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Abstract 

Since the establishment of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949, 

Taiwan has faced a fierce diplomatic battle against China for international 

recognition. There have been many studies regarding the growing 

presence of China in Latin America and how that affects Taiwan. What 

are the reasons for these countries to maintain this long-standing 

relationship with Taiwan? This study has covered the Cold War years to 

analyse the importance of the United States and their battle against 

Communism for Taiwan-Central America relations and it also allowed us 

to understand the reasons why they still support Taiwan. The result of the 

analysis showed us how the U.S. policy towards Central America, but not 

the growing presence of China, has been the main factor to shape the 

relations between the ROC and Central American countries. Three 

variables have been used to explain why Central American countries 

recognize Taiwan as a state: Foreign policy, economic factors and regime 

type. Through this study, I came across the roots of the problem with 

Taiwan’s status and also acquired a better understanding of the dynamic 

in U.S. – Central America – Taiwan relations. 

 
Key Words: Taiwan, China, US, Central America, United Nations, Recognition, 

Sovereignty, International Relations, Foreign Policy, Cold War, Communism, 

Democracy. 

 

 

 

 

 
 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

V 

摘要

自中國在 1949 年建立起，台灣已面臨激烈的有關於國際地位認同的外交爭論。

已有許多研究都在討論中國在拉丁美洲的崛起以及其如何影響台灣。讓拉丁美

洲的國家與台灣維持長期穩定的關係的原因是什麼? 本研究分析了美國在冷戰

期間與台灣及中美洲對抗共產主義的重要性，這讓我們了解為什麼這些國家依

然支持台灣。從研究結果可得知美國的政策主要導向中美洲而不是中國，這也

成為維持中華民國與中美洲之間的主要因素。有三個變數皆已被用來說明為什

麼中美洲國家承認臺灣是一個國家: 外交政策、 經濟因素和政權類型。透過本

研究，我發現了承認台灣地位的問題根源，也同時瞭解美國、中美洲及台灣間

的關係。

關鍵字: 臺灣、 中國、 美國、 中美洲、 聯合國、 識別、 主權、 國際關係、 

外交政策、 冷戰、 共產主義、 民主
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1. Introduction 
 

Since the establishment of the People Republic of China (PRC), the Republic of 

China (ROC) has faced a fierce diplomatic battle against China for international 

recognition. Nowadays, Taiwan counts on the support of 22 allies. Twelve of them are 

in the Western Hemisphere, and all but Paraguay are in Central America and in the 

small countries of the Caribbean. There have been many studies regarding the 

growing presence of China in Latin America, and how this affects Taiwan. What are 

the reasons for these countries to maintain such a long-standing relationship with 

Taiwan? This study tried to answer this question by focusing on the influence the 

United States had in Central America during the Cold War, and how this affected 

Central America-Taiwan relations. The fierce battle against communism in which the 

U.S. was immersed had a profound impact in the establishment of alliances between 

the ROC and Central American countries. It could be seen how the U.S. policy 

towards Central America, and not the growing presence of China, has been the main 

factor to shape relations between the ROC and Central American governments. 

The events that took place during the years of the Cold War shaped the ROC policy 

and their way of handling diplomatic relations. It made them create a unique system 

of international relations that allowed them to maintain their relations even when the 

rest of the world did not consider them a state anymore. The so-called informal 

diplomacy would evolve to a sophisticated model that would help the ROC navigate 

the obstacles that the lack of statehood could cause to any aspiring state.  

To understand how the U.S. and the Cold War context really affected Taiwan 

international status we need to have a good comprehension of two aspects. First, we 

must understand how sovereignty works and what it means to be a state. The concept 

of sovereignty has changed over the years; it does not mean the same now that it did 

before World War II. This is important for the ROC because were the concept the 

same as before, their government would have probably been recognized as a 

functional state by now, as they allegedly fulfil every requirement to become a state. 

However, this has not happened. Instead, Taiwan has entered the international system 

being called “pariah” state, or simply “China” –implying not only that their 

government is not a state of the international community, but that they simply can’t 

exist as their territory belongs to a different, and real, state that is the PRC. It is 
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therefore crucial to understand how the process of achieving statehood works in 

international law and how its rules, even if they are not strictly followed in practice, 

have some ideas that are embedded in the system and had an imprint in every state’s 

behaviour. The second important aspect that we should know of is the power of U.S. 

influence. In what ways can affect both Central America and Taiwan to be able to 

shape their alliances, their relationship, and thus, altering Taiwan’s status in the 

international system. 

This thesis is divided according to these two aspects. Thus, there is a first part where 

the theory of recognition and statehood, and the state of Taiwan international status 

are discussed, and a second one that analysed the U.S. power and the aspects of their 

influence that could have affected the ROC alliances over the years. The reason to 

evaluate these elements in the context of the Cold War is because it was during these 

years when Taiwan-Central American relations were shaped into what they are today. 

It is important to know where the roots of the problem are to be able to understand its 

future development. Finally, these first two parts are connected in a case study to 

understand the reality of the dynamics that were in play among these three regions. 

The case of Panama’s vote on the UN resolution in 1971 –when the ROC exited the 

organization- are discussed to prove the influence of the U.S. on Taiwan-Central 

American relations. 

 

1.1 Background 
The establishment of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) on October 1st, 1949 

meant that the Republic of China (ROC), the Nationalist Government, had lost the 

civil war against the Communist Party, forcing them to flee to the island of Taiwan. 

The PRC saw Taiwan as a province that was part of the mainland and it had to be 

reunited, no matter the means. However, during these years a bigger battle was being 

fought between the United States and the Soviet Union. The Cold War had divided 

the world, and the United States were fighting a fierce battle against Communism.  

The Cold War marked the development of the conflict between the PRC and the ROC 

in a drastic way. The Republic of China in Taiwan became a satellite of the United 

States, a geostrategic spot to control the spread of communism in the Pacific Rim. 

Thus, the U.S. role in the conflict became highly important.  
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Washington had been intervening in the affairs of Central American countries at least 

since the early nineteenth century when President James Monroe announced his 

Monroe Doctrine1. Throughout the nineteenth century the US grew economically, 

politically and militarily. The more its influence expanded, the more important 

security became for them. The U.S. quickly learnt the importance of establishing 

better links between the Pacific and Atlantic oceans, which made the Isthmus of 

Panama a very important area of interest for U.S. expansion.  

The group of countries located in Central America represented the strongest source of 

support for the United States in the Western Hemisphere in their fight against 

communism. Not coincidentally, Taiwan’s most solid group of allies were these same 

countries. During that time, Taiwan received from the US government substantial 

amounts of capital and technology that were vital for Taiwan’s successful 

development. 

Nowadays, excluding Costa Rica which recently switched sides to Beijing, Guatemala, 

Belize, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Honduras and Panama have continuously supported 

Taiwan. Nicaragua stopped their recognition for Taiwan in 1985, during the first term 

of Daniel Ortega Saavedra, but in 1990 they switched from Beijing to Taipei again 

and have maintained their diplomatic relations ever since.  

The PRC and Central American diplomatic relations during the first two decades 

since the PRC was established were not as successful as they were for the ROC. Only 

one Latin American country recognized China during these years: Cuba in 1960. 

However, when Cuba’s president, Fidel Castro, decided to ally with the Soviet Union 

in the Cold War, their relationship quickly worsened. (Esteban, 2013). This event 

would also be crucial for the ROC’s stance in the region, as it increased the U.S. 

concern towards communism in Latin America, strengthening their position and their 

help to their allies in their fight against it. Taipei managed to keep its predominance in 

the region during the first two decades while the Cold War was still at its zenith. 

Using anti-communism as a vehicle to drive its international relations under 

Washington’s shadow, Taiwan got 50 political allies in the 1950s and earned a seat as 

a permanent member of the UN Security Council (UNSC). In the 1960s, Taiwan 

established diplomatic ties with more than 20 countries (Pérez: 2004: 7) 
                                                           
1 In his December 2, 1823, address to Congress, President James Monroe articulated United States’ 
policy on the new political order developing in the rest of the Americas and the rol of Europe in the 
Western Hemisphere. The three main concepts of the doctrines were separate spheres of influence 
for the Americas and Europe, non-colonization, and non-intervention. 
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During the Nixon administration, with Beijing-Washington rapprochement and the 

end of the Cultural Revolution, Beijing got the opportunity to reverse the situation. 

On October 21st, 1971 Henry Kissinger arrived to Beijing and met the Prime Minister, 

Zhou En Lai. The turnabout was final with the entrance of the PRC into the United 

Nations in October 1971, and subsequent exit of the ROC. The PRC also changed its 

foreign policy, which became more flexible, less revolutionary. Thus, “Latin 

American military governments started to perceive Beijing as a supporter in their 

opposition to Moscow, which in turn enabled Beijing to establish diplomatic relations 

with 13 Latin American countries during the 1970s”, and with 5 more during the 

1980s before the Tiananmen repression. In 1979, Taiwan only maintained diplomatic 

relations with 21 countries, 12 of them were from Latin America. Taipei recurred then 

to a diplomatic offensive based on raising the amount of technical aid directed to its 

allies in Central America. Nonetheless, this method was considered quite inefficient 

after the loss of Uruguay’s recognition in 1988 (Esteban: 2008: 4) 

After the Cold War, we saw a U.S. government that would slowly lose its interest in 

Latin American affairs as it became more preoccupied with other parts of the world. 

Meanwhile Latin America would slowly witness a turn to the left in many countries of 

the continent. This phenomenon has been interpreted as a consequence of the adverse 

effects of the neoliberal modernization, brought on by the U.S. during the previous 

decade. Both situations greatly affected Taiwan’s status in the continent. One after 

another, countries in the region were moving from the conservative side, closer to the 

U.S. elites, towards socialism; a new left was blooming in different ways. In 

Venezuela, and later in Brazil and Argentina, forces opposing neoliberalism came to 

power. Later on, in Uruguay ruled a coalition from the left, in Chile the candidate 

from the Socialist Party was elected for the second time. In Bolivia, the leader from 

the left, Evo Morales, won the elections. In Costa Rica it was the social-democrat 

Óscar Arias (who in 2007 broke ties with Taiwan after 60 years). Neoliberalism was 

seen as a failure in Latin America, and in a time where the U.S. was looking 

somewhere else, the Latin American countries started to look for solutions on their 

own. After the Cold War, Washington won’t be able to apply the traditional pressure 

on these countries to achieve its goals, despite their democratic systems. All these 

factors would play against Taiwan’s interests. Politics stopped being the most 

important factor. As the U.S. influence was fading, Latin American countries were 

looking for their own way to recover from what they perceived as failed neoliberal 
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policies. Thus, economic interests soon would become the main factor in the battle for 

recognition between Taipei and Beijing. 

With Taiwan’s economic boom, some of the most important diplomatic allies of 

Beijing, such as Argentina, Brazil or Mexico, opened commercial representative 

offices in Taipei between 1989 and 1992. This, together with the Tiananmen incident, 

enabled Taiwan to increase its political profile in the region, implementing a 

pragmatic and proactive foreign policy that gave more importance to its Latin 

American and Caribbean allies. This importance was translated into more investment 

and new mechanisms to channel this aid, along with academic cooperation through 

generous grant programs, donations, and university brotherhoods. However, with 

Beijing opening to the market economy and its consequent economic growth, Taiwan 

had a hard time fighting this battle. It won’t be until 2008, with the diplomatic truce, 

when the situation was partially normalized. 

The battle for diplomatic recognition between China and Taiwan was 

considerably reduced after Ma Ying-jeou (KMT) won the Taiwan’s elections in 2008. 

Ma came to office with the promise of a better relationship with Beijing, based in a 

deeper cooperation between both sides. This ended the pro-independence program of 

the former president Chen Shui-Bian and it meant a diplomatic truce between Taiwan 

and China. The truce, even if it was never officially recognized by Beijing, has eased 

years of rivalry between both nations. But Beijing influence in the region is still 

growing, and Taiwanese diplomats in the region admit that they can’t keep up with 

China’s power. Besides outpacing Taiwanese financial aid and loans, China has built 

stadiums, roads, schools, official buildings, power plants, ports and resorts for 

Caribbean countries (Zhu, 2013: 88). As China spreads its economic influence, the 

diplomatic influence of the island fades. Indeed, some of Taiwan’s allies have stated 

that many trade and investment opportunities from China don’t go to their nations. 

Even if the truce has allowed them to maintain some agreements, the truth is that 

Beijing invests much more money in those countries that what is officially recognized 

by the PRC.  

Economic interests are a powerful tool and long run trend indicate that Latin America 

and the Caribbean have been the regions in the world with the highest growth trade 

rates with China since 1990 (O’Connor, 2012: 514). 

China has its better weapon in the ODA’s (Official Development Assistance), 

with their goal being to secure raw materials in exchange for their investment in 
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infrastructure, airports, stadiums, among other projects. The less the economic 

development of a country, the more important is this kind of aid when their leaders 

have to decide who to have diplomatic relations with. Indeed, this was the trump card 

of Taiwan for many years, so an improvement of this area in China’s side would hurt 

Taiwan’s diplomatic relations. An example of the use of the economic growth that 

China does is the precondition that China established to initiate conversations with 

Peru about a possible FTA, which was their recognition of the status of China as a 

market economy. The same happened with Colombia when talking about another 

possible FTA in 2012. So even though the truce has eased the battle, it is definitely 

not over. 

 

As we can see, the rationale for recognition has been evolving towards a more 

economic one. This analysis tried to see how this happened. It focused on the study of 

the Cold War years to try to figure out the depth of Taiwan-Central American 

relations, how important was the U.S. during the evolution of this relationship, and 

how the U.S. profound influence in Central American countries affected Taiwan’s 

alliances. To understand the future development of Taiwan-Central American 

partnership, it is important to go to the roots of its formation.  

Even if the reason for recognition has indeed evolved from a Cold War 

ideological rationales towards economic self-interest factors, we still have to question 

whether or not the U.S. has lost today all its power in the region, or if is it still making 

a difference when it comes to Central American countries recognizing Taiwan. 

 

1.2. Research-Problem 
This thesis used a hypothetical-deductive method; therefore hypotheses are first 

formulated to then be derived empirically. This is to be able to analyse empirically 

whether or not there is any support for the hypothesis. A deductive approach is more 

suitable as the theory can be empirically studied through the use of a case study.  

As the situation of the recognition of the ROC in Central America has evolved 

significantly since the Cold War, I used a comparative historical research to evaluate 

the importance of the U.S. influence in Central America during these years, and how 

this affected and shaped Taiwan-Central America diplomatic relations. Therefore the 
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analysis is directed to answering the following: what are the main factors behind the 

decision by Central American countries to recognize Taiwan over the years? 

 

1.2.1. Hypothesis  

H1. The main factor for Central American countries to recognize Taiwan after the 

establishment of the PRC was the influence of the United States in the area.  

 

1.2.2. Variables 

To answer the research question and prove the hypotheses I used Recognition of 

Taiwan as a State by Central American countries as the Dependent variable. There 

are three Independent variables affecting the changes in recognition: 

I. Foreign Policy: This variable focus on the influence the US policies had in 

Central American countries’ decision making, an influence that affected their 

decision when choosing the ROC as their ally. Also, it evaluates the impact of 

the US influence on the policy measures taken by both the ROC and the PRC. 

Even after the US broke ties with Taiwan in 1979, Central America remained a 

key area for the ROC. Their proximity to the United States is not random. The 

U.S. strong relationship with these countries has marked their actions in 

international relations, affecting the ROC, whose relations with the region are in 

no way accidental. More recently, this closeness also has supposedly justified 

Taiwanese “unofficial” meetings with US officials during their official visits to 

its allied countries, a practice that has been called “transit diplomacy” (Esteban, 

2008). Either way, the U.S. foreign policy in Central America has had a strong 

impact in these countries, and their disputes and reconciliations affected 

Taiwan-Central American diplomatic relations substantially.  

II. Economic Factors: Most of the analysis about the diplomatic war between the 

PRC and the ROC focus on this variable, but they usually do so from the 

perspective of these two actors. Indeed, the amount of aid and investment 

gained importance after the Cold War, and it kept increasing till 2008 with the 

diplomatic truce. However, during the Cold War there was another type of 

economic interest involved that affects the dependent variable. Since the early 

nineteenth century the US had been investing money in Latin American 

countries, even more so in Central American countries as they were their closest 
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allies and an important area for its national security. In fact, according to Keith 

Griffin, foreign aid had its origins in the Cold War as a “product of the 

ideological confrontation between the US and the Soviet Union” and the 

“motives behind aid were always more political than economic” (Griffin 1991: 

645).  

III. Regime Type: This variable is important because the Cold War consisted in a 

confrontation between two different regimes and ideologies, democracy and 

communism. Democratic Triumphalists assert that democracies with shared 

norms are more likely to form alliances and are better able to cooperate with 

one another (Choi, 2003). The U.S. continuously used the idea of democracy 

when handling their foreign policy. The ideology was a central aspect of their 

policy, and it affected the ally countries, especially those with a lesser power, 

and therefore, more easily influenced by the U.S. This idea also affected 

Taiwan’s alliances as, at some point, they would use the idea of democracy as a 

vehicle to engage in better relations with both the U.S. and Latin America. This 

variable is also related to the importance that ideological processes had during 

the Cold War; processes that made the U.S. engage in actions not always 

rational, but that affected their relation with some Central American countries 

indirectly affecting Taiwan. 

Figure 1. Conceptual Map. 
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DV = Recognition of Taiwan as a State by Central American countries. 

IV = Foreign Policy, Economic Factors, Regime Type 

CV = Major Power Status, Geographic Distance 

 

Control Variables 

There are two other important variables that are constantly affecting every 

independent variable, and therefore, directly and indirectly affect the dependent 

variable. The United States position as a major power status allowed them to exert 

enormous influence in Latin America, in political, economic and cultural terms. At 

the same time, geographic distance refers to the idea of the closeness of these two 

regions, the United States and Latin America. The U.S. considers Latin America to be 

an essential part to pay attention to as it greatly affects its national security. It is 

important to bear in mind that these two variables are constantly present when the 

governments, both of Latin America and the ROC, decide on their foreign policies. 

Geographic distance also works the other way around, when Latin America deals with 

the government of the ROC, distance makes this relationship more difficult; making 

the influence of the U.S. even more important for their relationship.  

 

The sections in which this thesis is divided are not casual. As I explained before I 

divided this study into three different parts –not counting this introductory part. This 

arrangement also matches the variables used to prove the hypotheses. This is, the first 

part focuses on the dependent variable, while the second part focuses on the 

independent variables. I believe this structure help us to understand why I chose these 

variables and how can they be applied to the different theories that I am using to 

prove my hypothesis. The third part, the case study, uses the previous two parts of the 

study to understand how the variables function in a real case.   

 

1.2.3. Data 

Most of the data collected for this research comes from books and academic journals 

as I used many theories that could help explain the dynamics occurred over the Cold 

War (Structural Realism, Balance of Power and Balance of Threat, Recognition in 

International Law). The last two parts of this thesis however, also use newspapers 

from the Cold War period, retrieved from the different regions involved in this 
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analysis. This helped to find important events that might be missing in journals or 

books, and that could specifically explain how the US influenced Taiwan’s alliances, 

or the changes in Taiwan international status over the years. Looking at the sources 

retrieved from those years also help to understand better the evolution of the policies 

taken both in the US and Latin America.  

Lastly, for a more comprehensive analysis I used the case of Panama to really grasp 

the processes that were taking place between the US and Central America during the 

Cold War. The reason to choose Panama is not only because it was the U.S. most 

important ally during, and before, the Cold War in the region and probably the most 

important ally of Taiwan nowadays, but also because Panama is one of the cases that 

has supposedly tried to changed its recognition to Beijing, despite the strong ties that 

connects them to the U.S. and therefore to Taiwan. Even if it weren’t the case, it is 

interesting to see how ideology marked the decisions taken back in the days of the 

Cold War because of the fight against communism, and how this influenced Taiwan’s 

international status and Taiwan-Central America relationship. Thus, I believe this 

particular case is the best to illustrate the changes in the dynamics of the PRC-ROC-

U.S. relations and presence in Latin America. 

