention the PRC’s
objection to the United Kingdom’s view that the status of Taiwan was un-
determined. Two months later, the PRC’s premier, Zhou Enlai, during a
conversation with the UK chargé d’affaires, John B. Denson, stressed that
the obstacle to an exchange of ambassadors was the United Kingdom’s
endorsement of the ‘important question’ formula. Because his comments
on the United Kingdom’s view of the legal status of Taiwan were vague,?
the PRC’s reaction was interpreted in London as a less rigid stance on
Taiwan.

The UK government’s mistaken perception that the PRC was flexible
about Taiwan arose from the reluctance of some senior officials and politi-
cians to withdraw their support for ‘independence’. Douglas-Home (agam
foreign secretary after the Conservative Party led by Edward Heath
returned to office in June 1970} proposed to tell the Nixon administration
that the United Kingdom would ‘recognize’ Taiwan if ‘they were to opt to
be a separate country’.> Such support for the ROC, however, did not go
unchallenged. The far east department wished the government not to com-
mit itself to support for the independence of Taiwan. The deputy under-
secretary at the foreign and commonwealth office, Stanley Tomlinson,
commented in January 1971 that a declaration of Taiwan’s independence
by the ROC would place the UK government in ‘a most awkward di-
lemma’. It was ‘perhaps fortunate for us that this [Taiwan’s independence]
1s a remote contingency’.4

The Heath government hoped to arrange the exchange of ambassadors
without touching upon the future status of Taiwan. To make this happen,
UK officials believed that they had to act swiftly: after a thaw in Sino-US
relations, the PRC might raise the price for normalization by asking the
United Kingdom to change its view of Taiwan’s legal status.> Thus, the

1 FCO to mission, Bejjing, no. 29, 15 Jan. 1971, FCO 21/808; Zhang, Chong Fan, p. 310; ‘Zhong Ying
Jian Jiao Shi Mo’, Xinhua News Agency article, 16 May 2007, http://news.xinhuanet.com/politics/
2007-05/16/content_6106647. htm (last accessed, 22 March2o0g9).

2 Zhou Enlai Nian Pu 1949-76 xia juan, ed. Zhong Gong Zhong Yang Wen Xian Yan Jiu Shi (Beijing,
1997), p- 440-

3 Minute, Denza, 1 Dec. 1970, FCO 21/709; ‘Chinese Representation at the United Nations’, 7 Dec.

1970, FCO 21/658; ‘Record of a Meeting of the Secretary of State’s Advisory Group on United Nations
Affairs’, 23 Feb. 1971, FCO 21/808; ‘Record of a Meeting between the Forcign and Commonwealth
Secretary and the Japanese Ambassador’, 7 May 1971, FCO 21/897; minute, Douglas-Home, 10 April
1971, FCO 21/833.

4 Minute, Tomlinson, 28 Jan. 1971 and ‘Chinese Representation in the United Nations’, 1 Feb. 1971,

FCO 21/808.

5 ‘Admission of China to the UN’, 27 April 1971, FCO 21/808; ‘Relations with China: Proposals for
Improvement’, 14 June 1971, CAB 148 /116.
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government accepted Pel’s two conditions. On 22 June, Royle told Pei that
the foreign office had already selected its first ambassador to the PRC and
would withdraw its representatives in Taiwan. Under questioning from
Pei, he confirmed the United Kingdom’s opposition to the ‘two-Chinas’
formula but avoided making a clear statement about the ‘one-China, one-
Taiwan’ formula that the United Kingdom preferred.! His caution did not
go unnoticed. On 10 July, the PRC’s vice foreign minister, Qiao Guanhua,
showed Denson the draft of a communiqué on the exchange of ambas-
sadors that contained an article that implied the recognition by the United
Kingdom of Taiwan as a province of the PRC.2 Some UK officials had
been expecting such an eventuality. One of them, the assistant to the head
of the United Nations (political) department, M. B. Chitty, had warned in
January 1971 that by leaving the future status of Taiwan undetermined, ‘we
may be stuffing a rather bigger problem under the carpet than we had
realized.”> When the PRC understood what was under the carpet, the
negotiations stalled.

