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Introduction
Following the inauguration of the Trump administration, the U.S. Department of State (DOS)
updated its fact sheet on “U.S.-Taiwan Relations,” drawing attention to the removal of the phrase
“we do not support Taiwan independence.” In addition, revisions were made to clarify the
positions articulated in the U.S. “One China Policy.”? A particularly notable revision was the
addition of the phrase “free from coercion” to the long-standing statement: “We expect cross-Strait
differences to be resolved by peaceful means.”® “Coercion” generally refers to the use of pressure
or threats to compel or deter another party from taking a specific action. This amendment can be
interpreted as a clearer articulation of the U.S. position that “peaceful means” exclude not only
“resort to force” but also “coercion.”

This paper aims to analyze how the U.S. “One China Policy” conceptualizes “peaceful

means,” “resort to force,” and “coercion,” and to clarify the corresponding policy principles that

have shaped the U.S. stance on security in the Taiwan Strait.

Defining the U.S. “One China Policy”

First, it is important to clarify what the U.S. “One China Policy” entails. It is often
described in terms aligned with the People’s Republic of China (PRC)’s “One-China Principle,”
but this can be misleading. According to the Chinese government, the principle comprises three
elements: (1) There is only one China in the world; (2) Taiwan is a part of China; and (3) the
government of the PRC is the sole legal government representing the whole of China.> While the
U.S. “recognizes” (3) the Government of the PRC as the sole legal Government of China in the
1979 Joint Communique, it merely “acknowledges” the Chinese position on (1) and (2) and does
not endorse them.® While this forms a core element of the current U.S. “One China Policy,” it
represents only part of the broader framework.

The U.S. government has consistently stated that its “One China Policy” is guided by the
Taiwan Relations Act (TRA), three Joint Communiques, and the Six Assurances.’ In many cases, in
addition to referencing these, official statements often reaffirm the U.S.’s fundamental position,
including opposition to “any unilateral changes to the status quo from either side,” and the

expectation that “cross-Strait differences to be resolved by peaceful means.” Furthermore, core

Nakasone Peace Institute

The views expressed in this work are solely those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of Nakasone Peace Institute.



policy principles outlined in the TRA are often emphasized, including providing “defense articles
and services as necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability,” and
maintaining “the [U.S.] capacity to resist any resort to force or other forms of coercion that would

jeopardize the security or the societal and economic system, of the people on Taiwan.”®

PRC’s “One-China Principle” U.S. “One China Policy”
(1) There is only one China in the world; | « Taiwan Relations Act
(2) Taiwan is a part of China; * Three Joint Communiques
(3) The government of the PRC is the The U.S. “acknowledges” the Chinese
sole legal government representing the position on (1) and (2) and
whole of China. “recognizes” the Government of the

PRC as the sole legal Government of
China on (3).

+ Six Assurances

Table 1: Created by the author.

Resolution through “Peaceful Means” as a Foundational Expectation

Although resolution through “peaceful means” is a fundamental stance of U.S. policy
regarding the Taiwan question, the three Joint Communiques between the U.S. and the PRC merely
reaffirm the U.S.’s interest in a peaceful resolution and express understanding and appreciation for
PRC’s pursuit of it. For example, the 1972 Shanghai Communique states that “It [U.S.] reaffirms its
interest in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question by the Chinese themselves.”® The 1982
Communique also notes, “The United States Government understands and appreciates the Chinese
policy of striving for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question...”

In contrast, the TRA, enacted in 1979 as U.S. domestic law, codifies a more explicit
expectation of resolution through “peaceful means. Section 2(b)(3) states that “...the United States
decision to establish diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China rests upon the

expectation that the future of Taiwan will be determined by peaceful means,”*!

indicating that the
expectation for peaceful resolution served as a foundation for the establishment of diplomatic
relations with the PRC. Section 2(b)(4) goes further, declaring that “...any effort to determine the
future of Taiwan by other than peaceful means...” is considered “a threat to the peace and security
of the Western Pacific area and of grave concern to the United States.”? In short, “other than

peaceful means” is recognized as a threat to the region and grave concern to the U.S.

Scope of “Peaceful Means”

What does “peaceful means” entail, and what kinds of actions are considered to fall outside
its scope? The policy frameworks forming the basis of the U.S. “One China Policy,” such as the
TRA, the three Joint Communiques, and the Six Assurances, do not explicitly define “peaceful

means.” However, closer examination reveals that both “resort to force” and “other forms of
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coercion”—including boycotts and embargoes—fall outside the scope of “peaceful means.”