 

1.3.  Theoretical Framework 
Considering the variables previously explained I used some theories that I believe 

helped in the explanation of these variables.  

 

1.3.1. International Law and the Theory of Recognition 

These theories are mostly used in the first part of the thesis. Nonetheless, both parts of 

the study collided in some points, so the theories from the first part are present in the 

second part, and vice versa.  

Diplomatic recognition is a recurrent topic in International Law. There are two 

theories for recognition and state creation: the Declaratory Theory and the 

Constitutive Theory. Both are similar when giving the requirements for an entity to 

become a State in International Law, however the Constitutive Theory has an 

additional requirement: the entity has to be recognized by other states. With the 

growing importance of the membership to the United Nations, recognition by other 

states would become an essential part of the whole process. Thus, I gave more 
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importance to this second theory when explaining how recognition works and how it 

affects Taiwan status. However, Taiwan is a special case that requires other 

explanations to its actual situation. International law is useful nonetheless to see how 

this case differs from the general theory and how this has happened. 

 

1.3.2. Realism and Balance of Power 

The second section of this thesis relies heavily in realism, using balance of power and 

other realist theories to explain the dynamics of the relationship between the main 

actors.  

Realism was predominant after the World War II, with the beginning of the Cold War. 

Realist thinking coincided with American foreign policy in practice, thus, giving 

realist a hegemonic position within the discipline of international relations. This 

theory assumes that there is international anarchy –the absence of a central authority- 

and that states are self-interested entities, which makes cooperation unlikely while 

making the states more inclined to go to war. In this kind of system the most 

important aspect is State power, because only through power can States defend 

themselves. The Cold War represents a world in which realism fits because it shows 

how the two major powers kept using representations of power –for realism power 

can come in different ways, militarily, economically, diplomatically- to gain respect 

in the international system as the only major power. The predominant approach for 

the analysis of competition between major powers has been “neorealism”. Neorealists 

understand the Cold War everywhere, and certainly in both Americas, as a function of 

U.S. - Soviet competition (Domínguez, 1999). On the other hand, Waltz (1979: 117) 

insists that if there is any ‘distinctively political theory of international politics, 

balance of power is it’. During the Cold War, the US and the Soviet Union were the 

only ones capable of exerting their influence all around the world as an attempt to 

“balance” the other (Domínguez, 1999). Thus, I will explain the changes in the U.S. 

policy from the perspective of these ideas. With these theories I also explained the 

economic aspects, as well as their obsession for the use of democracy, or any ideology, 

as a way to differentiate themselves from the other power. Indeed, this ideological 

battle heavily affected every decision taken by the U.S. in their policy in Central 

America and the ROC. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Recognition, Statehood and Sovereignty. 
 

There have been many discussions about the meaning of sovereignty and statehood. 

How does the international system decide if an entity has the requirements to be a 

State or not? What are the rules governing the process of recognition? Are they fixed 

or is it just a political act based on vested interest? To understand how Taiwan 

reached its actual status in the international arena, we have to understand what does it 

mean to have statehood, sovereignty, and why it is important to be recognized as a 

State by the international community. States are still the most important members of 

the international community despite the raise of non-state actors, and thus, statehood 

is crucial for the entities trying to be part of this community. Taiwan has been trying 

to enhance its status for years. Its situation has become so complex that it has created 

a new set of rules of unofficial diplomacy to fit its needs and to be able to take part on 

the world affairs. It has been a long process, one that requires a deep understanding of 

the forces in play.  

At the beginning of the twentieth century there were around fifty recognized States. 

With the end of World War II there were about seventy-five. The appearance of so 

many new States represents one of the major political developments of the twentieth 

century. It has changed the attributes of international law and its practice. 

To understand how recognition works, we need to see where all these concepts of 

statehood come from, how they have changed after World War II and whether or not 

they are important in the contemporary world. First, I explain what sovereignty means, 

how states are created. Then an explanation of how recognition works and what are 

the norms directing this practice follows. And finally, I applied all these ideas to the 

case of Taiwan, assessing its importance. 

 

2.1.1. Recognition 
 

During the seventeenth century the law of nations was equivalent to the law of nature, 

which was applied universally. International lawyers did not have a proper conception 

of statehood and were using the terms “state” or “nation” (Eckert, 2002). Recognition 

had no separated place in the law of nations either. Its position toward the end of the 
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eighteenth century can be seen in Alexandrowicz’s words: “In the absence of any 

precise and formulated theory, recognition had not found a separate place in works of 

the classic writers whether of the naturalist or early positivist period…” 

(Alexandrowicz, 1958). Recognition wouldn’t start to attract attention until the middle 

of the eighteenth century, in the context of the recognition of monarchs, that is, the 

recognition of governments. 

When legal positivism2 started to be used, it displaced natural law, the question of 

statehood became more important and independence also started to be an essential 

part of statehood. The idea of statehood and independence was introduced by 

Emmerich de Vattel in his book Nations of Sovereign States, where he declared that 

“Every Nation which governs itself, under whatever form, and which does not depend 

on any other Nation, is a ‘sovereign State’… To give a nation the right to a definite 

position in this great society, it need only be truly sovereign and independent: it must 

govern itself by its own authority and its own laws” (Vattel, 1758). Thus, recognition 

became an important concept for every entity that wanted to be part of the 

International Community. 

Some dilemmas arose along the way in the construction of the recognition theory and 

its application to real cases. According to positivist theory, the obligation to comply 

with international law came from the consent of individual States. It seemed that the 

positivist premises required consent for the creation of the State or for it to be 

subjected to international law as long as other States were involved (Crawford, 2007). 

This means that consent by individual states was essential if a new state was looking 

to be recognized. The problem with this notion is that it has created some tension 

between the idea that recognition is to some extent a legal act in the international 

arena, and the assumption of political leaders that they have the right, or they should 

have, to recognize or not to recognize a state on grounds of their own preferences. It 

also means that the rights of the territories and their people, their international status, 

depend on arbitrary decisions and political eventualities. As we have seen over the 

years, this doesn’t seem to be wrong when we look at specific cases like Taiwan. 

                                                           
2 Legal positivism is the thesis that the existence and content of law depends on social facts and not 
on its merits. (…) The fact that a policy would be just, wise, efficient, or prudent is never sufficient 
reason for thinking that it is actually the law, and the fact that it is unjust, unwise, inefficient or 
imprudent is never sufficient reason for doubting it. Positivism is the view that law is a social 
construction. Its first full elaboration is due to Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832). Stanford Encyclopedia 
of Philosophy. 
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Taiwan fulfilled the requirements that the theory of recognition has, and however is 

not recognized internationally.  

The basic ideas of recognition are explained by two famous and recognized theories 

on recognition and state creation: the Declaratory theory and the Constitutive theory. 

Both placed great importance on the satisfaction of four criteria. The Declaratory 

theory, used mostly among international lawyers, states that upon the satisfaction of 

these criteria an entity becomes a state. The Constitutive theory however, imposes an 

additional requirement that seems to fit better Taiwan’s situation: the recognition by 

other States. But to understand this theory we need to first go over the Declaratory 

theory conditions for statehood. 

 

2.1.1.1. Declaratory theory 

Based on the ideas expressed on the Montevideo Convention3, a text considered the 

root of the idea of recognition in international law, a “state as a person of international 

law should possess the following qualifications: a) permanent population; b) a defined 

territory; c) government; and d) capacity to enter into relations with the other states.” 

(Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, 1933, art. 1) 

We can see how Taiwan perfectly fulfils these criteria. The last two criteria, which 

could possible pose some trouble for Taiwan, are equally fulfilled. According to the 

theory, a state doesn’t need to possess a specific type of government, but its 

government must provide certain degree of stability and should enjoy the obedience 

of the majority of the population. And concerning the capacity to enter into relations 

with other states, it refers to the constitutional competence to do so, this means not 

only having the mechanism for entering into international relations, but having them 

not controlled by another state. 

 

2.1.1.2. Constitutive theory 

As mentioned before, the constitutive theory has the same four criteria named in the 

Montevideo Convention for the creation of a state. However, what makes this theory 

different is that it has the additional requirement of a state being recognized by 
                                                           
3 The Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States was a treaty signed during the 
Seventh International Conference of American States in Montevideo, Uruguay, on December 26, 1933. 
It was ratified on December 26, 1934. The treaty discusses the definition and rights of statehood in 
international law. The Convention codified the declarative theory of statehood which will be 
explained later in this paper. 
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existing states for it to become a state itself. The constitutive theory breeds from legal 

positivism, which emphasizes the consensual nature of international law, the 

importance of consent by individual and existing states. By recognizing the role of the 

international community in the acceptance or rejection of any claim to statehood, 

seems to provide a more consistent picture of state creation, or at least one closer to 

the reality of the contemporary international sphere. The international community’s 

acceptance or rejection of statehood claim has become more and more important over 

the years, leaving statehood as a question of value rather than a question of fact. 

Surely, this theory has also received critiques. Thomas D. Grant is of the opinion that 

the Constitutive theory leaves to communities ‘that were already acknowledged 

members of the international system to determine whether a given community not yet 

a member of the society of states would become a state.’ (Grant, 1998: 422). Thus, 

according to him, this theory was very convenient for states which desired to acquire 

lands occupied by societies unwilling to accept European dominance. 

Still, one of the most prominent proponents of the constitutive, Hersch Lauterpacht4, 

expressed what Crawford believes is the most persuasive argument for this position in 

this way:  

The full international personality of rising communities… cannot be 
automatic… As its ascertainment requires the prior determination of 
difficult circumstances of fact and law, there must be someone to 
perform that task. In the absence of a preferable solution, such as the 
setting up of an impartial international organ to perform that function, the 
latter must be fulfilled by States already existing. The valid objection is 
not against the fact of their discharging it, but against their carrying it out 
as a matter of arbitrary policy as distinguished from legal duty 
(Lauterpacht, 2006: 79) 

What he meant is that in every legal system one organ must be competent enough to 

determine with certainty the subjects of the aforementioned system, and in this case 

the States already existing in the system should be the ones to take on that 

responsibility.  

Linjun Wu gives us some other requisites for recognition. She states that traditionally, 

there were a certain criteria that would make an entity to be recognized by other states. 

That is: the conclusion of bilateral treaties or agreements, the issue of a consular 

                                                           
4 Sir Hersch Lauterpach (1897-1960) was a member of the United Nations’ International Law 
Commission from 1952 to 1954 and a Judge of the International Court of Justice from 1955 to 1960. 
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exequatur5, the exchange of ambassadors, and the visit by a Cabinet Minister of the 

unrecognized regime (Wu, 1996). According to traditional law theory, the conclusion 

of a bilateral treaty was one of the strongest presumptions of recognition. This is 

because a bilateral treaty concedes the ability of both contenders to enter in a 

relationship, which in theory would put them in the same level, implying that a state 

would not enter into this kind of relationship with a non-recognized entity if it doesn’t 

have the intention to recognize it. The American Law Institute (ALI), under the 

heading Manifestation of Intention to recognize, concede that ‘The coming into effect 

of a bilateral international agreement between a state and an entity implies recognition 

of that entity as a state and recognition as its government of the regime that makes the 

agreement for it’ (Orakhelashvili, 2015: 203). However, in practice the concept of 

recognition under these criteria has lost much, if not all, its validity. Since the end of 

World War II we can see that this idea no longer holds. Many governments have 

entered in bilateral agreements or treaties with the ROC, and they certainly don’t aim 

to recognize the government any time soon. 

In any case, the constitutive theory states that the creation of a new State depends on 

the acceptance of present States. However, this presents some complications that can 

be applied to the case of Taiwan, such as what happens if some existing States 

recognize a new State but others don’t? 

 

2.1.1.3. United Nations’ Membership 

This issue has been partially resolved by United Nations admission practice. It could 

be said now that membership to the UN constitutes the necessary evidence in the 

international system to prove the statehood of any given entity that wants to become a 

State. The membership practice in the UN was first coded on the Covenant of the 

League of Nations, a treaty that entered into force on 1920, and that share similar 

provisions with today’s UN Charter on membership. Article 1 (2) of the Covenant 

provided that: Any fully self-governing State, Dominion or Colony not named in the 

Annex may become a Member of the League if its admission is agreed to by two-

thirds of the Assembly, provided that it shall give effective guarantees of its sincere 

intention to observe its international obligations, and shall accept such regulations as 

                                                           
5 An exequatur is a patent which a head of state issues to a foreign consul, guaranteeing the consul’s 
rights and privileges of office and ensuring recognition in the state to which the consul is appointed to 
exercise such powers. 
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may be prescribed by the League in regard to its military, naval and air forces and 

armaments.  

With the creation of the UN, the criteria for membership was covered in the Charter 

of the United Nations6, where its article 4 provides: 

1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace-loving states 
which accept the obligations contained in the present Charter and, in the 
judgement of the Organization, are able and willing to carry out these 
obligations. 

2. The admission of any such state to membership in the United Nations will be 
effected by a decision of the General Assembly upon the recommendation of 
the Security Council. 

Thus, there are five conditions for membership: (1) to be a State; (2) to be peace-

loving; (3) to accept the obligations of the Charter; (4) to be able to carry out these 

obligations; and (5) to be willing to do so.  

Sometimes membership to the UN has become controversial, and as it has been 

pointed out earlier in this paper, political considerations are often more important 

when considering the admission of a new state. According to Crawford, disputes 

about status or membership were treated in a low-profile basis because UN organs 

have tended to wait until bilateral issues were resolved (Crawford, 2007). It will be 

seen later how decisive has been, and still is, to be a member of the UN for statehood 

and recognition, and how important political and ideological dynamics have been, 

especially during the Cold War. 

In the past, a State would be recognized when it fulfilled the four criteria. However, 

since recognition has acquired an important political side, in practice a State used 

these theories halfway and political approval by the rest of the States became 

important. In fact, the Constitutive theory fails to explain why certain entities that 

count with all the criteria and that have received numerous recognitions are not 

considered States. In any case, regardless of whether or not recognition is a legal or a 

political act, the act of recognition itself is a reflection of state sovereignty. In the next 

section I attempted to explain what sovereignty really means nowadays. We will see 

how understanding this concept can guide us in the understanding of Taiwan’s 

international status. 

                                                           
6 The Charter of the United Nations is the foundational treaty of the United Nations. It was signed at 
the San Francisco War Memorial and Performing Arts Center in San Francisco, United States, on 26 
June 1945, by 50 of the 51 original member countries (Poland signed it two months later) 
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2.1.2.  Sovereignty. 

Sovereignty, same as it happens with independence, does not appear in the 

Montevideo Convention as a formal requirement for statehood. However, it has 

become an essential part of the discussion about statehood. We could describe 

sovereign states as autonomous actors. They have the right and the ability to enter into 

contractual relationships, and even if these contracts may lessen their freedom of 

action, they are an expression of the sovereignty of the state. For international law, 

individual states are the basic pieces of the international system. These states are 

sovereign because they have a juridical independence and can freely enter into treaties 

to promote their interests. Political leaders can rewrite rules if they decide to. This 

kind of situation can happen voluntarily, either unilaterally or through agreements 

with other states, or using coercion as a way to achieve their goal. Heller and Sofaer 

express it this way: 

The concept of sovereignty is not a set of established rules, to which 
states must bend their conduct in order to preserve their capacities. It is 
instead an ever-changing description of the essential authorities of states, 
intended to serve rather than control them in a world that states dominate. 
Hence, virtually anything that states choose to do to enhance their 
capacity to deal with the complicated problems of a changing world is 
seen by those engaged in the practice of statecraft as perfectly normal –
an exercise rather than a diminution of sovereignty. If states lacked the 
power to commit themselves in advance to specific policies, or to 
delegate authority to international institutions or private entities to 
implement such policies, they would be weaker –not stronger- entities 
than the sovereign states of today’s complex world. (Heller and Sofaer, 
2001: 45) 

In any case, absent of coercion or voluntary actions, the rules of sovereignty are 

widely recognized and, therefore, they are considered the default rules to follow in 

any given situation. For most observers, the default sovereignty has been described as 

a series of attributes linked to one another. These attributes include a territory, a 

population, an effective domestic hierarchy of control, de jure 7  constitutional 

independence, the de facto absence of external authority, international recognition, 

and the ability to regulate transborder flows. 

                                                           
7 The de-facto recognition is extended where a government has not acquired sufficient stability. It is 
provisional (temporary or conditional). It is not legal, however, it is recognition in principle. The de-
jure recognition is the legal recognition. It means that the government recognized formally fulfils the 
requirement laid down by International law. De-jure recognition is complete and full and normal 
relations can be maintained. 
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Stephen Krasner’s definition of sovereignty has become very common among many 

authors. In his definition he first explains that a government enjoys internal legal 

sovereignty if it is widely recognized by other states and routinely participates in 

treaties and multinational conventions. Membership to the UN, as explained before, 

would be suitable evidence in this regard. A government possessing domestic 

sovereignty is also one that effectively controls events within its own borders. Thus, 

crime, population protests or radical political groups should not rise to the level where 

it can put at risk the established order. International capital flows, information 

exchanges, and other forms of “interdependence” have to be controlled or regulated to 

prevent them from threatening the state’s viability. And finally, a government is 

sovereign in a Westphalian sense if its institutions are “autonomous” and not subject 

to significant interference from outside powers. (Madsen 2001: 142) 

But the part about Krasner’s definition that interests us the most is his division of 

sovereignty into four aspects, four different ways in which sovereignty can be 

understood. This division is also very useful for the case at hand as it allows us to see 

what Taiwan is lacking to be accepted as a State in the international community. Thus, 

we have interdependence sovereignty, domestic sovereignty, international legal 

sovereignty, and Westphalian sovereignty. As Krasner describes it,  

‘interdependence sovereignty refers to the ability of a government to 
regulate the movement of goods, capital, people, and ideas across its 
borders. Domestic sovereignty refers both to the structure of authority 
within a state and to the state’s effectiveness or control. Internal legal 
sovereignty refers to whether a state is recognized by other states, the 
basic rule being that only juridically independent territorial entities are 
accorded recognition. Westphalian sovereignty, which actually has 
almost nothing to do with the Peace of Westphalia 8 , refers to the 
autonomy of domestic authority structures –that is, the absence of 
authoritative external influences.’ (2001: 2) 

The one that is more important for us is international legal sovereignty, as it involves 

the status of a political entity in the international system. Recognition of this type of 

sovereignty means that a state can enter into agreements with other entities, that has 

embassies and consulates with extraterritorial status, its diplomats are entitled to 

immunity. Almost all leaders have looked for this type of sovereignty because it gives 
                                                           
8 Most of the specific terms of the Peace of Westphalia have nothing to do with the modern state 
system and many of which actually violated Westphalian sovereignty. These is farther explained by 
Krasner in “Westphalia and All That” (1993). In Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane, eds., Ideas 
and Foreign Policy. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
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them both material and normative resources. It facilitates the signing of treaties, 

contracts, agreements; it also made alliances possible, enhancing security; 

membership to institutions like the World Trade Organization can improve the access 

of the state to the markets, and membership to the World Bank can provide financial 

resources.  

Clearly the Republic of China, since democratization at least, has met all the 

requirements stated above, both in the case of recognition theory, and in the case of 

the concept of sovereignty. However, international recognition is seldom based solely 

on international sovereignty, especially when other states are also claiming a territory 

(Rich, 2009: 162). Recognition has been used as a political tool for years; in fact, it 

has been revoked from governments that met widely recognized criteria, but granted 

to those with barely or even no control over the territory they claimed to rule. 