In fact, the attitude of the United States rather than the PRC had be-
wildered UK officials. The Heath government had notified the Nixon ad-
ministration in January 1971 that it would not support the ‘important
question’ resolution at the forthcoming general assembly. US officials,
aware of the shift in the United Kingdom’s stance and hoping for co-
operation for as long as possible, asked the foreign office to postpone the
announcement of the shift for five or six weeks while the United States
reconsidered its own stance.* The Heath government reluctantly agreed.
Royle noted on the 26th: ‘We must be careful not to push the Americans
too hard ... I fear they may react by stonewalling.”

To protect the ROC’s membership, the state department was seeking
support for ‘dual representation’ based on the ‘two-Chinas’ formula. This
formula was less attractive to the PRC’s supporters than the UK proposal
to replace the ROC with the PRC. Meanwhile, Nixon and his national
security adviser, Henry A. Kissinger, secretly planning a rapprochement
with the PRC, worried about the response from US conservatives loyal to

1 ‘Record of Meeting between the parliamentary under-secretary and the Chinese chargé d’affaires’, 22
June 1971, FCO 21/810.

2 Mission, Beijing, to FCO, no. 628, 10 July 1971, FCO 21/834; “Zhong Ying Jian Jiao Shi Mo’; Zhang,
Chong Fan, pp. 311-12.

3 FCO to mission, Beijing, no. 374, 18 June 1971, FCO 21/834; ‘Chinese Representation in the UN’, 27
Jan. 1971, FCO 21/808.

4 ‘Record of a conversation between the British chargé d’affaires and the assistant secretary for Inter-
national Organization Affairs’, 20 Jan. 1971, FCO 21/808; ‘NSSM 106 — The Need for Coordination of
US China Policy with the United Kingdony’, g Dec. 1970, USNA [Records relating to the] U[nited
K[ingdom], box 5.

5 ‘Chinese Representation in the United Nations, 26 Jan. 1971, FCO 21/808.
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the ROC. If the ‘dual representation’ formula was announced too early, the
rapprochement with PRC might be jeopardized by the taint of appease-
ment; hence Nixon’s attempts to persuade Douglas-Home to wait, and,
until mid-June, the only message received from Washington on the subject
announced a further delay in the US decision.!

The United Kingdom was not the only US ally not told about Nixon’s
wish for a rapprochement with the PRC. Japan, the ROC’s most stalwart
defender at the United Nations, was also not told, and alone fought for the
ROC’s membership to the bitter end. Yet despite the appearance of con-
sistency, Japan’s goal also gradually changed. By the spring of 1971, the
“Taiwan-first’ principle was replaced by a stance that treated Taiwan and
the mainland as equally important. Considering the current of détente with
the PRC, Japanese officials wished Japan to try to normalize relations with-
out jeopardizing Taiwan’s international status. The obstacle was member-
ship in the United Nations. If the United Nations, in recognizing the
PRC’s right to represent China, expelled the ROC, normalized relations
with the PRC could be achieved only at the cost of injuring Japan’s ties
with Taiwan.?

As the ‘important question’ formula had ceased to be an effective device
for postponing the PRC’s admission,? the ministry of foreign affairs and the
LDP leadership fell back on ‘dual representation’: a de facto ‘two-Chinas’
formula that granted both the PRC and ROC separate membership met
Japan’s wish to regularize relations with both regimes. To increase the
chances of success, the ministry of foreign affairs combined ‘dual represen-
tation’ with an ‘important question variation’: the ‘important question’
would no longer ask whether the PRC should be admitted to the United
Nations but whether the ROC should be expelled.*

While the Japanese agreed that they should try to postpone the decision
on PRC membership, they disagreed about the purpose. The Asian affairs
bureau and the division of China affairs wanted to take advantage of the
postponement to prepare to normalize relations with the PRC after it was

1 Minutes, National Security Council, 25 March 1971, ‘Meeting among President Nixon, Secretary of
State Rogers, and the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)’, 27 May, and
Nixon to Rogers, 30 April 1971, FRUS: 1969-76, v. nos. 342, 358, and 351; embassy, Washington to
FCO, no. 776, 4 March 1971, FCO 21/808; ‘Secretary of State’s Meeting with Mr Rogers’, 4 June 1971,
FCO 21/80g.

2 ‘Chagoku seisaku kentd no gen;jd’, 11 Feb., and ‘Chiigoku mondai shorijo no kansd’, 20 Feb. 1971,
MOFA, DD 2003-5.

3 ‘Chiigoku daihyd mondai shingi ni okeru jayo mondai ketsugian no yikasei ni tsuite’, 6 Jan. 1971,
MOFA, DD 2003-5; ‘Chiigoku mondai ni kansuru nichibei jimu reberu kaidan (dai 2 kai)’, 7 Jan. 1971,
MOFA, DD 2002-1008.

4 ‘Kokuren sokai ni okeru chigoku daihydken mondai ni kanshi kangaerareru shoketsugian oyobi kore
ni taisuru gendankai ni okeru waga kuni no taido’, 12 Jan. 1971, MOFA, DD 2003-9; MOFA to embas-
sies, Paris and Brussels, no. 2023, 8 Aprilig71, ibid., 2003-3.
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eventually admitted. Attempts to defend Taiwan’s seat should be sub-
ordinated to Japan’s relationship with the PRC.! A group of more pro-
Taiwan officials hoped that if the ROC’s membership could be preserved
long enough, there would be time to attract international support for an
‘independent’ Taiwan on the principle of ‘self-determination” once the
Nationalist leaders were ready to abandon their opposition to independ-
ence. They expected that, if the general assembly voted for ‘dual represen-
tation’ and the ‘important question variation’ by a large majority, the PRC
might reconsider its claim to sovereignty over Taiwan.?

Japan’s stance caused difficulties with its allies. The United Kingdom
was sceptical about the feasibility of Japan’s goals. The foreign office
doubted whether the majority of UN members would support the ‘import-
ant question variation’ which, in its view, was ‘riddled with errors’. Japan’s
confidence in the viability of ‘dual representation’ was also ‘very puzzling’
in the eyes of British officials.> Similarly, after the United Kingdom notified
Japan in May 1971 that it would no longer endorse the ‘important question’
formula, the Satd government, including the prime minister himself, saw
the United Kingdom as an obstacle rather than as a support. Despite the
continuing communication between the two countries, they had chosen
opposite sides at the United Nations.*

If the United Kingdom’s decision to support PRC membership did not
take the Japanese by surprise, they were surprised at the Nixon administra-
tion’s decision to turn the PRC from a primary enemy into a primary strat-
egic partner. When the secretary of state, William Rogers, told the Japan-
ese ambassador at Washington, Ushiba Nobuhiko, of Nixon’s visit to Bei-
jing, a few minutes before Nixon went on television on 15 July to announce
it, Ushiba asked whether he would mention China’s representation at the
United Nations.® To an extent, the alarm was misplaced. The Nixon ad-
ministration continued to support ROC membership even after opening
the door to the PRC.®

1 ‘Anglo/Japanese Planning Talks: Tokyo 1-4 April 1971°, April 1971, CAB 164/945; ‘Chiigoku seisaku
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renshite nentd ni oku beki mondaiten (memo)’, 11 Jan. 1971, MOFA, DD 2003-9; mission, New York,
to MOFA, no. 43, 11 Jan., no. 1126, g June 1971, ibid., 2003-4, 2003-15; ‘Chugoku mondai tokuni
kokuren no chiigoku daihySken mondai ni tsuite’, 6 May 1971, ibid., 2003-14.