The rules which international law is based upon are, as the basic principle I quote at 

the beginning of this chapter states, pactasuntservanda. Agreements must be kept, and 

disregarding the well-established and widely accepted norms only damages the 

international system. The constant violation of these basic laws, particularly by 

nations that are looked up to for leadership in the international community, causes 

appalling harm to the entire system. There is a long list of controversial acts by the 

U.S. during the Cold War, such as uses of force –the prohibition of the use of force is 

a first order norm9. This behaviour caused harm not only to the authority of the norm 

but to the institution that it supposed to implement those norms. The entire UN system 

is built upon the prohibition of the use of force, as the basis for maintaining 

international peace and security. One example of the United States violation of the 

international norms can be seen in the case of Nicaragua in 1986.10 This kind of 

                                                           
9 Establish with the U.N. system after World War II, it prohibits any and all use of force against other 
states (Art. 2(4) of the U.N. Charter), except for the purpose of individual or collective self-defense 
(Art. 51), or as authorized by the U.N. Security Council for the purposes of restoring or maintaining 
collective security (Art. 39-42) 
10 On 9 April 1984, Nicaragua filed an Application instituting proceedings against the United States of 
America concerning a dispute relating to responsibility for military and paramilitary activities in and 
against Nicaragua. On 18 January 1985, the United States announced that it intended not to 
participate in this case. In its Judgment of 27 June 1986, the Court rejected the justification of 
collective self-defense advanced by the United States and stated that it had violated the obligations 
imposed by customary international law not to intervene in the affairs of another State. The Court 
also found that the United States had violated certain obligations arising from a bilateral Treaty of 
Friendship, Commerce and Navigation of 1956. In March 1988, the United States maintained its 
refusal to take part of this case. In September 1991, Nicaragua informed the Court that it did not wish 
to continue the proceedings. (In Case concerning military and paramilitary activities in and against 
Nicaragua, 1986 I.C.J. 14, General List No. 70) 
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actions weaken the system, which in turn affects less powerful countries, like the 

ROC, whom after de-recognition looked for alternative ways to stay in the system. 

The question is whether or not the ‘unofficial’ diplomacy can last in the long term or 

not. The ROC has to rely now on the pragmatic approach to diplomacy to develop its 

international relations. However, as we will see in the next chapter, it seems that a 

further development of this “informal” or “pragmatic” diplomacy could mean that the 

most the ROC can aspire to is to maintain the status quo. 
 

2.2. International Status of Taiwan 
The traditional views on statehood, as we have seen, focus almost exclusively on 

political or ideological reasons, ignoring more reasonable criteria stated in all the 

different theories concerning statehood, sovereignty or recognition. But Taiwan’s 

approach to diplomacy also has had many authors and experts on statehood perplexed, 

because it has managed to create a new state of affairs by circumventing the 

traditional conception on recognition. Robert A. Madsen argues that formal legal 

sovereignty is not essential for a state to survive in the international system. To assure 

its interests, a government just have to maintain constant and dependable 

communications with the rest of the international actors. Of course, sovereignty grants 

a state the ability to perform formal diplomacy, which is helpful because a sovereign 

state won’t have the need to spend time and resources creating unique institutions that 

would allow them to get around the established norms. However, an isolated entity 

can still accomplish most of its objectives. Taiwan’s case illustrates the perfect 

example as how to function in the international system as a “pariah state”. This kind 

of state can ‘design its domestic policies to engender goodwill abroad and, upon this 

foundation, construct an informal diplomatic structure that suffices to protect its most 

vital foreign interests.’ (Madsen, 2001: 1) 

The actual situation between the PRC and the ROC provides a unique case where the 

rationale for granting recognition has evolved over time. Once based to a large extent 

on Cold War ideological rationales, the situation has evolved into a debate in which 

recognizing states have few ideological imperatives. Taiwan has become an entity that 

has many of the attributes of fully sovereign states –territory, population, and 
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domestic and Westphalian sovereignty 11 - but very limited international legal 

sovereignty. Moreover, the government of the ROC has not formally declared 

themselves as a state, this is, they have not formally made any claim to juridical 

autonomy (Madsen, 2001: 17). This is supposedly because for the ROC government 

there is no need for this, as they were and are a state to begin with. The nature of 

ROC’s informal diplomacy is actually not different from diplomacy of any other 

sovereign state. Taipei has kept in regular and close touch with other states, has 

resolved differences and cooperated to achieve mutual goals. How did we get here in 

the first place? Economic success, social progress and political reforms have given the 

ROC the necessary diplomatic tools with which to handle informal foreign policy. 

The support of the U.S. during and after the Cold War has proven to be an important, 

if not the most important, component of their actual status. This doesn’t mean it has 

been for the better. U.S. support has indeed help to build the ROC’s relations with the 

international community, and more importantly, it has helped to build its alliances. 

But it has also cemented the status quo in which the ROC finds itself immersed. A 

status from which escaping might be arduous, if not impossible. Taipei continued to 

exercise informal diplomacy in order to obtain international acknowledgement and 

recognition of its statehood. However, the inability to solve the sovereignty issue, the 

tremendous economic cost and inconvenience that has entailed, mean that the 

informal diplomacy has its limitations (Wu, 1996) 

In any manner, after World War II the most used rationales for withholding 

recognition were ideological. Throughout the Cold War, opposing sides routinely 

withheld recognition. Today, purely ideological rationales have fallen out of favour. 

But regardless of the stated rationale, the underlying goal of withholding recognition 

has been to coerce states to act in a manner favourable to another state (Rich, 2009) 

 

2.2.1. Background 
After 1949, anti-communist policies were strengthen, especially with the start of the 

Korean War, which renewed the support of the U.S. for the ROC, allowing the 

nationalist government to maintain and gain some diplomatic representation post-

1949. In the 1960s the only Latin American country that recognized the PRC was 

                                                           
11 The basic rule of Westphalian sovereignty is that external authority structures should be excluded 
from the territory of a state. Moreover, the government of a Westphalian sovereign can determine 
the character of its own domestic sovereignty, its own authoritative institutions. 
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Cuba. Even when the international support for the PRC started to increase, supporting 

their entry in the UN, the ROC didn’t change their “one China” policy.  

Is it important to bear in mind that during the first years after the retreat of the ROC to 

the island of Formosa, both the PRC and the ROC were looking towards the same 

goal: who of the two states would be recognized by the international community as 

the sovereign government of China. Therefore, at the beginning the ROC wanted to 

go back to the mainland to rule all of what they consider China. It is important indeed, 

because this may very well be one of the most important reasons as to why the ROC 

is not a state today. The explanation to this can also be found in sovereignty itself, but 

instead of looking at it from the external point of view; we are talking about domestic 

sovereignty. The government of the Kuomintang based its legitimacy in the fact that 

they were the real leaders of the one China This preoccupation with their domestic 

legitimacy during the 1950s may have cost them their statehood and recognition. For 

authors like Deon Geldenhuys, the ROC had a strong opportunity during the mid-

1950s to proclaim itself as the sovereign government of Taiwan. During that time, the 

PRC was trying to build a constructive relationship with the U.S., so it could have 

diminished its claims to the island. This is, if the KMT had renounce to the claim of 

mainland China back then, they could have rule only Taiwan, and non-communist 

states may have agreed to the arrangement (Geldenhuys, 2009). But at that time, the 

ROC did not have any motivation to let the PRC rule over the mainland. In 1945 the 

ROC was in fact a founder member of the UN and a permanent member of the 

Security Council, the very organization that later on would be the ultimate judge when 

deciding whether or not an entity should be called a state. Its successful diplomatic 

campaign climaxed in 1970 when a total of 68 states had diplomatic missions in 

Taipei. However, its position in the world’s most important multilateral institution 

was coming under pressure. The PRC started to demand their entrance in the UN, 

both in the General Assembly and the Security Council, and they wanted to do so as 

the legitimate and only government of all China.  

At the General Assembly’s session in 1950 the proposal to admit the PRC to 

membership was easily overthrown by a vote of 33 against 16 votes in favour, ten 

abstentions and one absence. After 1954, this question would be present annually on 

the Assembly agenda 12 . The principal opponent of these motions, and principal 

                                                           
12 The complete count of votes can  be found in Appendix II. 
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support of the ROC’s continued membership, was the U.S. In 1965 47 votes opposing 

the PRC’s admission were recorded, 47 were in favour, 20 abstained and three were 

absent. The situation dramatically changed at the beginning of the 1980s. In 1971 the 

PRC finally reached the two-thirds of votes necessary. A clear majority of 76 against 

35, with 20 nations abstaining or absent, approved the 2758 resolution of 25 October 

for ‘the restoration of the lawful rights’ to the PRC and to recognize its government as 

‘the only legitimate representatives of China’ in the UN, and ‘to expel forthwith the 

representatives of Chiang Kai-shek from the place they unlawfully occupy’. George 

Bush, the U.S. Ambassador to the UN, and Chow Shu-kai, the KMT Foreign Minister, 

both pressured the Assembly to come out strongly against the expulsion of the 

Chinese Nationalist Government on Taiwan. But even the idea of dual representation, 

brought by the U.S. –that resolution asked for the admission of Beijing to the UN and 

a seat in the Security Council while preserving membership for the KMT government- 

was easily defeated. Ironically, Mr. Bush stressed at the moment that the American 

proposal was ‘simply founded on the reality of the present situation…, but does not 

seek to freeze this situation for the future’ (Tanner, 1971). One way or another, the 

situation did freeze and it has been like that till the present. The result of the vote 

made the island an integral part of China and supported Beijing’s allegation that 

Taiwan was a renegade province that would eventually go back to be part of the 

mainland.  

 Between 1971 and 1979, the ROC unilaterally cut ties with 44 countries that 

recognized the PRC, without needing too much pressure from the PRC. They agreed 

to the idea of “one China” that included both the mainland and the island of Taiwan. 

And because of this idea, the ROC did not try to claim statehood different from the 

PRC. They clung onto the idea that the KMT might one day re-establish control over 

China’s continental territories, an idea that Taipei continued to promote domestically 

as it was an important part of the KMT legitimacy. After Taipei’s allies started to 

switch sides, the government of the ROC quickly replace conventional diplomatic ties 

with an innovative network of ‘semi-official’ or ‘pseudo-diplomatic’ ties (Geldenhuys, 

2009). Thus, the ROC adapted quite adequately to their new international status. After 

Japan’s recognition of China on September 29 1972, Tokyo and Taipei signed the first 

of these alternative bilateral agreements. On December 26 1972, Japan and the ROC 

signed an ‘agreement between “private organizations”… to carry on contacts now that 

their diplomatic relations are officially broken’ (New York Times, 1972 Dec 27). The 
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new organizations, Interchange Association-Japanese- and the East Asia Relations 

Association –the ROC counterpart-, would replace their embassies to manage culture, 

trade and other contacts between both sides. 

The most important setback for the ROC was the U.S. formal recognition of the PRC 

in 1979. This caused a chain reaction where many other countries followed suit, 

leaving the ROC with only a few countries that retained official relations with them. 

But this also helped to create the most extensive of these unofficial diplomatic 

relations between the ROC and the countries that cease to recognize them. Their new 

bilateral relationship was expressed in the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979. Among 

other sovereign attributes, the ROC's laws and acts were recognized, together with 

another privileges and immunities. This Agreement replaced the 1954 Mutual 

Defense Treaty in areas like the U.S. need to provide the items for Taiwan to maintain 

a satisfactory self/defense capability. This was the most important part of the 

document, because the lack of military security could have affected the ROC relation 

and communication with the rest of the governments. Additionally, in the spring of 

1979, the Carter administration and the Congress spent three months ‘drafting a law 

that authorized the American Institute in Taiwan (AIT) to manage most aspects of U.S. 

– ROC intercourse.’ (Madsen, 2001: 175). The draft proposal was described like this 

by a Congressional aide that had seen it at the time: ‘Everything will be informal and 

what we are creating is, in fact, a fiction. It’s virtual recognition without being called 

that.’ (Weinraub, 1979)  It can be seen the importance of this legislation for Taiwan’s 

diplomatic status. Perhaps because of the importance of this law, because it actually 

meant recognition even if it was “informal”, the Carter’s plan for Taiwan had to 

overcome some obstacles before being officially accepted on March 13. In February 

12, a Senate committee tentatively rejected a request to transfer government funds for 

setting up the new, unofficial AIT to take the place of the United States Embassy, 

which was to be closed on March 1 –the Senate had to give permission to transfer $2 

million for the new institute (Gwertzman, 1979). Then in March 7 the Senate rejected 

a proposal to raise the formal United States presence in Taiwan to the level of a 

liaison office –the vote against the amendment was 57 to 38 (New York Times, 1979 

March 6). The amendment was rejected because it would have put at risk the entire 

agreement for normalization of relations between the U.S. and China. Apart from this, 

the original draft was approved with an overwhelming acceptance. In the Senate the 

vote was 90 to 6, and in the House, it was 345 to 55. In both cases members who 
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during these three months were criticising the measure ended up supporting it 

(Weaver, 1979).  

Soon after this the ROC lost all its remaining links to the UN. At the end of 1973 the 

ROC retained membership of only four UN agencies, among them the World Bank 

and the International Monetary Fund. However in 1980 the ROC lost its membership 

to both institutions and by the end of the decade the ROC was a member of only ten 

Intergovernmental organizations, all of them outside the UN. One of these 

organizations was the Asian Development Bank, to which Beijing declared its 

intention to become a member in 1983 with the condition that the ROC was expelled. 

However, it ended up being a member alongside the ROC, from this point named 

“Taipei China”. The flexibility in the naming is also a feature of the ROC’s unique 

informal diplomacy. This aspect of it, however, was developed during the term of 

President Lee Teng-hui, who became president in 1988. (Geldenhuys, 2009) 

 

2.2.2. Legal status 
According to Beijing, the Cairo Declaration of 1943 and the Potsdam Proclamation of 

1945 after World War II proves that Taiwan has to be returned to the PRC. However, 

the arrangements agreed upon in these treaties were not legally equivalent to 

international ones. This issue was not resolved after the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 

1951 and the Sino-Japanese Treaty of 1952 because neither of these explicitly 

conceded sovereignty to Taiwan. The former stated that ‘Japan renounced all right, 

title and claim to Formosa and the Pescadores’13 –Penhu, but it didn’t specify which 

country Tokyo was giving it to (Chen, 2007).  

On the other hand, another famous argument concerning Taiwan's status was given by 

James Crawford in 197914, who wrote: 

Taiwan is not a state, because it does not claim to be, and is not 
recognized as such. Its status is that of a consolidated local de facto 
government in a civil war situation. The Republic of China may not even 
be precluded, by its actions since 1949, from attempting to assert separate 
sovereignty over the island, although the final effective secession of part 
of a State may never be excluded in practice. But this is not to say that 
Formosa has no status whatever in international law. It is a party to 
various conventions binding its own territory... Internationally the 
Government of Formosa is a well-established de facto government, 

                                                           
13 Treaty of Peace with Japan. Signed at San Francisco, on 8 September 1951. No. 1832. P. 38. 
14 Extracted from the 2nd edition, 2007. 
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capable of committing the State to at least certain classes of transaction. 
(Crawford 2007: 151-152) 

The idea of 'not being a State' that Crawford expresses is based on the fact that 

without a formal declaration of independence there is no real evidence of an entity 

claim of sovereign statehood. However, the counterargument has been that the ROC 

has no need for any formal declaration of independence because they have been a de 

jure state since it was founded in 1912. Some advocates of Taiwan’s statehood said 

that Taiwan is not an occupied territory anymore, but a country who has overcome 

two processes that assure its statehood, namely Taiwanization and democratization. 

According to its proponents, these two processes have entitled the ROC to a full 

sovereignty, enjoying a de facto but not de jure independence (Chen, 2007).  But this 

idea has been highly criticized after the recognition of the PRC by the international 

community. It is also important to bear in mind that under international law when a 

state has a special claim over another nation's territory, the latter's formal 

independence comes into question. Thus, the dominant view in the international 

community was that Taiwan was not a state (Geldenhuys, 2009).  

In any case, the ROC government may have become stronger in the 1980s and 1990s 

thanks to de-recognition. The three processes that we have been discussing –Taiwan’s 

unique diplomacy, Taiwanization and democratization- put the ROC in a new light to 

the eyes of the international community. They were forced to behave in a way that 

pleased important groups abroad. Together with the political reforms, the economic 

reforms also reinforced Taiwan’s good image, as well as their defence treaty with 

Washington. All of these processes combined to form an ‘alternative sovereignty’ that 

helped the ROC to improve their situation in the battle for recognition against the 

PRC. (Madsen, 2001: 171). We will see in the next section that the U.S. has a lot to 

do with both the economic and political development of the ROC, so the U.S. did help 

Taiwan during the Cold War. However, as the ROC developed their new, and 

informal, way of maintaining diplomatic relations –the diplomacy practiced during 

the early 1990s was called ‘pragmatic diplomacy’-, they also lowered their 

expectations on how other countries should perceived their international status, how 

should they call them, etc. According to Sigrid Winkler this flexibility is ‘cementing 

Taiwan’s ambiguous international status [because] other countries have become 

comfortable dealing with Taiwan on a less-than-formal basis’ (Winkler, 2011). What 

she meant by this is that the common practice of letting the ROC and the PRC to deal 
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with their issues on its own is putting Taiwan in a position where the PRC has the last 

word for every agreement they make. As Sigrid puts it, ‘what appears to be forgotten 

is that such a stance makes any progress for Taiwan’s participation dependent almost 

entirely on China’s goodwill’. And she is right. The United States, Taiwan’s most 

important ally, even if informally so, prefers not to be overly involved in their affairs 

beyond that related to trade. Many countries recognize the ROC’s economic power 

and political democratization but apart from having non-political relations in trade, 

investment and other commercial activities, or participating in cultural exchange, they 

seem to pay no attention to the sovereignty issue. As we can see, informal diplomacy 

has indeed helped Taiwan to have a presence in the international community, but it 

can never replace conventional diplomacy (Wu, 1996). 
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3. The Influence and power of the U.S.  
 

As stated at the introduction, this second part of the thesis uses the independent 

variables to study the research-problem at hand, analysing each one of them 

separately. The order chose is not coincidental. Foreign policy is the most general and 

important of the three as in a way it contains the other two, so it will come in first 

place because some ideas are important for the next two chapters. However is distinct 

from the others because it refers at the general idea of foreign policy, while the other 

two even if they are influenced by foreign policy are important on their own.  

 

3.1. Foreign Policy  
After taking a closer look at the different rules that regulate the international system, 

we can assume at least one thing, few rules or structures exist in international affairs. 

After the analysis given in the first part of this thesis about the role of international 

law in the supervision of state’s relations, we concluded that these rules weren’t 

always followed, and many times they were even violated in search of a certain state’s 

own interest. Morgenthau argues that hegemonic powers tend to ignore international 

law, and that international law is dependent upon the existence of a balance of power 

(Morgenthau 1973: 274) Even so, it can’t be denied that there is a vast code of 

international law intended to govern a variety of interactions, from commerce to the 

rules of war. These rules can, and indeed do, shape foreign policy in many ways, but 

they are not easily enforced. There is no credible international mechanism to arrange 

borders or to mediate disputes when a powerful state wants to enforce its will. For 

example, despite the condemnation of mostly every nation in the world, Germany 

invaded Poland, Belgium and too many others between 1939 and 1945; and even if it 

may seem a world apart, the United States interventions in Latin American countries 

during the Cold War, on the name of their fight against communism, were also against 

the international laws. Bruce Bueno de Mesquita affirms that there is a general 

acceptance by great powers that they have the responsibility to maintain the order in 

the international society, and that as a consequence they are ‘required to establish and 

maintain the balance of power’ (Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman, 1992: 12). This 

rationale can be clearly recognized in the United States actions during and before the 

Cold War.  
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But there is a reason for these major powers to be interested in act as the guardians of 

the international system. We can assume that they are not doing it out of their good of 

their hearts, but as a self-interested action directed to obtain something in return. 

National governments, as the major actors for policy implementation in international 

affairs, have one and only purpose, this is, ‘to secure citizens against foreign incursion’ 

(Little 2007: 11-12). Realists insist that foreign policy makers decide on the policy 

and goals by inspecting the external threats and opportunities that confront their 

nation. The general idea is that during the Cold War the U.S. government oriented 

every international action toward the pursuit of national security (Meernik, Krueger & 

Poe, 1998). Two of the most famous realist analysts, Waltz and Mearsheimer, agree 

on the idea that is great powers the ones that ‘shape the international system’ (Little, 

2007: 222). And to do so, they use their foreign policies.  

Out of the three dependent variables used in this study, this one is probably the most 

important one in the sense that the two others can relate to it. Economic factors and 

regime type are important enough in this thesis to be explained separately, but in 

some other cases they could perfectly be introduced inside the big spectrum covered 

by foreign policy.  

 

3.1.1. Alliances and National Security 
One of the most famous assumptions in realism is that when a great power shows 

signs of attempting to dominate the international system, the other great powers 

would ally to preserve their own security. This view is the key to the Balance of 

Power theory; moreover, in the theory it is implied that every state’s action is moved 

by a national greed for power. We can see this happening in the cases of Napoleon or 

Hitler, who tried to become the hegemon power but eventually were confronted and 

defeated by an overwhelming anti-hegemonic coalition. The theory has been central 

to the logic of police makers and for many of the analysis of the post-war era, making 

it the most fitting theory to apply to this study. 

But its concepts are not just related to the idea of anti-hegemonic alliances, but also to 

the idea that states usually try to maintain their security and promote their forces by 

forming alliances with other states. This is, alliances would not only be formed to 

fight against a wannabe hegemonic power, but also to extend a given state influence 

as a way to protect their own national security.  This is what the U.S. tried to do in 
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Latin America during the Cold War, create alliances in an important area of influence 

to protect the U.S. national security and to fight the threat of communism. 

To realist, all nations are constantly trying to enhance their power or national security, 

and therefore, there is always a state of competition and potential conflict. Waltz also 

conceived the international system as a place where all states have the common goal 

of maximize their national security.  For him, foreign policy grows out of the 

pressures and competing interests within the state, and from the circumstances of the 

international system. He further observes, ‘Everyone’s policy depends upon everyone 

else´s’ (Waltz 1979: 226) According to him, foreign policy leaders are highly 

responsive to external pressures but they are relatively indifferent to the low politics 

of domestic affairs. Thus, the crusade for national security takes precedence over all 

lesser domestic considerations (Waltz 1979; Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman, 1992). 

Morgenthau also conceives an ideal world as one in which domestic factors are 

excluded from foreign policy choices (Morgenthau, 1973).  

Geography is also important in the case at hand. Waltz made a distinction between 

balance of power theory and balance of threat theory. The latter includes the idea of 

power but it does it connecting it to geography and intentions, within the more general 

concept of threat. The idea is that while the balance of power theory predicts that 

states will ally against the strongest state, the balance of threat theory predicts that 

states will ally against the most threatening state (Walt, 1987). For this theory, 

geography is an important variable for the actions taken by states when playing the 

game of international relations. It also explains why the U.S. has always been so 

important for Latin American countries. 

 

3.1.2. U.S. Foreign Policy in Latin America 
The U.S. has been present in the affairs of Latin American countries before, during 

and after the Cold War. In fact, the way they defended their economic and political 

interest in the region was not appreciably different before than during the Cold War. 

The imperialism carried out by the U.S. was from the beginning dressed as a moral 

crusade. The ideological aspect of U.S. foreign policy reached its climax during 

Woodrow Wilson’s presidency 15 , ‘sustained and systematic intervention in the 

internal affairs of Mexico, Central American, and Caribbean states marked this epoch 
                                                           
15 Thomas Woodrow Wilson (1856 – 1924) was the 28th President of the United States from 1913 to 
1921. 
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of U.S. – Latin American relations’ (Domínguez, 1999: 5). Yet the Cold War was a 

distinctive moment because ideological considerations acquired primacy over U.S. 

policy in the region to an extent unparalleled in the history of inter-American relations.  

The support given by the Eisenhower Administration to Latin American dictatorships 

was reflected in the words of John Foster Dulles, State Secretary during the 

Republican Administration, when he was talking to some civil servants of the State 

Department, and remembered by Robert Woodward who then was Ambassador of the 

U.S. to Costa Rica. According to Woodward during the staff meeting Dulles had “laid 

down with vigour the policy to do nothing to offend the dictators; they are the only 

people we can depend on.”16 (Rabe, 1990: 171) 

 

The idea previously mentioned about major powers acting as the guardians of the 

international system, is perfectly represented by the U.S. presence in Latin America. 

In Guatemala, after the U.S. secretly planned the overthrow of President Jacobo 

Arbenz in 1954 –one of the reason being that he supposedly allowed communist to 

join the government- Washington could be seen trying to make Guatemala a case of 

success in their “protection” of the international system (Holden, 1999) This is 

reflected in some documents of U.S. agencies, like this one from USAID (1957): 

Guatemala represents the special case of a government struggling to 
repair the political, economic and social damage inflicted on the country 
by the first procommunist government to gain a foothold in the Western 
Hemisphere. Guatemala’s reconstruction efforts are being attentively 
watched by her neighbours and people throughout the world as an acid 
test of competing methods of achieving economic and social progress. 
Therefore, it emerges as a matter of critical necessity for the United 
States to assist Guatemala in its endeavours toward this end.  

Clearly, the role to protect these countries was taken seriously by Washington. The 

development of surveillance mechanism would increase exponentially during the Cold 

War. Washington was sure that ‘in bolstering the surveillance capacities of its Central 

American clients it was “securing” them against communism’ (Holden, 1999: 3). This 

surveillance included military and police transfers; with this, of course, the U.S. was 

pursuing its own national security. The data that was collected was for the exclusive 

use of the U.S. government. Being this way, surveillance could be understood as the 

                                                           
16 This quote can be find in Adolf Berle’s diary, as Woodward related this to him.  See diary entry, 
February 8, 1955, Adofl A. Berle, Jr., Papers, Frankling D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New York. 
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advantage of an imperial power to control its colonial subjects. The Sixth Meeting of 

Ministers of Government, Interior and Security of the United States, Central America 

and Panama in Washington on March 1966 meant the approval of a ‘continued 

application and promulgation of laws against communist subversion, better 

communications coordination, improved record keeping, uniform import controls, and 

stepped-up training programs (Holden, 1999: 11). Dulles would describe the feeling of 

the U.S. against communism in his confirmation hearings saying that Soviet 

communism ‘was not only the gravest threat that ever faced the United States, but the 

gravest threat that has ever faced what we call western civilization, or, indeed, any 

civilization which has dominated by spiritual faith’. Dulles saw a well-organized 

communist movement in most countries of Latin America and even warned that 

‘conditions in Latin America are somewhat comparable to conditions as they were in 

China in the mid-thirties when the Communist movement was getting started’ (Rabe 

1990: 160).  

Similar approaches would be followed in every U.S. administration in their foreign 

policies towards Latin American countries, though this fear against communism was 

stronger during the rule of Republican administration.   

  

3.1.3. How the U.S. Foreign Policy helped the ROC 
Taiwan was lucky enough to be present in an ideological war that would mark the 

United States foreign policy, and that would indeed lead to the decision taken by the 

government to protect Taiwan. If it were not for this ideological aspect of the conflict, 

Taiwan would have probably not count with such a huge help from the United States. 

There was indeed a moment when the Truman Administration was hesitating whether 

or not consider Taiwan as an important ally or to distance itself from them and to 

establish at least a minimal relationship with the newly founded PRC (Madsen 2001: 

148).  In April 1950, former Senator John Foster Dulles –who later in the Eisenhower 

administration became Secretary of State and an important figure for the U.S. foreign 

policy on both Latin American and Taiwan- wrote in his book War or Peace17 that if 

‘the Communist Government of China in fact proves its ability to govern China 

                                                           
17 War or Peace was published in April 18, 1950.  The book contained a critical analysis of the 
American policy of containment, which at the time the foreign policy elite of Washington favoured. 
Dulles criticized the foreign policy of the Democratic administration of President Harry S. Truman, 
advocating instead for a policy of “liberation”. 
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without serious domestic resistance, then it, too, should be admitted to the United 

Nations” (Hamilton, 1950). His statement on China was expected to have an 

important influence on the deadlock in which the United Nations found itself on the 

Chinese question. The Secretary of State at the time, Dean Acheson, said that the 

acceptance of the Communist would be ‘out of the question as long as they failed to 

carry out their international obligations’ 18  His statement didn’t say anything else 

about what other requirements would be necessary for the Communist to be accepted 

into the United Nations, but what it seems clear is that their foreign policy was not 

still too clear concerning the support to the government of the ROC.  

This changed after North Korea’s invasion of the Republic of Korea on June 25, 1950. 

A couple of months before the invasion, voices opposing aid to Chiang Kai-shek in 

their fight against the Communist could be heard. Prof. Owen Lattimore19 was forced 

by the Republican Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, to release a secret document on 

proposed Far Eastern policy that he had submitted to the State Department in August 

1949. In this document the Professor stated opposition to the support of Chiang Kai-

shek because it ‘did more harm than good to the interest of the United States. He also 

argued that China should not be economically coerced because it was dangerous to 

‘underestimate the ability of the Chinese Communists to achieve the minimum level 

of economic stability that will make their regime politically secure’ (New York Times, 

1950 April 4). Senator McCarthy considered these statements as an aid to the Chinese 

Communists and a betrayal to the ROC. The importance of this event for the U.S. 

stance against communism can be seen in President Truman’s statement on the Korea 

issue in June 28, 1950: 

‘…I have ordered United States air and sea forces to give the Korean 
Government troops cover and support.  

The attack upon Korea makes it plain beyond all doubt that communism 
has passed beyond the use of subversion to conquer independent nations 
and will now use armed invasion and war.  

It has defied the orders of the Security Council of the United Nations 
issued to preserve international peace and security. In these 

                                                           
18 Hamilton, T. J. (1950) 
19 Owen Lattimore (1900-1989). Influential scholar of China and Central Asia. During World War II, he 
was an advisor to Chiang Kai-shek and the American government and contributd extensively to the 
public debate. In the post-war period he was accused by Senator Joseph McCarthy of being ‘the top 
Russian espionage agent in the United States’ Pace, Eric (1989, June 1) Owen Lattimore, Far East 
Scholar Accused by McCarthy, Dies at 88. The New York Times. 
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circumstances the occupation of Formosa by Communist forces would be 
a direct threat to the security of the Pacific area and to United States 
forces performing their lawful and necessary functions in that area. 

Accordingly I have ordered the Seventh Fleet to prevent any attack on 
Formosa. As a corollary of this action I am calling upon the Chinese 
Government on Formosa to cease all air and sea operations against the 
mainland… The determination of the future status of Formosa must await 
the restoration of the security in the Pacific, a peace settlement with 
Japan, or consideration by the United Nations.” 

(Harry S. Truman) 
 

These events removed any possible doubts about who the U.S. administration should 

support and the White House resumed its assistance to Chiang Kai-shek and the KMT, 

as we can see on Truman’s statement, by interposing the Seventh Fleet between the 

Chinese mainland and the island of Formosa. The administration also started a 

program of economic and defensive aid that would expand considerably in subsequent 

years and enable the ROC to grow –this will be discussed in the next chapter.  The 

Chinese civil war was stopped then by Washington interference. 

However, this move would mean more for the ROC than just their liberation for a 

very possible defeat in the civil war. For the ROC it also meant a boost in their 

domestic status. The government of Chiang Kai-shek had no electoral mandate to 

justify their dominion of the island after their retreat from the mainland. Washington’s 

promise of help served as their new form of legitimacy therefore improving their 

domestic status.  We can see how massively important the U.S. foreign policy change 

was for the ROC, a government that depended on the “free world” recognition to keep 

their seat in the UN, but now also helped to legitimate their authoritarian rule in 

Formosa.  

 

Another rapprochement to the PRC happened after the strait crisis of 1954-55 when 

the PRC entered into negotiations with Washington, first in Geneva in October 1955 

and then in Warsaw in September 1958. The importance of these talks could be seen 

in the KMT opposition to talks between the United States and Communist China on 

the Taiwan Strait crisis.20 According to Madsen, the ROC made a mistake at this time 

because they could have taken the chance to establish themselves as the sovereign 

government of Taiwan, as the PRC was trying to reconcile with the West. (Madsen, 

                                                           
20 N.A. (1958, September 14). Taiwan Opposes Talks with Reds. The New York Times, p. 7. 
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2001:148). Instead, in the 1960s Chiang Kai-shek would repeat their statement on the 

idea that the ROC was China’s rightful and only government. This proclamation also 

meant that when and if any country were to decide to change their recognition to the 

PRC, because of the ROC’s contention to contemplate the notion of two Chinas, they 

should at the same time sever their connections to the ROC. And indeed, we saw this 

happening in the early 1970s. 

Even if this was the case, the United States played the most important role on the 

consecutives votes that happened over the years to decide whether or not to accept the 

entrance of “Communist China” in the U.N. In Table 1 it can be seen the roll-calls for 

every resolution to seat Communist China –later the requirement to expel Nationalist 

China was included as a requirement. The question first came before the UN in 1950. 

The votes from 1950 to 1960 inclusive were on United States motion to keep the 

question off the agenda. The votes in 1961 and 1962 were on a Soviet motion to seat 

Beijing; the votes since 1963 have been on Albanian motion to seat Beijing.  

Taiwan was not expelled in 1970 because UN members agreed to make the Chinese 

seating in the UN an “important question”, this meant that a 2/3 majority was required 

to replace the ROC with the PRC. This resolution was promoted by the United States; 

the voting on this issue started in 1961, its evolution can be observed in Table 2. For 

many analyst, the most important single element that caused the United States to lose, 

and by association the ROC, was probably President Nixon’s July announcement that 

he was going to Beijing seeking normalization of relations, a fact that wavering 

countries saw as a good reason to look out for their own future relations with 

mainland China. According to the New York Times, American attempts to employ 

“steamroller tactics” and “inherent contradictions” in Washington’s China policy 

were cited by many diplomats present in the 1971 vote as the main reason for the 

defeat. The article also mentions that a senior diplomat from Europe, in commenting 

about American strategy, said that ‘they had turned the contest into a worldwide 

plebiscite for or against the United States.’21 

 

 

                                                           
21 N.A. (1971, October 27) “Steamroller Tactics” of U.S. are Blamed for Defeat. The New York Times, p. 
1, 15. 
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Table 1: Vote Distribution on the Resolutions to Seat Communist China in the UN 

(Personal elaboration by the author) 
Year In favour22 Opposed Abstained ROC’s advantage 
1950 16 33 10 17 

1951 11 37 4 26 

1952 7 42 11 35 

1953 10 44 10 34 

1954 11 43 11 32 

1955 12 42 6 30 

1956 24 47 8 23 

1957 27 48 6 21 

1958 28 44 9 16 

1959 29 44 9 15 

1960 34 42 22 8 

1961 36 48 20 11 

1962 42 56 12 14 

1963 41 57 12 16 

1964 No voting because of the financial crisis 

1965 47 47 20 0 

1966 46 57 17 11 

1967 45 58 17 13 

1968 44 58 22 14 

1969 48 56 21 8 

1970 51 49 25 -2 

1971 76 35 17 -41 

Source: Data retrieved from several articles of the New York Times: N.A. (1950, Sept 20) 3 Proposal 

Fail;  N.A. (1958, Sept 24) Roll-Call in Assembly on seat for Red China; N.A. (1960, Oct 9) The 

Assembly’s vote on the China item; N.A. (1961, Dec 16) Vote in U.N. on issue of seating Red China; N.A: 

(1964, Dec 16) Red China denied seat in U.N., 48-37; victory for U.S.; N.A. (1962, Oct 31) Roll-Call vote 

in U.N on seat for Red China; Arnold H. Lubasch (1963, Oct 22) U.N. again votes to bar Red China; N.A. 

(1965, Nov 18) Votes in U.N. since ’50 on seating of Chinese; N.A. (1971, Oct 26) Voting since ’50 on 

China Question; N.A. (1966, Dec 1) U.N. Roll-Calls on China issue; N.A. (1967, Nov 29) U.N. Roll-Calls 

on Red China issue; N. A. (1967, Nov 30) Correction on U.N. Roll-Call; N.A. (1968, Nov 20) U.N. Roll-

Calls on Red China issue; N.A. (1969, Nov 12) U.N. Roll-Calls on the China issue; N.A. (1970, Nov 21) 

U.N. Roll-Calls on Peking; N.A. (1971, Oct 27) U.N. Roll-Calls on China. 

                                                           
22 In favour of including the PRC.  
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Table 2: Vote Distribution on whether the PRC’s representation is an “important 

question”. 
Year In favour Opposed Abstaining Absent 

1961 61 34 7 2 

1962 No data 

1963 No data 

1964 No vote because of financial crisis 

1965 56 49 11 *0 

1966 66 48 7 0 

1967 69 48 4 1 

1968 73 47 5 1 

1969 71 48 4 3 

1970 66 52 7 *1 

1971 55 59 15 2 
*In addition, one member announced that it was not participating in the vote. 

Source: same as Table 1. 

 

As we already know, after the switch in recognition of the U.S. to the PRC in 1979 

during the Carter Administration, the Congress passed the Taiwan Relations Act in 

April, a law stipulating that the U.S. would continue sending the necessary armaments 

to the defence of Taiwan. The Reagan administration was more assertive in their 

support for Taiwan. This led the PRC to “threat” Washington with the possibility of 

severing relations. The conclusion of these events was the issue of the Nine Point 

Proposal in September 30. Even after this, the Reagan Administration would state that 

the Chinese Nationalist would ‘get everything they need for their defence’, linking the 

continuing of American arms sales to how China achieved reunification –according to 

Beijing, Reagan violated the terms of the joint proposal by making China’s peaceful 

reunification a prerequisite for ending arms sales to the ROC.23 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
23 N.A. (1982, October 10) China Accuses Reagan on Taiwan Accord. The New York Times. Retrieved on 
05/11/2015.  
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3.1.4. Cold War, bipolarity, and the new way of doing politics. 
In the last decades the main actor for the balance of power has shifted. During the 

First World War Europe was the most important figure in the international system. 

But when the Second World War ended, this was no longer the case. The new balance 

of power in the international system had changed and was very different from that of 

the previous years. Morgenthau argues that what now existed was ‘two moral and 

political systems claiming universal validity’ and that they have started ‘an active 

competition for the domination of the world’ (Little 2007:  119-120). The change in 

the system meant that multipolarity had given way to bipolarity, and this 

confrontation between two superpowers had a strong impact in the rest of the actors of 

the international community. Policies taken by the U.S. hidden under the name of the 

protection of democracy and human rights, but actually directed to protect their 

national security in the contest for international power, greatly affected regions such 

as the ones that interest us, Latin America and the Strait. In this sense, Morgenthau 

argues that the reduction of major powers, as it happens in bipolar systems, has a 

deteriorating effect on the balance of power. In a multipolar system, even small states 

can have a say or an impact when implementing some policies. But, in a bipolar 

system, it is almost impossible for small states to affect the distribution of power. 

They are not in position to restrain one of the dominant states by, for example, 

threatening to defect from its alliance. Morgenthau further observes that the U.S. and 

the Soviet Union were driven by fear to engage in multiple attempts to increase either 

their own military power, or that of their allies (Morgenthau 1973: 355). This bipolar 

system brought with it new ways of doing politics, a new form of foreign policy that 

affected the relationship between major and small powers. The importance of 

ideological rationale was a huge factor in the way Central American-Taiwan relations 

were shaped by the U.S. Foreign policy would be the perfect weapon to achieve the 

state’s goals. 
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3.2. Economic Factors 
 

In realism, the anarchic aspect of the international system induces states to be 

primarily concern with their survival. The United States, being the most powerful 

state in the anarchic world of the Cold War era, has the need then to maintain its 

international security even if this comes into conflict with other foreign policy goals 

(Meernik, E; Krueger, E.L.; Poe, S.C, 1998). One of the aspects that we have learnt 

about U.S. foreign policy during the Cold War is that there seems to be a need to 

orient every international action toward the pursuit of national security; and that to 

pursue that goal, there is an important part of ideology that was constantly affecting 

their decisions. This way of dealing with foreign policy also affected the economic 

relations between the regions in this study.  