3 ‘Chinese Representation’, 5 April and g July 1971, FCO 21/816; ‘Chinese Representation: Japanese
Views’, 21 May 1971, FCO 21/864.
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Nonetheless, henceforth, for the United States, the relationship with the
PRC took precedence over the defence of the ROC: if the two could not be
separated, the United States would not risk offending the PRC.! The need
to work alongside the Japanese to promote the ‘dual representation’ for-
mula and the ‘important question variation’ embarrassed many US offi-
cials. The PRC was likely to resent Japan’s proposed addition to the draft
resolution of a sentence that emphasized the status of the ROC and the
PRC as rulers of Taiwan and the mainland respectively, because it seemed
to imply the ‘one-Taiwan, one-China’ formula.? Similarly, Kissinger
doubted at first whether Japan should be asked to co-sponsor the reso-
lution lest the PRC should interpret it as ‘ganging up on [the] Chinese’.?
However, when, in September 1971, the United States overcame its doubts
and asked for Japan’s support, it was Japan’s turn to hesitate.

The level of disagreement in Tokyo following Kissinger’s secret visit to
Beijing in July was unprecedented. To resolve it, Saté made the politically
suicidal decision to sponsor the resolutions by promising to take personal
responsibility for the consequences. It is not clear why Saté made this
decision: perhaps it was his conviction of the strategic importance of Tai-
wan, worry that refusing might set back the negotiations with the United
States over the return of Okinawa, personal friendship with ROC leaders,
or unwillingness to pass a poisoned chalice to his successor.* Although the
US ambassador, Armin Meyer, described the decision as ‘courageous’,
Satd himself was thinking about the PRC’s response. On 20 October, he
stated in the lower house of the national diet that Japan could ‘understand’
the PRC’s claim to sovereignty over Taiwan. Five days later, Japan lost the
battle at the United Nations.®

By the time the general assembly resumed the discussion of China’s
representation in October 1971, the United Kingdom, Italy, and Canada
had all declared their support for the PRC. On the 24th, the day before the
final vote, several other Western states decided to stay away from the
‘important question variation’ after they learned of Kissinger’s arrival in
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Beljing to prepare for Nixon’s visit. The visit vitiated the last-ditch attempt
to save Talwan’s membership and buttressed the consensus that the PRC’s
admission should be postponed no longer.! US and Japanese officials
lobbied painstakingly on behalf of the ROC; during the final vote on the
25th, US state department officials patrolled the assembly chamber to twist
arms and Japanese diplomats even chased the delegate of Oman, who
opted at the last minute to be absent, to his hotel.2 T'o no avail. After the
‘important question variation’ was defeated by 55 to 59, the ROC dele-
gation walked out of the general assembly. Minutes later, a landshde
victory by 76 to 35 for Albania’s resolution ended the dispute over who
should represent China. The ‘dual representation’ formula was not even
put to the vote.
* ok Kok ok

TrE ROC’s cLAIM TO membership of the United Nations as the sole legal
representative of 700 million Chinese was one of the most peculiar features
of the post-war international system. Its supporters sympathized with the
US policy of confronting the PRC’s challenge to the West-centred global
order by denying it membership in the United Nations and were reluctant
to evict a friendly and ardent anti-Communist regime. The ROC’s sup-
porters disagreed, however, about whether the PRC should forever be
denied UN membership. Japan, like the United States, doubted whether
membership would change the PRC’s behaviour in international affairs,
while others, epitomized by the United Kingdom, thought the opposite.
The schism was entangled with a disagreement about the future of Taiwan.
Whether any state supposed that the independence of Taiwan was vital to
its own security is doubtful. Even the leading advocate in the Japanese
foreign ministry of independence for Taiwan, the consul general at Hong
Kong, Ogawa Heishird, admitted to Kosaka on 20 February 1961 that the
idea was a ‘hunch’ and that he needed ‘advice’ about how to justify it
strategically.®

The United Kingdom represented the view that, whatever the ROC’s
moral claims to UN membership, they should not stand in the way of
realistic judgements. As the head of the United Nations (political) depart-
ment of the foreign and commonwealth office, John Lambert, predicted in
1970: ‘Loyalty to “gallant little Taiwan” might quickly wane if it began to