There are two important economic features that play an important role in U.S. foreign 

policy during the Cold War: official economic aid and private capital. Both are highly 

important for the power of U.S. influence. Even though private companies have 

indeed exerted their influence in different Administrations, aid had a more extensive 

sphere of influence and it was deeply embedded in the bilateral relationship of the U.S. 

and Latin American countries. It is also very important for the Republic of China, 

although is not engrained as in Latin America. Nonetheless, as with every other aspect, 

U.S. aid to Central America indirectly affected ROC-Central America relations 

because it was one of the basis of U.S. extensive influence in the area.  

 

3.2.1. Foreign Aid 
Official bilateral aid has become an institutionalized aspect of the relationship 

between high- and low- income countries. During the Cold War, the U.S., and later 

other wealthy countries, started several aid programmes with the goal of providing 

assistance to poorer countries. Foreign aid is quite interesting because it can be seen 

as a microcosm of U.S. foreign policy. This doesn’t mean that it is the most important 

component of U.S. foreign policy –as, in fact, has very limited resources compared to 

other areas. However, according to Meernik, Krueger, and Poe, ‘because of its global 

reach, it is representative of the widest variety of U.S. foreign policy’ (1998: 68).  

Foreign aid also faces some challenges concerning its goals. Even for Morgenthau, 

the process associated with the allocation of aid is ‘more baffling’ (Morgenthau, 1962: 
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301) than any other recent innovation in foreign policy (McKinlay and Little, 1979). 

This is because for many authors foreign policy, even when it is supposed to be used 

as humanitarian relief, or to help with the development of low-income countries, it is 

mostly use by major powers as a tool to seize more power –as it happened so many 

times in Latin America. This power is usually link to the ability to promote national 

security. In McKinlay & Little analysis, where they study what the real motives 

behind the U.S. aid are, they come to the conclusion that the U.S. doesn’t employ 

‘humanitarian criteria when distributing aid’ (1979: 237). This idea coincides with a 

realist perspective of international politics, where aid is used to promote the interests 

of the donor, who looks to position the balance of power in its favour. McKinlay & 

Little also give us a list of reasons why aid is considered an effective instrument of 

foreign policy. In the first place,  

‘there is a high demand for aid and the donor can exact conditions from 
the recipient in return for the aid. Second, this bargaining advantage 
persists after the aid relationship has been established because the donor 
can terminate aid with minimal costs, while the recipient can quickly 
become dependent upon the aid. Third, the bargaining position of the 
donor may also be strengthened during an aid relationship when the 
recipient wishes to reschedule its debt because of repayment difficulties. 
Finally, when aid is supplied, the donor is frequently given the right to 
intervene in the domestic affairs of the recipient’ (1979: 237-238). 

As we can see, every one of these ideas can be found in the U.S.- Central American 

relationship. For example, in 1971 Torrijo’s government in Panama was suffering 

from an economic deficit. The level of engagement between both governments can be 

identified from a document issued by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency: 

Another government deficit of at least $54 million is in prospect for 
1971… Several New York banks are now in the process of arranging a 
loan package of $30 million in new funds and $17 million to refinance 
obligations coming due this year. This, together with prospective 
drawings of $8 million on long-term loans already contracted from the 
World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, and US AID, 
should be enough to cover the deficit. Excessive government spending 
could push the debt beyond $54 million and require additional financing. 
Should the government be unable to arrange for a new long-term or 
short-term funds to cover the larger amount, it might be forced to 
consider a request to the U.S. for financial assistance (CIA, 1971) 

Central American governments, as we can see, highly depend on U.S. aid and loans 

for economic development. This was highly beneficial for the U.S. if we accept the 
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assumption that the donor takes advantage of the foreign policy and uses aid 

allocation to pursue its own interest (McKinley and Little, 1979). Aid was used by the 

U.S. to reward states pursuing policies favourable to the donor and denied to states 

pursuing policies detrimental to the donor. We can see an example of this in the 

foreign assistance granted to Cuba before and after the Cuban revolution in 1959. In 

Table 3 it is clear how aid is associated not to humanitarian causes but to political 

rationale.  

 

Table 3. Economic and  Military Foreign Assistance to Cuba. 

 
Years 

Economic USAID Assistance 

Constant $US 

Military Assistance, Total 

Constant $US 

1957 3.945.970 36.763.292 

1958 3.192.287 13.107.528 

1959 2.517.762 5.614.609 

1960 1.865.021 621.674 

1961 6.128 - 

1962 - - 

Source: US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

 

Of course foreign aid was used by the U.S. as a political tool, lowering or raising the 

aid depending on the circumstances. Meernik, Krueger and Poe hypothesize that the 

more open a nation’s markets are to the United States, the more likely that state 

received aid and increase level of assistance. During the Eisenhower administration 

however, the refusal to raise the level of aid towards Latin America caused an 

increasing anti-American and nationalist feeling in the region and from that moment, 

despite the U.S. government effort to curtail it, it would linger in the region. 

 

3.2.2. Private Investment 
The problem with economic foreign policy during the Cold War is that there was a 

need to link it to strategic objectives, namely national security. During the first decade 

of the Cold War, President Eisenhower would declare the U.S. willingness to ‘help 
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other nations to improve their living standards and guard their security’ and he also 

stated that,  

Private investment has been the major stimulus for economic 
development throughout this hemisphere. Beyond this, the United States 
government is today engaged with our sister republics in important 
efforts to increase agricultural productivity, improve health conditions, 
encourage new industries, extend transportation facilities, and develop 
new sources of power.24 

However, actual policy would prove to be not so coherent. Throughout the 

Eisenhower Administration it would never be clear how to manage satisfactorily 

economic ideals –like promoting Latin American growth through foreign private 

investment- while managing at the same time the strategic objectives –promoting 

national security. Strategic and economic objectives were difficult to tie together in 

areas where there was a lack of economic or political development, because most of 

the time, for U.S. policy-makers, building a bilateral relationship could mean 

supporting undemocratic or corrupt regimes. According to U.S. officials the solution 

to this complicated situation was to rely on economic development funded by foreign 

private investment (Sewell, 2008). A successful trade policy was considered essential, 

and not so much the aid. For the Eisenhower Administration development should be 

guided by loans and not aid. Thus, the first policy document for the region, the NSC 

144/1, presented an economic policy that pretended to improve Latin American 

development without relying on aid. The lending from the Export-Import Bank 

(EXIM) would be reduced, choosing to bet on the use of loans through the 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. This change in the economic 

policy can be noted in the EXIM’s loans in Latin America would be reduced from 

$147 million in 1952 to $7.6 million in 1953 (Sewell, 2008: 847). The policy would 

be changed again after Eisenhower’s tour in Latin America in 1953 after recognizing 

that the capital-poor economies of the region were beginning to stagnate. 

Another aspect that would affect Latin America is the economic interest that U.S. 

private companies had in the region. Military interventions would become common 

all for the sake of ending the communist threat. The reality of the situation, however, 

can be seen in the accounting of the events by, at the time, a CIA case officer that was 

                                                           
24 Address before the Council of the Organization of American States, April 12, 1953, no .48; available 
from http://presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php , retrieved on June 18, 2015. 

http://presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php
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complaining about the possibility of repeating the same mistake that happened in 

Guatemala, this time in Nicaragua: 

Dulles told us exactly what Reagan is telling the American people now: 
that U.S. support for the rebels will foil the spread of communism. Later 
I learned that Dulles had lied to us. Communism was not the threat we 
were fighting at all; land reform was. Fulfilling his campaign pledge to 
transform Guatemala into a ‘modern capitalist state’, President Arbenz 
took over some unused land belonging to United Fruit. That angered the 
Boston-based company which considered its rights to Guatemala superior 
to those of Guatemalans… Our success in Guatemala led to 31 years of 
repressive military rule and the deaths of more than 100,000 
Guatemalans. (Roettinger, 1986) 

Private companies would play an important role in U.S. interference in Latin America. 

This fact was also part of the rift that was formed between the two regions of the 

Americas. Latin American antipathy for the U.S. would continue to increase over the 

years, especially after the constant American interventions. 

 

3.2.3. The effect of the rising nationalism on economic policy. 
The previously mention NSC 144/1 already commented on the discomfort that was 

being felt in  Latin America at the beginning of the Cold War,  

The people of Latin America are becoming increasingly aware that 90% 
of the wealth of the Western Hemisphere (less Canada) is produced by 
one of the American republics –the United States- while 10% is produced 
by the remaining 20 American states… a doctrine labelled ‘nationalism’ 
or ‘colonialism’ has gained wide popular acceptance in the area 

From 1929 in different Latin American countries there would be a progressive 

construction of political movements integrated by a generation of nationalist 

reformers that would rise to power between the 1930s and 1950s. Washington found 

itself facing an uncontainable nationalism that could be more easily controlled by the 

Soviet Union. For the U.S., this nationalism had to be connected to the Soviet threat 

because it could easily be converted into communism; this idea would be reinforced 

when in the mid-1950s the Soviet Union launched what is been known as the Soviet 

Economic Offensive (SEO) in Latin America –January 1956. Even if the anti-

American feeling had more to do with nationalism rather than communism, the threat 

the Soviets were posing required a review in the U.S. economic policy. At the time, 

the Eisenhower administration was engaged in fostering the economic development of 
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Latin America through the expansion of free-market capitalism, which would 

aggravate the problem. Their policy consisted in replacing aid for private investment 

and that, according to Latin American, represented a clear threat to their local 

economy. The reason why this wasn’t being accepted in the region is because this 

implied lowering the amount of money dedicated to aid. Even though the Soviet 

offensive was not the only reason for the final decision to review the economic policy, 

it gave them the necessary stimulus to do so. As we have seen, national security was 

the main concern for the U.S., and Latin America, being their backyard, was highly 

important. This meant that they needed to be kept under the U.S. influence. They 

couldn’t allow this rise of anti-americanism to keep growing. According to the CIA, 

many of the elements that were contributing to the rise of nationalism in Asia and 

Middle East, were also present in Latin America. The area was underdeveloped, thus, 

many people were living in poverty and ignoring what was going on in international 

affairs. The CIA report on the issue also states that the strong anti-american feeling 

was similar to the anticolonialism that was being felt in Asia and Middle East, 

therefore blaming the U.S. for their underdevelopment and their lack of industrial 

development. Also, the CIA mentions that the local communist parties were using this 

anti-American feeling to get rid of governments that supported the American 

“imperialism”, and that the Soviet Union were intensifying their economic programs 

in Latin America –namely, the SEO- to ease the way to a confrontation between these 

countries and the U.S. (Pettinà, 2007: 590). Henry Holland, assistant secretary of state 

for inter-American affairs, in his memorandum to Secretary Dulles, shows the 

significance that the SEO had for policy-makers,  

We need something new that does not involve broad grant aid, soft loans, 
loans to the oil industry or loans to projects for which private capital is 
available…We must put the other country in a position where it is 
obvious to her that if she accepts Soviet credits we can quietly diminish 
or cut off continuing benefits which are more important to her than 
anything Russia can offer (Sewell 2008: 856)25 

In this situation, cutting on the aid could worsen even more the perception that Latin 

Americans had towards the U.S. Indeed, Holland would tell an economic 

subcommittee in December 1955 that ‘The level of lending should be at least the 

                                                           
25 Memorandum from Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs Henry Holland to 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles (1956, February 24).  
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minimum amount necessary to keep Latin Americans from complaining’ 

(Memorandum of a Conversation, 1955) 

 

Figure 2. Trend of U.S. Economic Assistance to MSP26 Countries 
Fiscal Years 1953-1961 (Millions of Dollars) 

 
 Includes 80 million for inter-American Development Bank (IDB) 

Source: US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

 
 

As we can observed in Figure 2, the trend of the economic assistance was extremely 

low in 1954 following Eisenhower economic policy.  

In Table 4 we can see the exact amount of millions of dollars that were assigned to aid, 

and understand why the people in Latin America were feeling bothered by U.S. 

actions. 

 

 

 

                                                           
26 Mutual Security Program 
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Table 4. U.S. Foreign Assistance to Latin America 
(Millions of Dollars – Historic value) 

 

Years Economic - 
Total 

Grants Loans Export-
Import Bank 

1951 219.2 17.4 201.8 201.8 
1952 105.8 25.1 80.7 80.3 
1953 410.1 21.3 388.8 373.8 

1954 62.5 42.8 19.7 19.6 
1955 325.5 76.6 248.9 234.8 
1956 342.8 131.1 211.7 124.7 
1957 642.4 117.1 525.3 369.7 
1958 377.0 113.3 263.7 214.1 
1959 621.0 101.9 519.1 427.7 
1960 380.4 177.5 202.9 113.4 

1961 981.7 156.7 825.0 575.8 
 Source: US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

 

On January 18 1956, Dulles would inform Samuel Waugh, president of the EXIM, 

that he was concerned ‘as to whether the operations of the Export-Import Bank in the 

area was of a volume sufficient to serve as an effective defense against the Russian 

campaing’ (Sewell 2008: 857). What happened for the actual policy changes, however, 

would be more in the line of a strategic turn than an actual increase in aid for 

development as the Latin American countries wanted. In the Panama Presidents 

Meeting that was celebrated in August 1956, Eisenhower made a proposal to start a 

multilateral committee, run by the Organization of American States (OAS), to discuss 

economic issues. This idea would be greatly accepted in Latin America. Yet, it was 

done for ‘strategic purposes’ and the ‘economic principles in the region’ that were 

present before stayed the same. (Sewell 2008: 859) The expectations that this policy 

created were huge; thus, after Latin America started to realize that it was mostly an 

empty document, problems began to emerge again. Even when in 1961 President John 

F. Kennedy announced his Alliance for Progress –Alianza para el Progreso27, the 

situation would not change significantly. As it can be seen in table 4, Kennedy did 
                                                           
27 Initiated by President John F. Kennedy in 1961, aimed to establish economic cooperation between 
the U.S. and Latin America. The economic assistance to Latin America nearly tripled from the fiscal 
year 1960 to 1961. 
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increase the aid –almost tripled- from the year 1960 to 1961. But both presidents were 

confronted with the reality of trying to pursue both an ideal economic policy for the 

development of Latin America, while trying to protect the U.S. national security 

(Sewell 2008: 867-8)  

 

3.2.4. How U.S. economic assistance helped the ROC 
Economic assistance was also essential for the ROC. The economic development of 

Taiwan can be divided in two periods. The first initial development starts when the 

KMT retreated to the island in 1949 after the end of the Japanese occupation. The 

second starts in 1960 when Taiwan’s export-oriented growth strategy started. The 

reason why the ROC was able to grow economically during the first period was that 

considerable capital inflows were coming from the United States, in form of finance, 

plant and goods. It was designed to boost the economic and political strength of the 

KMT, an ally of the U.S. in the Cold War battle against communism in the Pacific 

Rim. The value of these flows was almost 10 per cent of Taiwan’s GNP in the early 

years, before they decreased to very low levels in 1965 and mainly used to finance a 

persistent balance of payments deficit, especially to guarantee food imports, and help 

with the start of industrialisation. In fact, more than 40 percent of Taiwan’s gross 

domestic capital formation in 1952-60 was financed by foreign capital, predominantly 

U.S. aid (Chang & Cheng, 1992). 
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Figure 3. U.S. Economic Assistance to the ROC (million $US) 
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As we can see in figure 328, the value of these flows of assistance averaged $100 

million per annum between 1953 and 1960. The importance of foreign capital would 

decline significantly since the termination of U.S. aid in 1968. The U.S. aid greatly 

helped the ROC during this inward-looking industrialization period, boosting 

Taiwan’s economy with an average GDP growth of 7.6 per cent in 1952-60.  

The importance of U.S. assistance is reflected in the fact that Taiwan’s trade 

performance during the 1950s was poor, ‘with stagnant exports increasingly 

constraining the growth of imports leading to persistent and substantial balance of 

payments deficits being effectively financed by U.S. aid’ (Read, 2002: 3). During the 

second period, the rapid growth of Taiwan continued, especially between 1971 and 

1980 with an annual GDP growth averaging 9.7 percent, and real per capita incomes 

had doubled in each decade since 1960. (Read, 2002). Even in this period, its key 

trading partner was the U.S., so after the termination of the aid the U.S. was still, in a 

way, supporting the ROC. In the early 1980s Taiwan was even running large trade 

surpluses generating generous foreign reserves.  

As we can see, the U.S. battle against communism in the Pacific Rim would help 

Taiwan to promote their economy, which in turn, would help in their fight for 

diplomatic recognition later against the PRC. The growth of their economy was also 

an important variable that led to the democratization of the country. The generation of 

foreign reserves that came with trade caused some external pressure to liberalise its 

economy and limit their restrictions on imports, inflows of foreign direct investment 

(FDI) and the under-valuation of the Taiwanese Dollar. At the same time, domestic 

pressure for economic and political liberalisation was increasing. Thus, both 

international and domestic pressure would push for a move towards democratization, 

which would happen during the 1990s. 

 

3.2.4.1. ROC’S use of foreign aid. 

The economic growth that the ROC enjoyed since the 1950s and the commercial 

surplus that would be mostly sustained from 1970 –right when its diplomatic status 

started to deteriorate- would make Taiwan a rich country. Thus, it could use the 

surplus of money as a political tool, just like the U.S. did. In 1988, the ROC founded 

the Overseas Economic Cooperation and Development, which would change the 
                                                           
28 Chart made by the author. Data retrieved from U.S. overseas loans and grants at 
www.dec.usaid.gov.  

http://www.dec.usaid.gov/


‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

51 
 

name to International Economic Cooperation and International Development Fund in 

1988 (Esteban, 2008: 5). During the 1980s, Beijing kept on increasing its official 

relations with other countries which meant losing alliances for the ROC. But Taipei 

did manage to counteract Beijing’s offensive by launching a diplomatic offensive 

based on the concession of technical aid, mainly in the primary sector. 

Taiwan was expected to give huge amounts of aid for development, technology 

transfers, and loans and donations to fight unemployment and help with the 

development of Latin American countries. After the Cold War, the number of loans 

and donations dedicated to political goals would increase exponentially; to the point 

that many officials would be later condemned for the use of bribes to make some 

countries keep their recognition to Taiwan. However, for Latin America, Taiwan 

would also be an example of a successful economic, commercial, industrial and 

technological development; a powerful financial actor, a possible source of 

investment, and a rich market to sell their products. 

 

As commented before, the monetary aid received by Taiwan from the U.S. was not 

the only way in which the Cold War and anti-communism policies helped Taiwan. In 

fact, it only started the path towards another change in their system, the path towards 

democracy. Why is this important for Taiwan? It is because at a time when the ROC 

was losing all hope to win the diplomatic battle that lasted for years, it gave them the 

international legitimacy that they needed to stand out and get the international 

community support. The U.S. has always been present in the ROC development, and 

they were, too, an important part of Taiwan democratization. 
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3.3. Regime Type 
 

The U.S. has used ideological themes since the proclamation of the Monroe 

Doctrine29, when it sought to deter a different power and system. Since then, the U.S. 

government considered part of their rights to ‘exclude certain systems from the 

Americas’ (Domínguez 1999: 5). The Cold War would just follow on the precedent 

periods but with a stronger U.S. In 1835, Alexis de Toqueville30 had already talked 

about a future where the U.S. and the Soviet Union would be the hegemonic powers. 

But only after World War II was finished, the world hegemony exerted by European 

powers was concluded. With the rupture of the atomic monopoly in 194931, and the 

establishment of military relations based on the new nuclear principle of Mutual 

Assured Destruction (MAD)32, the battle between Washington and Moscow wasn’t in 

a position to develop into a war. Thus, it adopted the form of a clash between two 

different systems of values and different models of economic development. Therefore, 

in a system in which the use of weapons to modify the balance of power was not 

possible, or difficult, the comparison between these two models became the real 

battlefield (Pettina, 2007). During the Cold War different administrations would make 

reference to the role of the U.S. as a moral force in the international system, especially 

in the promotion of democracy and human rights. Many police-makers believed that 

the promotion of democracy, capitalism, anticommunism, and security could be put 

together as a group of similar things. Also, many were likely to believe that the more 

a state promotes democracy and human rights, the more stable and peaceful the world 

will be33.  

 

 
                                                           
29 Refer to note number 2.  
30 Alexis-Charles-Henri Clérel de Tocqueville was a French political thinker and historian best known 
for his works Democracy in America and The Old Regime and the Revolution.  
31 This refers to the monopoly the U.S. held after they successfully used two atomic weapons on the 
cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki to bring a rapid end to the war with Japan. Some U.S. policymakers 
hoped that the U.S. monopoly on nuclear technology and the demonstration of its destructive power 
in Japan might influence the Soviets to make concessions. But the U.S. nuclear monopoly was not of 
long duration; the Soviet Union successfully exploded its first atomic bomb in 1949; the United 
Kingdom in 1952; France in 1960 and the PRC in 1964. (From The Office of the Historian, U.S. 
Department of State) 
32 Doctrine of military strategy and national security policy in which a full-scale use of weapons of 
mass destruction by two or more opposing sides would cause the complete annihilation of both the 
attacker and the defender. 
33 This is what the democratic peace theory states. 
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3.3.1. Democratic Peace? 
The scholarship of democratic peace theory affirms that democracies rarely if ever 

wage war against other democracies, although they might engage in a war against 

non-democracies. This theory indicates that in part through the externalization of 

national norms and values, democratic states are able to avoid conflict with one 

another (Meernik, E; Krueger, E.L.; Poe, S.C, 1998). Also, by stressing the possibility 

of the reduction of conflict by promoting these values, policy-makers can make 

foreign policy more attractive to the public. Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman affirm 

that ‘liberal democracy naturally installs institutions that encourage peace between 

such states’ (Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman 1992: 146). This is related to the idea that 

democratic states also make better allies, so it is less probable for two democratic 

states to break an alliance. Democratic institutions can function as institutional 

constraints that make democracies better able to keep their commitments. Thus, 

democratic states would be better able to maintain their alliances because their 

domestic institutions include veto players whose decision-making processes can 

produce stable domestic preferences. Even though it might be more difficult to start 

international commitments, once this commitments are ratified through democratic 

institutions, institutional constraints make them difficult to abandon (Choi, 2003). In 

addition to this, the role of the public can make leaders accountable for their actions, 

binding them to keep their promises, which supposedly would make democracies 

more reliable (Gaubatz, 1996). There is a long list of scholarship related to the 

advantages of democratic systems. However, Gartzke and Gleditsch find that 

democracies offer both benefits and burdens as security partners, and that 

‘democracies are less likely than other regimes to intervene in wars on behalf of 

allies…Democratic cycling means that the informal promises of incumbent 

governments must be treated with some suspicion by foreign powers. There is simply 

little reason for subsequent governments to feel bound by the weak commitments of 

previous administration’ (2004: 777). 

Anyhow, in practice the benevolent ideas about democracy triumphed and would 

come to be ingrained in the U.S. public, politicians, and policy-makers, and that is 

what matters. The democratic political culture would place a high value in human 

rights, freedom, and peaceful resolution of conflicts. The attachment of democracy to 

the concept of human rights leads to the hatred of the use of violence (Bueno de 
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Mesquita & Lalman, 1992). But if there is really abhorrence linked to democratic 

governments –and thus, to their foreign policy- the question is how it is possible for 

the U.S. to resort to violence as other non-democratic states did. Some authors explain 

this specifying that this distaste for violence work when the conflict exists between 

two democracies, not so much when one democratic state is dealing with a non-

democratic state (Small & Singer, 1976). Small & Singer found 22 cases in their study 

where a democracy use force against a non-democracy when the nondemocratic state 

did not initiate the use of violence. They also raise an interesting notion in the 

conclusion of their article saying that 

what can we say now about the notion of [bourgeois] democracies have 
been or might become forces for peace? In the first place, states with 
such governments have not been noticeably peace-prone or 
unaggressive… Perhaps the recognition that all governments, 
democracies and autocracies alike, are prone to war will turn our 
attention away from rival domestic systems, to the conflict-generating 
properties of the system in which we all must live (Small & Singer, 1976: 
68) 

It is an interesting idea because during the Cold War the U.S. was engaged in multiple 

conflicts. Even though they were “carrying” the flag of democracy trying to spread 

their values all around the world, they didn’t seem to be applying those values to 

themselves, at least when it comes to military interventions and the use of force. But 

the Cold War dynamics even disrupted the notion of two democracies not resorting to 

violence with one another. On average, theory says, democracies with a conflict of 

interests with each other are more likely to resort to negotiation and diplomatic 

measures, compared to other kind of states (Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman, 1992). 

However, several authors have demonstrated that the U.S. has been involved in covert 

wars against democratically-elected governments. In Latin America we could name 

Guatemala (1954), Brazil (1960s), Chile (1973), and Nicaragua (1980s). Jaechun Kim 

has done a profound analysis on the topic, and claims that even if most Latin 

American governments are only democratic in name -they were actually autocratic 

when looking at democracy ratings- the cases of Chile and Brazil would prove wrong 

the democratic peace theory. In the case of Chile, U.S. intervention was supposedly 

designed to promote Chilean democracy. According to U.S. government officials, 

democratic institutions could be distorted by the socialist dictator Allende. However, 

democracy scores for Chile showed that Chile under Allende’s rule was as democratic 
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as the previous presidents. The use of force in this case seems to undermine the theory 

in the sense, for example, that the ‘CIA provided machine guns and grenades to the 

ultra-rightist military group that kidnapped Chilean Army Commander Rene 

Schneider’ –which goes against the supposedly aberration of promoting violence- or 

when the ‘U.S. government tried to manipulate the Chilean news organizations, to 

undermine the legitimate government of Chile’ –disrespecting the freedom of the press 

related to democracies (Kim, 2005: 40-41). U.S. elite, as it would usually happen, 

were worried about the economic and ideological aftereffect of Allende’s socialist 

government, not the preservation of democracy in Chile. The ideological aspect of the 

conflict in which the U.S. and the Soviet Union were immersed would sometimes turn 

the democratic values into a tool to use in international politics. Converting a system 

of values into a device of foreign policy, as it happened in the case of international law, 

has the potential danger of fracturing the base of this very system. 

 

3.3.2. Cold War ideological rationale 
Hans J. Morgenthau’s in his book Politics among Nations gives us another idea 

related to the balance of power theory that could be useful for the present study: the 

evolution of the concept of nationalism over the years. During the nineteenth century, 

nationalism was associated with the ‘development of the nation state’. This meant that 

a state could oppose another ‘within a framework of shared beliefs and common 

values which imposes effective limitations upon the ends and means of their struggle 

for power’ (Morgenthau 1973: 252).  According to him, this changed during the 

course of the twentieth century when states started to defy each other ‘as standard-

bearers of ethical systems, each of them national in origin and each of them claiming 

and aspiring to provide a supranational framework of moral standards which all the 

other nations ought to accept and within which their foreign policies ought to operate’ 

(Morgenthau, 1973: 253).  So during the Cold War the contest of power ‘now took on 

the ideological aspects of struggles between good and evil. Foreign policies 

transformed themselves into sacred missions. Wars were fought as crusades, for the 

purpose of bringing the true political religion to the rest of the world’ (Morgenthau, 

1973: 108). As a consequence, an ideologically-driven U.S. policy was born that often 

exhibited non-logical characteristics because the instruments chosen to implement 

U.S. policy were too costly, disproportionate, or inappropriate. 
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Taking on Morgenthau approach, Domínguez states that the Cold War was the ‘one 

period in the history of the U.S. policy toward Latin America when ideology was 

repeatedly more important than balance of power or economic considerations’.  He 

even goes on saying that ‘Ideology was so overpowering that U.S. policy toward 

Latin America exhibited marked non-logical characteristics’ (Domínguez, 1999: 6). I 

agree with him on many respects, this is, it is true that ideology was remarkably 

important, but balance of power and economic factors were still highly important in 

this time of history for international relations studies.  Also, some administrations 

were considerably more ideological than others, and that would be reflected on the 

foreign policy that the U.S. would have towards the ROC and Latin America. When 

ideology was more important, the ROC would see its status increased, as the U.S. 

would fight for their cause, or better put, for the U.S. cause using the case of the ROC 

as a vehicle to fight communism and spread the ideas of democracy or human rights. 

Thus, do national policies follow reasonable choices by the governments? According 

to Bueno de Mesquita, international interactions do follow a reasoned judgement. He 

continues this argument saying that ‘even war is waged “with reason” rather than 

without it’. (Little, 2007: 265). Some other authors disagreed with him, holding the 

idea that the U.S. made poor and irrational policy choices in the name of an 

ideological fight.  

 

3.3.3. Ideologically-driven U.S. policy: The use of democracy. 
During the first half of the twentieth century the key U.S. policies toward Latin 

America were closer to the idea of an anarchic international system, easily analysed 

from the perspective of realism. They shaped their policy to gain territory and 

influence, exclude rival powers and protect and advance their economic interest. But 

during the Cold War, some illogical responses were seen where just the slightest sign 

of communism –in some cases the Soviet Union was uninvolved or only marginally- 

would triggered very costly interventions in the name of the ideological battle. The 

Cold War marked the battle between two systems, as we have said. It is during this 

time when ideologically-driven considerations were given a primary role in U.S. 

policy. The elites and much of the public believed in the righteousness of their cause, 

while hating the antagonist system of communism, or what they understood of it. This 

was clear in inter-American relations. Democracy or anti-communism, were 
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constantly being heard as the reasons for interference in Latin American economy, 

politics, and even an excuse for the use of force –many times considered 

disproportionate, or inappropriate. The U.S. hasn’t ceased to intervene in Latin 

American affairs, being military, economically or politically, since many years before 

the Cold War. Ideological considerations were also there through the 1940s. However, 

it would be at this moment when the concept of “democracy” would be fundamental. 

The first case of ideologically-driven intervention during the Cold War was seen in 

1954 with the overthrow of President Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala. Economic 

interests were present as the U.S. was trying to protect the United Fruit Company34. 

Nonetheless, an anti-communist rationale was behind it; the truth is that the relations 

between Guatemala and the Soviet Union were not relevant, and their communist 

party was weak. In the end, and as we saw in the previous chapter, U.S. policy 

towards Guatemala seemed to be closer to business interests or even as seeking 

domination (Brockett, 2010).  

According to Sewell however, the most distinct moment where ideology would pass 

from a mere part of foreign policy to one of the most important factors to consider 

was the victory and consolidation of the Cuban revolutionary government in 1959. 

The regime type, the values, would acquire then a substantial importance. Even if the 

Korean War was a crucial moment for the U.S. fight against Communism, it wouldn’t 

be till this point when ideology would really start to constitute a main cause for 

intervention in Latin America. This would lead the U.S. government, during different 

administrations, to use military force to overthrow Latin American governments in the 

name of the “defence of democracy”. In other words, every time it felt ideologically 

“threatened by the prospects of communism”. They didn’t, however “engage in such 

actions, even when other Latin American governments acted in ways seriously 

adverse to U.S. interests, if there was no ideological odor of communism” 

(Domínguez, 1999: 2)The importance and value of democracy, was however present 

before the Cuban revolution, we just have to see some of the actions taken by 

President Truman in 1950. On June 26, he ordered the U.S. air and sea forces to give 

cover to South Korean armies, also ordered part of the American fleet to go to 

Formosa to protect the island from a Communist invasion, and some others to battle 

against a Communist revolt in Indochina. The article that announced these measures 

                                                           
34 The land of the United Fruit Company was expropriated in 1953. 
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was named “Democracy takes its stand” (New York Times, 1950), which says a lot 

about the relevance of the regime type at the time. 

During all the years that the Cold War lasted, the constant interferences of the U.S. 

government in Latin American affairs were done mainly in the name of anti-

communist policies. However, most authors believe that there were no visible, or even 

likely, soviet threat in the Western Hemisphere, only a few isolated events that 

probably would not have meant any real danger for the U.S. national security. This is 

the case of the military intervention in Dominican Republic on 28 April 1965. 

President Lyndon Johnson wanted to prevent a “second Cuba” at all cost. As it turned 

out, there was no such thing. The Soviet Union was not involved and Cuba just 

partially. Even more surprising, the threat to U.S. economic interest were very little, if 

any, so in this case the strength of ideology reached a new level (Domínguez 1999, 

Sewell 2008). At any rate, most of the time the idea of democracy was just another 

tool used by the different administrations to achieve their goals, an excuse for 

intervention. Using these values can be better understood when one learn that this 

approach was reinforced at a time of a ‘rising tide of anti-American sentiment in the 

region’ which was born out of the region’s desire to be free from U.S. economic 

supremacy and control (Sewell, 2008: 848). Already during the Eisenhower 

administration, for example, the policy directed to Latin America was one based on 

the ‘assumption that economic modernization would eventually lead to a region that 

was pro-U.S. and democratic’. But Reagan also endorsed promotion of democracy as 

a key objective during its second term. The centrality of ideology got so far that 

during the crisis with Nicaragua in the 1980s, President Reagan’s advisers ‘were 

willing to break the law to supply weapons to the Nicaraguan Resistance (better 

known as the contras) despite the explicit prohibition of such actions by the U.S. 

Congress’ (Domínguez, 1999: 11). The Carter Administration tried to work with the 

FSLN (Sandinista National Liberation Front), but the more staunchly anti-communist 

Reagan Administration would do everything in their power to oust the leftist group. In 

this particular case the ROC was directly affected, because after the Sandinistas 

overthrew Anastasio Somoza Debayle in 1979 –ending the Somozas dictatorship35- it 

                                                           
35 During the Republican Administration of Eisenhower, there was certain sympathy towards 
authoritarian governments because they were supposed to be better in the fight against Communism. 
This led to the support of the Eisenhower administration to the dynasty of Anastasio Somoza in 
Nicaragua since the mid-1930s. The Somozas would become a great ally after the Cold War started in 
the U.S. battle against communism. 
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wouldn’t be long till their Revolutionary Government broke ties with Taipei and swift 

to Beijing in 1985. In 1990 however, the Sandinistas would lose the elections and the 

diplomatic relations with the ROC would be reinstated. But this strong drive to 

promote democracy, and the importance of this kind of ideology would help with 

Taiwan democratization process in a subtle, but effective, way. 

 

3.3.4. Taiwan’s democratization 
The U.S. foreign policy was not just illogical when allying with autocratic 

governments in Latin America. After the KMT’s retreat to Taiwan, Martial law was 

promulgated on May 1949 and a hard authoritarianism was shaped. But this didn’t 

matter after the Korean War (1950-53), as it brought back U.S. aid to Taiwan in their 

attempt to fight back communism. It is important to know that Taiwan foreign policy 

and international status was –and probably still is- highly connected to the legitimacy 

of their government. This means that keeping the ROC’s international status intact, 

without major changes or the loss of allies, was essential for the KMT. When Nixon 

came to power, the KMT started to confront a difficult situation. In 1969, President 

Nixon announced his Guam doctrine to withdraw the U.S. military presence in Asia 

saying that ‘the United States would assist in the defence and developments of allies 

and friends,’ but would not ‘undertake all the defence of the free nations of the world’ 

(Nixon, 1970). Not long after that, in 1971, he announced he would be visiting the 

PRC –which happened in February 1972. This came together with the entrance of the 

PRC in the UN and the exit of Taiwan, endangering KMT position at a national level 

(Tien&Shiau 1992, Madsen 2001). The situation worsened in 1973 with the oil crisis. 

The KMT seemed to be forced now to implement some political reforms. The 

democratization process can be said to have started at the end of the 1960s because of 

the international setbacks that were compromising the KMT legitimacy. This took the 

form of actions like allowing more Taiwanese to join the KMT –the KMT members 

were mostly Chinese in the previous years- and also by organizing votes for some 

seats in the three elective chambers of the central government. These votes increased 

in number after Chiang Kai-shek passed away in 1975, but there were no elections yet. 

However, voices both internationally and locally were being heard. In the 1970s the 

U.S. and other Western countries would consider the promotion of human rights more 

and more important. The other “tiger” economies –Singapore, Hong Kong, South 
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Korea- could ignore, to certain point, what the international community had to say, 

but not the ROC. They were losing the diplomatic battle against the PRC and 

therefore needed all support they could get. Locally, the Chungli Incident in 1977 

when a mass riot developed after a suspected vote cheating also marked Taiwan’s 

democratization36. The most important event came in 1979 with U.S. derecognition. 

After this, the ROC would need to look for new ways to justify its rule to their 

citizens. Without reforms, the possibility of internal disorder could grow 

exponentially, so elections would become more regular. Between 1986 and 1987 

Martial law was lifted, the government permitted opposition political parties –

following the creation of the Democratic Progressive party (DPP) in 1986-, and 

restrictions on public rallies, group activities, and mass media were removed. After 

Chiang Ching-kuo’s death in 1988 the process became even faster because Lee Teng-

hui –who was the next President- had fewer allies in the high circles of the KMT and 

needed a stronger support from the people of Taiwan (Madsen, 2001). In the early 

1990s, right after the end of the Cold War, Taiwan conducted its first full elections. 

Even if the U.S. didn’t play a direct role in Taiwan’s democratization, its trace can be 

seen over the entire process. These events did produce a change in the international 

perception of Taiwan. In the mid-1980s, American politicians like Ted Kennedy 

would attack the ROC ‘as a state that constantly ignored the wishes of its people’. 

However, with democratization also came diverse appreciation by members of 

Congress that would describe the island as a model that the PRC should emulate 

(Madsen, 2001).  

 

As we can see, the influence that the U.S had in Taiwan did help in some areas, like 

democratization and the development of their economy. But it also cemented a 

situation where the status quo would be extremely difficult to change. With the end of 

the Cold War and the U.S. rapprochement to the PRC, it would also mean that the U.S. 

would not be so involved in the ROC’s affairs. The rest of the international 

community would also stop paying attention, leaving the problem to be solved by the 

PRC and the ROC themselves. This has created a habit to wait and see what China 

does or wants and then act, which have left Taiwan in a rough position.   

 
                                                           
36 People burned out a police station and smashed police cars. The authority of the KMT government 
was publicly challenged for the first time.  
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4. The case of Panama 
The U.S. intervention in Latin America began during the early nineteenth century 

when President James Monroe implemented his Monroe Doctrine. During that time 

the U.S. grew economically, politically, and militarily. Trade and security issues soon 

made the U.S. government realize the importance of establishing a link between the 

Pacific and Atlantic oceans, and the Isthmus of Panama would become a primary 

target for the U.S. expansion. On November 18 1903 the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty 

was signed in Washington–on November 1902, Colombia’s civil war had ended and 

Panama was seceded. Even then, Panama was already a good example of how the U.S. 

would go around the established norms of international law when it was in their 

benefit. The recognition of independence of Panama in such a hurry was, according to 

the New York Times, against international law and ‘breaks violently with our own 

practice and tradition’ (New York Times, 1903 November 13). It is essential for 

recognition to have a state with people occupying a known territory, united under 

some form of government, acknowledged by those subject to it, and able to perform 

international duties resulting from its acquisition of sovereignty. But according to the 

New York Times, in this case the U.S. not only didn’t follow the usual path, but 

‘abruptly depart[ed] from it’. They didn’t give Colombia time to prevent any 

establishment, ‘we [the U.S.] have given her no time to set in motion armed force to 

quell the rebellion…we have with force and show of force intervened to stay. Almost 

instantly our Government accords recognition de facto, sends warships, lands marines, 

officially proclaims the just principles on which the new Government is founded and 

then, ten days after the new republic is proclaimed, recognizes its independence.’ This 

would be the beginning of many occasions where the U.S. would circle around 

international law to serve their own ends –which in this case was to open the way for 

the building of the canal. As was said in the first part of this thesis –about recognition- 

constantly breaking the rules, especially by a major power, damage the foundation of 

international law. 