1 Normalization of US-China Relations: An International History, ed. W. Kirby, R. Ross, and L. Gong
(Cambridge, 2006), p. 35; ‘Aichi shuseki daihy kisha kaiken (chtigoku daihydken mondai)’, 26 Oct.
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look as if there were a real chance of the [PRC] actually joining the UN.™
Depriving the ROC of membership was the ‘lesser evil” compared with the
denial of representation to the mainland. Japan was perceived as extra-
ordinary in its commitment to the ROC without adjusting its bilateral
relations with the PRC.2

In fact, Japan had adapted its stance towards Taiwan by ceasing to sup-
port the idea of independence while continuing to support its membership
of the United Nations. A statement declaring Japan’s wish to normalize
relations with the PRC was scheduled to be delivered once the ROC lost
its membership. Two months after the historical vote to replace the ROC
with the PRC at the United Nations, Sat6, on a visit to the United States in
January 1972, told Nixon that, unlike the United States, which could ig-
nore the United Nations, Japan would have to recognize the PRC and
cease to recognize the ROC as a result of the change in China’s representa-
tion at the United Nations.? Senior officials at the ministry of foreign affairs
argued that Japan’s prolonged defence of the ROC should forestall
criticism from Taiwan of the shift.*

Most states which criticized the ROC for refusing to renounce its claim
to be the ruler of China had no wish to force it to concede that it ruled only
Taiwan. Rather, the ROC leaders’ inflexibility saved their Western allies
from a possible dispute with the PRC, which would not tolerate Taiwan’s
secession. Thus, neither the ROC nor its supporters but the PRC decided
the outcome of the debate over China’s representation at the United
Nations. As Nakagawa T6ru — the Japanese ambassador to the United
Nations when the PRC was voted in — recalled in 1986, the success of the
‘important question’ formula throughout the 1960s had depended on the
PRC’s intolerance of the outside world. Once the PRC, around 1970,
changed its stance, formulas devised to postpone its admission proved
ineffective.’

Despite the confrontation among UN members about the representation
of China, it is not easy to tell whether anyone lost. The PRC was pleased to
replace the ROC, and the Communist Party chairman, Mao Zedong, was
particularly pleased to see Western powers such as the United Kingdom
acting as ‘the Red Guards’ who confronted the United States at the United
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Nations.! The ROC was disappointed but not surprised: ‘It has been a
millstone around our neck for [twenty-one] years, and we can do now
what we were inhibited from doing,” the ROC foreign minister, Chow
Shu-kai, told the press upon walking out of the general assembly.? Judging
by Taiwan’s subsequent economic development, the statement rings true.

The United Kingdom was criticized by both Japan and the United States
for lobbying for the PRC.? The Heath government, recognizing that it had
switched too late to support for PRC membership, abandoned Taiwan to
reach the goal of an exchange of ambassadors. A joint communiqué issued
in March 1972 stated that the United Kingdom ‘acknowledged’ the PRC’s
claim that Taiwan was a province of China, and, in a separate note, the
United Kingdom stated that it would withdraw the claim that Taiwan’s
status was undetermined.* A similar line was taken by Japan, who felt sold
out by its allies during the attempt to protect the ROC’s seat, in response
to the PRC’s admission. Japan announced its plan to normalize relations
with Beijing immediately after the vote at the United Nations. Without
clarifying its stance on the status of Taiwan, the Tanaka Kakuei govern-
ment signed an agreement with the PRC on 29 September 1972 that stated
that 1t ‘fully understands and respects’ the PRC’s stance.’ Within fifteen
months after the vote at the United Nations, ambassadors from the PRC
arrived at London and Tokyo.

The defence of the ROC’s membership in the United Nations was an
endeavour to maintain an unreasonable status quo based upon the reason-
able need to stabilize the balance of power during the turbulent days of the
cold war. After 1971, the erstwhile players of this diplomatic game accepted
the call to change the rules of international politics by learning how to
coexist with the PRC. On 28 October 1971, three days after the last battle
in the general assembly, the UK ambassador at the United Nations, Sir
Colin Crowe, wrote to a colleague in London: ‘It was not a historical oc-
casion that one will remember without a sour taste in the mouth. With
these thoughts we gird ourselves for the Pekinese.”s
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