This would mean the beginning of years of intervention in Latin America using the 

Panama Canal constantly as a reason to adopt policies of nation-building, military 

training, and interventions. Even Panama’s National Constitution of 1904 

institutionalized U.S. influence in the country –and by association, in Central America. 

Specifically, article 136 stated that,  
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The Government of the United States of America shall have the power to 
intervene in any part of the Republic of Panama to re-establish public 
peace and constitutional order, in the event of their being disturbed, if the 
said Government, by public treaty, assumes the obligation of 
guaranteeing the independence and sovereignty of this Republic37. 

 

Panama renounced to its monetary and administrative independence –they adopted the 

U.S. dollar and many positions were held by U.S. officials. Their economy would also 

be subject to U.S. preferences, as it was subordinated to the canal’s economy, and the 

U.S. was the one in charge of supervising the canal activities. In brief, Panama lost its 

sovereignty. 

During the Cold War, Panama would attempt to recover their sovereignty over the 

Canal and to reduce the U.S influence repeatedly. But despite the success in the 

recovery of the Canal, the U.S. would always find a way to keep their influence in 

some other front. This influence would be welcomed by the ROC, as it worked in 

their benefit. It is important to know that Panama was the first Latin American 

country to establish a diplomatic relation with the Republic of China on December 15 

1922. One could say that Panama is not only the oldest ally of the ROC, but also the 

most important nowadays. Panama has also been, as we have seen, the most important 

ally for the U.S. in the region for decades. But with the rise of nationalism in Central 

America, their relationship with the U.S. would be damaged and this, in turn, affected 

the government of the KMT. Panama makes a very good case to understand the 

dynamics that were in play during the Cold War.  

 

4.1. Panama’s abstention in the 1971 UN Resolution. 
During the vote that casted Taiwan out of the UN on October 25 1971, Panama made 

a disconcerting move when they choose “abstention” instead of opposing to the ROC 

removal from the UN. Considering that they are the oldest ally that the ROC has in 

Latin America –Taiwan’s most important area of influence-, it was certainly odd not 

seeing them voting against the inclusion of Beijing in the international organization –

see figure 4. Especially, when the rest of the Central American republics did vote 

against the resolution.  

                                                           
37 Translation retrieved from Leonard, 2005: 305. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

63 
 

Figure 4. UN Resolution to seat the PRC and expel the ROC (1971) 

OPPOSED – 35 

Australia 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Cambodia 
Cent. Afr. Rep. 
Chad 
Congo (Kinsh.) 
Costa Rica 
Dahomey 
Dominican Republic 
El Salvador 
Gabon 

Gambia 
Guatemala 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Ivory Coast 
Japan 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Malta  
New Zealand 

Nicaragua 
Niger 
Paraguay 
Philippines 
South Africa 
Swaziland 
United States 
Upper Volta 
Uruguay 
Venezuela 

ABSTENTIONS - 17 

Argentina 
Baharain 
Barbados 
Colombia 
Cyprus 
Fiji 

Greece 
Indonesia 
Jamaica 
Jordan 
Lebanon 
Luxemburg 

Mauritius 
Panama 
Qatar 
Spain 
Thailand 

Source: U.N. Roll-Calls on China (1971, Oct 27), New York Times. 

 

So how did this happen? What are the reasons behind it? To understand the move 

made by then Ambassador to the UN for Panama Aquilino E. Boyd, we need to 

understand first the roots of the rise of a Panamanian nationalism and anti-American 

sentiment. 

 

4.1.1. The road to the Torrijos-Carter Treaties 
In 1936 Franklin Roosevelt presented his “Good Neighbor policy”38in which it was 

proposed the revision of the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty39 signed in 1903. Panamá 

achieved the elimination of the clause that allowed the U.S. intervention in Panama’s 

internal affairs, and it stopped the unilateral expansion of the Canal Zone. However, 

the Arias-Roosevelt Treaty of 1936 imposed the obligation of mutual defence of the 

area, and it didn’t solve the problems of sovereignty and perpetuity.  

On January 9 1964 several Panamanian students lost their lives in a confrontation 

with the U.S. Canal police -US army units became involved after Canal Zone Police 

were overwhelmed. As nationalism grew stronger in Panama, the chances of a clash 
                                                           
38 Foreign policy of the United States towards Latin America. The main principle was that of non-
intervention and non-interference in the domestic affairs of Latin America.  
39 Established the Panama Canal Zone and the subsequent construction of the Panama Canal.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

64 
 

happening were higher. This episode was the result of the decision of removing the 

U.S. flag from an American high-school in the Canal Zone. American students started 

a protest against this measure and spent the night watching the American flag. That 

night a group of Panamanian students broke into the Canal and raised the Panama flag 

starting a riot. The incident became an international issue, to the point that the Panama 

Government broke diplomatic relations with the U.S. on January 10 (La Nación, 

1964). On January 15, President Chiari declared that Panama would not re-establish 

diplomatic ties with the U.S. until negotiations for a new treaty were opened. Galileo 

Solís, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Panama, talking about the negotiations held that 

day in the Panama Hillton hotel, said that ‘communist, who are very few in Panamá, 

are involved in every disturbance and take every opportunity to create chaos, 

especially when it concerns the Government of the U.S. But in this case they weren’t 

the leaders or the agents’(Madrigal, 1964)40 He said this to make clear that what was 

causing the general unrest was not to blame on the battle against communism, but on 

U.S. actions only. On April 3rd the United States and Panama signed a joint 

declaration providing the immediate resumption of diplomatic relations. The 

statement, also called for the adoption of procedures for ‘the prompt elimination of 

the causes of conflict between the two countries’ (New York Times, 1964 April 4). It 

was understood to be a review of the 1903 Canal Zone treaty, but the language of the 

agreement was too vague, to avoid any impression that the U.S. was assuming any 

previous commitment that it would actually negotiate a treaty – President Kennedy 

started some talks on this topic, but he died soon after and the next administration 

took back his words. This incident is believed to be the catalyst to the future abolition 

of the U.S. control “in perpetuity” of the Canal Zone. 

Another event would broke diplomatic relations between the U.S. and Panama in 

1968 after Arnulfo Arias, elected president on October 1 1968, was deposed by a 

military coup on October 11 establishing a “Provisional Junta of Government” on 

October 13. General Omar Torrijos, the Guard Commandant, strengthened his grip on 

power over the years after the coup. On October 15 the Department of State 

announced that diplomatic relations were suspended. The relations were resumed on 

November 13 1968. The new leader of Panama, General Omar Torrijos –he would 

never be officially the president-, was considered a threat by the U.S. as he forced the 

                                                           
40 Translated by the author.  
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U.S. to evacuate some military post and inspired nationalism among many 

Panamanians. His resentment over the US delay in recognizing his regime and his 

fears that the U.S. was seeking to overthrow him, made him rather hostile toward the 

U.S.. He had very different roots than previous leaders. His education was mostly 

military, whereas previous leaders emerged from the economic elite of Panama City.  

The fact that he didn’t belong to the elites was dangerous for the relationship with the 

U.S government because during the Cold War a net of relations between the 

conservative elites of the U.S. and Central American countries was created, and 

would be preserved for a long time. The dynamic was the same for the relations with 

the ROC (Esteban, 2013); therefore a leader not close to the elites was dangerous for 

both the U.S. and the ROC. The U.S. government41 clearly saw Torrijos as a menace 

and not so easily controlled, 

Though leftist organizations generally are kept under fairly tight control, 
Torrijos has established contacts with communist student and labor group 
which, though small, can play a significant role in nationalist agitation. A 
few members of the small pro-Soviet communist party have attempted 
with some success to gain access to the circle of advisors around Torrijos.  

According to the New York Times, there was a strong current of middle-class 

nationalism in his government, and General Omar Torrijos met regularly with leftist 

student leaders, who have grown powerful as a result of the 1964 riots (Onis, 1970). 

In these circumstances, the 1971 vote to seat the PRC in the UN would take place. 

 

4.1.2. The day of the vote. 
On October 25 1971, the Ambassador Aquilino E. Boyd42 decided to push the yellow 

button –abstention- in the U.N. General Assembly vote on whether to let China enter 

the U.N. A university professor that was present in that moment –accompanying the 

delegates for Panama- relates what supposedly happened: ‘When we were leaving the 

place after [Communist] China’s entry in the U.N., we were intercepted by the 

Russian Ambassador who, after shaking hands with Aquilino, he commented: “That 

was a courageous vote your country took”. Aquilino shaked his hand back and 
                                                           
41 Central Intelligence Agency (1971) 
42 Aquilino Boyd served as foreign minister of Panama (1956-58; 1976-77), permanent representative 
to the United Nations (1962-76), member of National Assembly for five terms (1948-52,1956-60,1960-
64,1964-68,1968-69), President of the National Assembly (1949), ambassador in Washington, Mexico 
and London. He was one of the leaders of the National Patriotic Coalition, in 1959 founded the Third 
Nationalist Party.  
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responded: “thank you, Mr. Ambassador”.’ (La Estrella de Panamá, 2013). The 

Russian Ambassador seemed to have discovered the reason for the Ambassador to 

choose abstention instead of ‘opposed’, -as everyone would have expected from a 

Central American country that has had relations with the United States for decades. 

Ambassador Boyd was using a diplomatic strategy backed by General Torrijos and 

Panamanian Foreign Minister, Juan Antonio Tack43.  

This started after the 1968 coup, when General Omar Torrijos created a 

populist/inclusive nationalist government that would fight against the U.S. for the 

recovery of the Canal. In 1970, the General repudiated the 1903 Treaty, calling it ‘a 

colonial document that denied Panama its sovereignty’ (Priestley, 2004: 54).  Panama 

would tie its cause in the Canal Zone to colonialism and apartheid, using their 

experience on a history of discrimination against darker-skinned Panamanians by 

white Zonians44. Panama was trying to affect the U.S. image internationally, as they 

knew it was important for them. As Long declares ‘the U.S. desire to position itself 

with emerging, post-colonial regimes in Africa handed Panamanian leaders a 

powerful weapon. Panama made constant appeals in the language of national self-

determination and decolonization; these reverberated as the United States neared 

defeat in Vietnam’ (2014: 1).  Panama appealed to the consciences of American 

voters because they knew this could lead to changes in U.S. policies. This is why they 

would try to get the UNSC to go to Panama, to be able to express their views in an 

international setting that could disrupt the U.S. This is also why the U.S. would 

oppose to Panama being the host of the UN meetings. 

Ambassador Boyd chose to abstain because they wanted to have the next UNSC 

reunion in Panamá. But the U.S. was opposed both to this and the entrance of China 

in the UN. If Panamá were to have voted in favour, this is, against China entering the 

UN that would have meant to agree with their position directly, not gaining anything. 

However, voting against it meant allowing China to enter the UN, which was 

completely against the Western countries, whose support was essential to Panamá. 

Abstention, therefore, allowed Panamá to maintain their nationalist fight against the 

U.S. government without upsetting the rest of the western countries. As Henry 

Kissinger has observed, ‘In a society of Sovereign states, an agreement will be 
                                                           
43 From 1972 to 1976, Omar Torrijos named Juan Antonio Tack as the person in charge to reach an 
agreement in the Panama Canal with the U.S. 
44 Residents of the Panama Canal Zone that lived in American-styled housing, experienced American 
education and enjoyed US citizenship while they maintained the Panama Canal. 
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maintained only if all partners consider it in their interest. They must have a sense of 

participation in the result. The art of diplomacy is not to outsmart the other side but to 

convince it either of common interest or of penalties if an impasse continues’ 

(Kissinger, 1982: 214).  This was Panama’s penalty to the U.S. 

In 1971, before the vote, Aquilino Boyd recommended internationalizing the case of 

the Panama Canal to promote a multilateral action. He is remembered by his 

intervention in moments of tension with the U.S. As the representative of Panama in 

the United Nations, he denounced the U.S. actions against Panama in the Security 

Council45, and urged the Council to take the necessary measures to stop the bloodshed 

after the events occurred on January 9 and 10 196446. He proved to be an excellent 

diplomat, who knew how to play the game of politics. Panama managed to get the 

Security Council to come to Panama on March 1973. It was just the second time that 

the council had met outside its headquarters in New York. Torrijos invited them 

because he wanted to get world attention on what Panama considered to be U.S. 

colonialism. In front of this public, Torrijos said the blockade and pressures against 

Cuba “should shame more those who placed them that who receive them” (Soler, 

1991). After a tour of the Panama Canal, he also said: “Finally, we want that this be 

clear before the world. We have never been, we are not, nor will we ever be, an 

associate state, colony or protectorate, nor will we add another star to the flag of the 

United States.”47 Panama not only achieved to get the U.S. to accept the extraordinary 

meeting that they didn’t want to, but also made them use their veto to reject a 

resolution that was almost unanimous48 (Long, 2014). As we can see, small states can 

count on the international system, with its most important organization being the UN. 

The UNSC provided a forum where Panama could express his grievances. On May 24, 

                                                           
45 When the Security Council held an extraordinary meeting in Addis Ababa-the first held in the 
developing world- Panama’s Ambassador Aquilino Boyd used the forum to equate the U.S. presence 
in Panama with colonial and racial oprresion. (Long, 2013: 440) 
46 Paulino Romero (2014 September 4) “El caballero de la diplomacia: Aquilino E. Boyd (1921 – 2004). 
La Estrella de Panamá. 
47 The following is the original discourse pronounced in spanish: “como un mensaje muy especial que 
me ha pedido la ciudadanía, queremos decirle a la conciencia mundial –y que esto quede bien claro en 
la mente de todos- que nunca hemos sido, que no somos, ni nunca seremos Estado asociado, colonia o 
protectorado ni queremos agregar una Estrella más a la bandera de los Estados Unidos”. In “Torrijos. 
Figura, tiempo, faena” (August-December 1981), Revista Lotería, vol. 1, n. 305-309, Panama, p. 423. 
48 On the second day of the UNSC meeting in Panama, Panama and Peru introduced a resolution that 
demanded the abrogation of the 1903 treaty, reaffirmed Panama’s sovereignty over the Canal Zone, 
and called for immediate Panamanian jurisdiction. 
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1973 at Buenos Aires, Talk delivered a letter to the U.S. Government with eight 

principles that should regulate any Canal negotiations: 

(1)the abrogation of the 1903 treaty; (2) an end to perpetuity; (3) the 
complete end of U.S. jurisdiction at treaty’s end; (4) elimination of the 
Canal Zone; (5) a fair share of economic benefits; (6) limiting U.S. 
activities to the maintenance, operation, and defense of the canal; (7) 
limitation of U.S. military activities; and (8) mutually agreed upon 
options for any new construction (Long 2013: 449). 

 After the 1973 meeting, the U.S. would be more careful in their Panama Canal policy, 

paying more attention to Panama demands and their negotiations. On February 7, 

1974, Kissinger signed an agreement recognizing the eight principles that would 

receive the name Kissinger-Tack (Lodi News Sentinel, 1974).  Even if this deal didn’t 

lead to an immediate agreement, the principles did set the framework that would lead 

to the final treaty negotiated in 1977, named Torrijos-Carter Treaties49 and signed on 

September 7 (Suárez, 2007). The signing of these treaties however, would not mean 

the end of the U.S. intervention in Panama. The focus would change to the 

government itself. The U.S. wasn’t comfortable turning over the control of the Canal 

to a dictator, even less to one that was strengthening nationalism. The treaties were 

sign under the condition of a future transition to democracy, but this process wasn’t 

easy. The sudden death of Torrijos in 1981 would make things even more difficult. 

After Torrijos died, a strong ally of the U.S. would become the next ruler of Panama, 

General Manuel Antonio Noriega. But soon, his actions started to go against the U.S. 

policies and affect their image. His connection to drug trafficking was also a serious 

threat for the U.S. government, and it had become an important issue for American 

civil society. This led the Bush administration to revert to the use of military 

intervention in December 1989. The U.S. sent an invasion force to overthrow its old 

ally, General Noriega (Robinson, 1991). The case of Noriega also proves essential for 

the use of foreign aid by the U.S. as a tool to extend its influence and protect its 

national security. In Table 5 we can see how the aid would increase considerably 

during U.S.’s ally, Manuel Antonio Noriega, would be in power, but just until they 

considered he was not the ally they expected him to be, when they cut on the 
                                                           
49 Two treaties signed by the U.S. and Panama in Washington D. C. which abrogated the Hay-Bunay-
Varilla Treaty of 1903. The treaties guaranteed that Panama would gain control of the Panama Canal 
after 1999, ending the control of the canal that the U.S. had exercised since 1903. The treaties are 
named after the two signatories, U.S. President Jimmy Carter and the General Omar Torrijos, leader 
of Panama. 
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economic assistance, later leading to his overthrow.  Immediately after this event, aid 

was resumed. 

Table 5. Economic and Military Assistance before and after Noriega’s overthrow 

(1982 – 1990) (Millions of Dollars)50 
Years 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Economic 

Assistance 
14 7.4 12.0 74.5 33.4 12.1 1.2 1.0 397.0 

Military 

Assitance 
5.4 5.5 13.5 10.6 8.2 3.5 - - - 

Source: US Agency for International Development (USAID) 

 

The case of Panama proves to be more complex than the rest of Central American 

countries because communism was not present in the country –apart from Torrijos’ 

proximity to leftist groups. The U.S. government would recur to other tools to keep 

their influence intact, namely their crusade for democracy. One might ask whether the 

United States government deposed Manuel Noriega because it desired democracy, 

because it believed that the Panamanian leader was a destabilizing force in the region 

that needed to be removed, or for the threat to the U.S. national security. Realpolitik-

related goals would be a constant variable in the U.S. interventions, and not mutually 

exclusive to a desire for democracy. Democracy doesn’t need to be the only purpose 

for an intervention, or even an important one. ‘It is merely necessary that democracy 

is one intended goal of the operation’ (Walker, 2011).  

 

The 1971 vote was then just another one of the consequences of the U.S. influence in 

Central America. We can see how a dispute with one of these countries can quickly 

affect the ROC. The geographic distance between the ROC and Central American 

countries made it difficult for the KMT to establish strong links with the region, so 

they would depend on the U.S. bilateral relations with Central American countries. 

The problem with this situation is that these relations would worsen over the years, 

indirectly affecting the ROC. When Latin America nationalism started to grow, the 

U.S. influence decreased. After the Cold War, the U.S. retreated from the area as it 

was not in their interest anymore, focusing on the Middle East. Michael J. Sullivan 

                                                           
50 For a more comprehensive chart on U.S. economic assistance to Panama go to Appendix III. 
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might have a point when he states that the U.S. purpose after the World War II has 

been to ‘supplant the major imperial powers of the pre-WWII era –the UK, France, 

Germany, and Japan- as the sole economic hegemon of the global system’ and to 

make the world safe ‘not for democracy…but rather for capital’ (Sullivan, 2004: 5). 

For the ROC this meant the start of a fierce battle with the PRC for diplomatic 

recognition. But in their fight, economic factors would take the place of the political 

and ideological rationales used during the Cold War.  
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5. Conclusion 
 

The U.S. has a long history of intervention and influence in Central American Affairs, 

a history that started way before the Cold War, but it would be strengthen during this 

period, and this period was essential for the ROC. After their retreat to the island of 

Formosa, the alliance with the U.S. would help them immensely during their conflict 

with the PRC for recognition. The U.S. didn’t just help them militarily or 

economically, but it used its international influence as a major power to help the ROC 

maintain their alliances with a number of countries that would constitute the most 

important bastion of allies for Taiwan. Latin America and the small countries of the 

Caribbean compose more than half of the total number of allies that Taiwan has 

nowadays, and Central America counts with the strongest countries supporting the 

ROC. There is no doubt of the importance of this region for the international status of 

the ROC. 
The reason for this is the way the international system works. Over the years it has 

evolved towards one in which the support from other countries is fundamental when a 

region wants to become a sovereign state. The UN has become the most important 

entity to decide the statehood of wannabe states, and it can be said that their opinion is 

the most important variable to prove the statehood of any given entity. However, the 

organization is highly influenced by the power of its members, and many times 

political considerations would be more important when considering admission of a 

new state. This is the case with the ROC, a nation that according to international law 

has every criteria expected from any given territory to be considered a State in the 

international system. However, the UN –constrained by some powerful members- has 

rejected the statehood of Taiwan since 1971 by denying their entrance in the 

organization. The fact that the ROC was a founder member of it does not matter. 

International law norms has been violated repeatedly over the years by powerful 

nations, who used the system in their benefit, no matter how it affected less powerful 

nations like Taiwan. The ROC didn’t have any other option but to circumvent the 

norms of recognition by creating a new approach to diplomacy that would allow them 

to stay in the system, without really being on it. Meanwhile, the international system 

accepted the status quo of Taiwan, leaving any dispute to be solved between the PRC 

and the ROC, the only requisite being that they have to avoid conflict at any cost. The 
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main problem with this is that the PRC’s opinion, as a major power, always weighted 

more than that of the ROC. Taiwan’s economic development and democratization 

would help them stay in the system, but only as long as they stayed as a ‘pariah’ state. 

The alliance with Latin American countries would be of great importance to Taiwan 

and the U.S. would be the main reason for this region to keep their alliance intact. U.S. 

influence in Latin America was everywhere, from economics to politics, they would 

become so entangle that Taiwan, being kilometres away, was highly influenced by 

this relationship. The reason for Central American countries to recognize Taiwan over 

the years was indeed the influence of the United States. We have seen how the Cold 

War and the U.S. fight against communism shaped the policies that the U.S. 

implemented in Latin America, and how the ROC also used this battle in their benefit. 

Anti-communism and democracy would become political tools for both the U.S. and 

Taiwan, but the U.S. as a major power would be the one controlling the dynamics of 

this triangle relationship. The geographic distance between the island of Taiwan and 

Central American countries would also reinforce the role of the U.S. in the ROC’s 

alliances with the region. The U.S. would shape this relationship through its foreign 

policy, its economic influence and both its support for democracy and fight against 

communism. Foreign policy would be used by the U.S. to increase their influence as a 

way to protect their national security. In order to protect their interests, foreign aid 

and private investments would become a basic mean to gain influence in Latin 

America, while in Taiwan it would give them the means to develop both their 

economy and a democratic system, and later the international legitimacy they needed 

to get international support. Meanwhile, anti-communism and the defence of the 

democratic system would serve as the perfect excuse to implement all those policies. 

Thus, foreign policy, economic factors and regime type would be interconnected and 

would become the main variables influencing the recognition of Taiwan as a state by 

Central American countries.  

All these variables can be seen in practice when looking at the events occurred during 

the Cold War. The history of interventions by the U.S. in Central American countries 

would often affect Taiwan as it happened in Panama, where the ROC would be 

indirectly affected by Panama’s dispute with the U.S. over the Panama Canal.  

When the Cold War was coming to an end, the U.S. would not have a reason to be 

overly involved in Latin American affairs anymore, and this would diminish the 
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political factor when deciding between the PRC and the ROC. This would greatly 

affect Taiwan’s diplomatic relations.  

The set of variables used in this thesis has helped to analyse what are the roots of the 

actual situation of the ROC in the international system, and why Central America has 

become the main region of allies for Taiwan. Today, the U.S. presence is still 

important in the region, even if they are not official allies, and Central American 

countries are still the main block protecting Taiwan’s status. It is hard to know how 

long their loyalty will last. We have seen how easy is for them to break their 

diplomatic relationship with Taiwan, and if the PRC were to break the diplomatic 

truce many would probably choose the economic safety that China can provide, over 

political loyalty to the ROC. Understanding the foundation of the problem helps 

figure out the solution for the problem, therefore, this analysis adds to the literature of 

the Taiwan Strait looking at the past and hopefully will help in the future development 

of the conflict.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix I. Timeline U.S.-Latin America-ROC relations 

 

Year U.S. 
President 

Event 

1903  • Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty (November 18) 
1922  • Panama and the ROC establish relations (December 15) 
1933 
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• Good Neighbor Policy  
• Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States 

(December 26) 
1934 • Anastasio Somoza García, head of the National Guard of 

Nicaragua, ordered his forces to capture Sandino (Nicaraguan 
revolutionary and leader of a rebellion against the U.S.) 

1936 • Arias-Roosevelt Treaty (First revision of the Hay-Bunau-
Varilla Treaty) 

1937 • Somoza assumed the presidency of Nicaragua, establishing a 
dictatorship controlled by his family till 1979. 

1940 • Arnulfo Arias was elected president of Panama. 
1943 • Cairo Declaration by Franklin D. Roosevelt, Winston 

Churchill and Chiang Kai-shek 
1945  • Postdam Discussions: Cairo Declaration confirmed again 

(July) 

H
ar

ry
 S

. T
ru

m
an

 (A
pr

il 
12

, 1
94

5 
– 

Ja
nu

ar
y 

20
, 1

95
3)

 
D

em
oc

ra
t 

1947 • Filós-Hines Treaty 
• 228 Incident (February 28) 

1949 May 20 
December 8 

• Martial Law imposed in Taiwan 
• The KMT fled to Formosa 

 
• Rupture of the atomic monopoly 

1950 • Chiang Kai-shek appealed to Chinese living in other 
countries to rally to the cause of democracy and fight 
communism (June 20) 

• North Korea invades the Republic of Korea (June 25) 
• The USSR returned to the UNSC 

1951 • The PRC enters the Korean War 
• Arms embargo against the PRC (May 18) 
• San Francisco Peace Treaty 

1952 • Panama: José Antonio Remón Cantera assume presidency in 
Panama 

• Cuba-U.S. Military Treaty 
• Sino-Japanese Treaty 

1953 • New Policy for Latin America, NSC 144/1 (March 18) 
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• Panamá: Rally against the 1903 Treaty 
1954 • U.S.-ROC conclude a mutual-defence Treaty 

• Strait Crisis 
• Guatemalan coup d’etat. Jacobo Árbenz is deposed, the 

military dictatorship of Carlos Castillo Armas is installed. 
1955 • Panama: Remón-Eisenhower Treaty (Remón killed on 

January 2nd, M. Arias Espinoza signed it on January 25th) 
• Geneva talks (October) 

1956 • SEO in Latin America starts (January) 
• President Eisenhower visits Panama (August) 
• Panama Presidents Meeting (August) 

1957 • The U.S., Soviet Union, Britain, France and the ROC are 
permanent members of the UNSC (Nov 20) 

1958 • Strait Crisis: Washington threatens to use nuclear force 
against the PRC. 

• Warsaw talks (September) 
1959 • Panama: U.S. canal police and military attack protesters (Nov 

3rd) 
• Victory of the Cuban Revolution. 

1960 • Cuba recognizes the PRC (Sept 2nd) 
• Panama: The Panamanian flag is raised for the first time in 

the Canal Zone. 
1961 • John F. Kennedy signs “Alianza para el Progreso” (Alliance 

for Progress)  aimed to establish economic cooperation 
between the U.S. and Latin America. 

• Operation Vanguard: Program of economic and financial aid 
for poor countries designed to guarantee their loyalty to the 
ROC in the UN. 
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1962 • Cuban Missile Crisis (October 14-28) 
1963 • The Guatemalan military overthrows Ydígoras. 

• John F. Kennedy assassinated in November 1963. 
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1964 January 9-10 • Confrontation between Panamanian and 
Zonian students. 21 students killed by the 
U.S. military. 

January • Roberto F. Chiari breaks diplomatic relations 
with the U.S.  

April 3 
 

• Moreno-Bunker Treaty: diplomatic relations 
re-established. 

Dec 18 • Johnson announced that the U.S. would not 
revise the treaties, but replace them with new 
agreements (no agreements done) 

1965 • The U.S. intervenes military in the Dominican Republic 
(April 28) 

1966 • Sixth Meeting of Ministers of Government, Interior and 
Security (U.S., Central America and Panama) 

1967 • Panama: Marcos Robles elected president. 
• Panama: Johnson-Robles Treaty (“three-in-one”): unpopular. 
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Not presented for ratification. 
1968 Panama 

October 1st  Arnulfo Arias elected President 
October 11th  Military Coup by Omar Torrijos 
October 15th  Panama suspended relations with the U.S.  
November 13th  Panama-U.S. relations resumed 

1969 • Violent clashes along the Sino-Soviet border (March) 
• Nixon Doctrine / Guam Doctrine (July 25) 
• Conflict starts between El Salvador and Honduras 
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1970 • Panama: Torrijos appoints Juan Antonio Tack as ambassador. 
Negotiation with the U.S. resumed. 

• Salvador Allende elected president – Popular Unity coalition 
led by the Socialist and Communist parties (Sept 4th ) 

• President Nixon instructs CIA to block Allende’s 
confirmation (Sept 15th ) 

1971 • U.S. loses UN campaing for “Two China” Plan (Sept 22) 
• Henry Kissinger arrives to Beijing and meets Prime Minister 

Zhou En Lai (October 21) 
• PRC enters the UN, ROC exits the UN. Resolution 2758  

(October 25) 
1972 • Japan and China establish diplomatic relations (Sept 29) 

• Unofficial Japan-Taiwan Link is created (December 26) 
1973 • Oil Crisis 

• Chilean military staged a coup against Allende (September 
11) 

1974 • Panama: Tack-Kissinger Agreement (Feb 7) 
• Nixon quits after Watergate.  (August 9) 
• Panama: Panama resumes its relations with Cuba (August 27) 

G
er

al
d 

Fo
rd

 (A
ug

 
9,

 1
97

4 
– 

Ja
n 

20
, 

19
77

) 
R

ep
ub

lic
an

 

1975 • Chiang Kai-shek dies (April 5) 
1976 • Panama returns to the UNSC (January) 

• Panama: Aquilino Boyd substitutes Juan Antonio Tack as 
Ambassador. 

1977 • Panama: Torrijos-Carter Treaties (Sept 7) 
• Zhongli Incident - 中壢事件 (November) 
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1978  
1979 • The U.S. breaks ties with the ROC (January 1st) 

• Taiwan Relations Act (April 15) 
• Panama: The Canal Zone ceases to exist (October 1)  
• Nicaragua: A popular uprising brought the FSLN 

(Sandinistas) to power. 
 

1980 • World Bank admits the PRC and ousts the ROC (April) 
• The IMF admits the PRC (May) 

 
1981 • Nine Point Proposal Beijing-Washington to guide relations 

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/%E4%B8%AD
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/%E4%B8%AD
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/%E4%BA%8B
https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/%E4%BA%8B
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with Taipei (Sept 30) 
1982 • Washington modifes the TRA by promising to restrict the 

volume of arms transfers (August) 
• Second Shanghai Communiqué (August 17) 

1983 • Intervention in Grenada (October) 
• Panama: Noriega’s military dictatorship starts 

1984 • Nicaragua filed an Application against the U.S. concerning 
the use of military and paramilitary activities against 
Nicaragua (April 9) 

1985 • Bolivia breaks ties with the ROC 
• Grenada breaks ties with the ROC 
• Nicaragua breaks ties with the ROC 

1986 • Formation of the DPP (September) 
• The Court stated that the U.S. had violated the obligations 

imposed by international law not to intervene in the affairs of 
another State (June 27) 

1987 • Martial Law is lifted in the ROC (July). Formation of new 
Parties is allowed 

1988 • Chiang Ching-kuo dies. Lee Teng-hui elected as Taiwan’s 
president. 

• Tiananmen Protests (April 15 – June 4) 
• Uruguay breaks ties with the ROC. 
• The ROC founds the Overseas Economic Cooperation and 

Development Fund. 
1989 • President Bush orders a military invasion of Panama to 

overthrow its government (December). Noriega is removed 
from power 
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1990 • Nicaragua re-establish ties with the ROC (November 6) 
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Appendix II. UN Vote on Seating China (PRC) 1958-1971 (All countries) 
 
 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Afghanistan X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Albania X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Algeria     X X X X X X X X X 
Argentina O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Australia O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Austria - - - - -  - -  - -  X 
Bahrain         O O   - 
Barbados           O O - 
Belgium O O O O O O O O O O - - X 
Bhutan             X 
Bolivia O O O O O O O O O O O - O 
Botswana        O O O  - X 
Brazil O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Britain O O O X X X O O  X X X X 
Bulgaria X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Burma X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Burundi     X X - X X X X X X 
Byelorussia X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Cambodia X X X X X X X X X X X O O 
Cameroon   - O O O - - O O O - X 
Canada O O O O O O O O - - - X X 
Cent. Afr. Rep.   - - O O X O O O O - O 
Ceylon X  X X X X X X X X  X X 
Chad   - - O O - - O O O O O 
Chile O O O O O O O O O O - X X 
China (ROC) O O O O O O O O O O O O NP 
Colombia O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Congo (Brazza)   - - O O X X X X X X X 
Congo (Kinsh.)    - O O O O O O O O O 
Costa Rica O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Cuba O - X X X X X X X X X X X 
Cyprus   - - - O - - - - - - - 
Czechoslovakia X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Dahomey   - - O O NV O O O O O O 
Denmark X X X X X X X X X  X X X 
Dominican Rep O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Ecuador O O O O O O O O - - - - X 
Egypt             X 
El Salvador O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Eq. Guinea          - - X X 
Ethiopia O - X X X X X X X X X X X 
Fiji            - - 
Finland X X X X X X X X X X X X  
France O O O O O O X X X X X X X 
Gabon   - O O O O O O O O O O 
Gambia       O  O O O O O 
Ghana X X X X X X X X - - X X X 
Greece - O O O O O  O O O O O - 
Guatemala O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Guinea  X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Guyana        O O - - - X 
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Haití O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Honduras O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Hungary X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Iceland - - - - -  O O O - - - X 
India X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Indonesia X X X X X X  O X NP NP NV - 
Iran O O O O O O - X - - - - X 
Iraq X X X X X X X - X X X X X 
Ireland X X X O O O O O O  O - X 
Israel - - - - -  O O O O O O X 
Italy O O O O O O O O O O - X X 
Ivory Coast   - - O O O O O O O O O 
Jamaica     O O - O - - - - - 
Japan O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Jordan O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Kenya       X X X X X X X 
Kuwait      - - X - - - - X 
Laos - O - O X X O O  - - - X 
Lebanon O O O - -  O O - - - - - 
Lesotho        O O O O O O 
Liberia O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Libya - - - O O O O O - - X X X 
Luxembourg O O O O O O O O O O O - - 
Madagascar    O O O O O O O O O O 
Malawi       O O O O O O O 
Malaysia O O - O - O O O O O O - X 
Maldives       - O - - - NP NP 
Mali   X X X X X X X X X X X 
Malta       O O O O O O O 
Mauritania    O O - X X X X X X X 
Mauritius          - X O - 
Mexico O O O O O O O O O O O O X 
Mongolia    X X X X X X X X X X 
Morocco X X X X X X X X - X X X X 
Nepal X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Netherlands O O O - -  O O - - - - X 
New Zealand O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Nicaragua O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Niger   - - O O O O O O O O O 
Nigeria   X - -  X X X - X X X 
Norway X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Oman             NP 
Pakistan O O O X X X X X X X X X X 
Panama O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Paraguay O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Peru O O O O O O O O O O O - X 
Philippines O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Poland X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Portugal - - - - -  - - - - - - X 
Qatar             - 
Rumania X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Rwanda     O O X O O O O O X 
Saudi Arabia - - - - -  - O  O O O O 
Senegal   X O O O X X X - O - X 
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Sierra Leone    X X - X -  O O O X 
Singapore       X X - - - - X 
So. Yemen          X X X X 
Somalia   - X X X X X X X X X X 
South Africa O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Soviet Union X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Spain O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Sudan X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Swaziland          O O O O 
Sweden X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Syria    X X X X X X X X X X 
Tanzania    O X X X X X X X X X 
Thailand O O O O O O O O O O O O - 
Togo   - - - O O O O O O O X 
Trinidad-
Tobago 

    -  O O - - - - X 

Tunisia - - - - X X X X - - - - X 
Turkey O O O O O O O O O O O O X 
Uganda     X X X X X X X X X 
Ukraine X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
U.A.R.    X X X X X X X X X  
United States O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Upper Volta   - - O O O O O O O O O 
Uruguay O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Venezuela O O O O O O O O O O O O O 
Yemen X X X X O X X X X X X X X 
Yugoslavia X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Zambia       X X X X X X X 
*NP. Not Present    NV. Not Voting    O. Against     X. In favour     - Abstained 
 
Source: Data retrieved from several articles of the New York Times: N.A. (1950, Sept 20) 3 Proposal 

Fail;  N.A. (1958, Sept 24) Roll-Call in Assembly on seat for Red China; N.A. (1960, Oct 9) The 

Assembly’s vote on the China item; N.A. (1961, Dec 16) Vote in U.N. on issue of seating Red China; N.A: 

(1964, Dec 16) Red China denied seat in U.N., 48-37; victory for U.S.; N.A. (1962, Oct 31) Roll-Call vote 

in U.N on seat for Red China; Arnold H. Lubasch (1963, Oct 22) U.N. again votes to bar Red China; N.A. 

(1965, Nov 18) Votes in U.N. since ’50 on seating of Chinese; N.A. (1971, Oct 26) Voting since ’50 on 

China Question; N.A. (1966, Dec 1) U.N. Roll-Calls on China issue; N.A. (1967, Nov 29) U.N. Roll-Calls 

on Red China issue; N. A. (1967, Nov 30) Correction on U.N. Roll-Call; N.A. (1968, Nov 20) U.N. Roll-

Calls on Red China issue; N.A. (1969, Nov 12) U.N. Roll-Calls on the China issue; N.A. (1970, Nov 21) 

U.N. Roll-Calls on Peking; N.A. (1971, Oct 27) U.N. Roll-Calls on China. 
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Appendix III. U.S. Economic and Military Assistance to Panama 
(1959 – 1990) (Millions of Dollars) 

Years U.S. 

President 

Panama 

President/ 

Leader 

Economic Assistance Military Assistance 

1959 Eisenhower 

(Rep.) 

E. de la 

Guardia 

2.0 - 

1960 1.9 - 

1961 
 

K
en

ne
dy

 

(D
em

.) 

 

C
hi

ar
i 

16.0 0.1 

1962 25.2 0.3 

1963 9.2 0.7 

1964 

 

Jo
hn

so
n 

(D
em

.) 24.8 0.1 

1965 

 

R
ob

le
s 

23.7 0.2 

1966 13.3 0.4 

1967 35.2 0.5 

1968 20.8 0.2 

1969 

 

N
ix

on
 (R

ep
.) 

 

G
en

. T
or

rij
os

 

17.4 0.3 

1970 13.5 0.9 

1971 16.9 1.2 

1972 33.8 0.5 

1973 15.5 0.6 

1974 27.9 0.9 

1975  

Fo
rd

 

(R
ep

.) 21.2 0.6 

1976 24.7 09 

1977 

 

C
ar

te
r (

D
em

.) 16.3 3.1 

1978 23.1 0.5 

1979 21.2 1.4 

1980 2.0 0.3 

1981 

 

R
ea

ga
n 

(R
ep

.) 

10.6 0.4 

1982  14.0 5.4 

1983 

 

N
or

ie
ga

 

7.4 5.5 

1984 12.0 13.5 

1985 74.5 10.6 

1986 33.4 8.2 

1987 12.1 3.5 

1988 1.2 - 

1989 Bush 1.0 - 

1990  397.0 - 

Source: US Agency for International Development (USAID) 
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