For instance, Section 2(b)(6) of the TRA requires the U.S. “to maintain the capacity of the
United States to resist any resort to force or other forms of coercion that would jeopardize the
security, or the social or economic system, of the people on Taiwan.”*® This suggests that both
“resort to force” and “other forms of coercion” are excluded from the scope of “peaceful means.”
This interpretation is reinforced by the 2025 revision of the DOS fact sheet, which added the phrase
“free from coercion” after “peaceful means.”**
Additionally, Section 2(b)(4) specifies that “...any effort to determine the future of Taiwan

”15 clearly shows that boycotts

by other than peaceful means, including by boycotts or embargoes,
and embargoes fall outside of the scope of “peaceful means.” This implies that “other forms of

coercion” are understood to include boycotts and embargoes.

“other than peaceful means”

peaceful means “other forms of coercion”

“resort to force”
boycotts, embargoes, etc.

Table 2: Created by the author.

Policy Principles on “Resort to Force” and “Other Forms of Coercion”

The TRA outlines two major security-related policy principles. Section 2(b)(5) states “to
provide Taiwan with arms of a defensive character.” Section 2(b)(6) articulates “to maintain the
capacity of the United States to resist any resort to force or other forms of coercion.”'® What is
noteworthy is that Section 2(b)(6) clearly demonstrates that the U.S. is to maintain the capacity to
resist not only “resort to force” but also “other forms of coercion.”

The inclusion of “coercion” in this framework was a deliberate decision by U.S.
lawmakers. For example, Senator Jacob Javits (at the time), a key figure in the revision and drafting
of the law, emphasized, “...we would not only resist any resort to force...but other forms of
coercion which would jeopardize the security, or the social, or economic system of the people on

Taiwan. Now, that is the guts of it.”*’

Emphasis on “Coercion”

In recent years, as PRC has intensified its pressure on Taiwan, the U.S. government has
increasingly emphasized its recognition and its policy principle regarding “coercion.” First, the
recognition that “other forms of coercion” are not included within “peaceful means” has become
more clearly articulated. The 2025 revision of the DOS fact sheet, which added the expression “free
from coercion” after “peaceful means,” reflects this development in clarifying such recognition.*8
Furthermore, the policy to maintain the capacity to resist “other forms of coercion” has been
reiterated more frequently. This policy was explicitly stated in the DOS fact sheet only after the

Biden administration took office.®
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Second, the policy principle that the U.S. maintains the capacity to resist “other forms of
coercion” has also been more explicitly addressed. For example, when China conducted successive
military exercises following Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s visit to Taiwan in 2022, Kurt Campbell, Senior
Director for Asia at the National Security Council (at the time), described China’s actions as “an
intensified pressure campaign to Taiwan™ and criticized China for attempting “to change the status
quo, jeopardizing peace and stability across strait and its broader region.” He stated that “the
purpose of this pressure is clear: to intimidate, coerce, and weaken Taiwan’s resilience.” and
emphasized that the U.S. would continuously uphold its commitments under the TRA, including
“maintaining our ability to resist any resort to force or other forms of coercion that threaten

Taiwan’s security, economy, and society.”?°

Conclusion and Policy Implications

To sum up, the U.S. “One China Policy” is constituted by the domestic law of the TRA, the
three Joint Communiques with China, and the Six Assurances to Taiwan. In particular, the TRA
explicitly shows the expectation for the resolution by “peaceful means” as the foundation for the
establishment of diplomatic relations with the PRC. Moreover, any efforts to determine the future
by “other than peaceful means” are considered a threat to the region and grave concern to the U.S.
Furthermore, both “resort to force” and “other forms of coercion” are regarded as outside the scope
of “peaceful means.” In addition to providing “Taiwan with arms of defensive character,”
maintaining “the capacity of the United States to resist both “resort to force” and “other forms of
coercion” is a fundamental policy principle. The recognition that “coercion” is outside the scope of
“peaceful means” and the policy principle to maintain the U.S. capacity to resist “other forms of
coercion” have become more explicitly stated, particularly in recent years.

However, maintaining this capacity does not equate to a legal obligation to act. This
ambiguity leaves open the possibility for continued debate on U.S. policies regarding security in the
Taiwan Strait. For example, while the capacity to resist “resort to force” is maintained, it is not
specified whether the U.S. is obligated to exercise it. During his presidency, President Biden
publicly hinted at least five times that the U.S. would defend Taiwan in the event of Chinese “resort

! such as in the case of “anyone were to invade or take action,”?? if

to force” against Taiwan,?
China attacks,?® if “there was an unprecedented attack,”?* or “if China unilaterally tries to change
the status.”?® He also emphasized that “We support the One China policy,” but “it does not mean
that China has the jurisdiction to go in and use force to take over Taiwan.”?® Additionally, he
mentioned, “Nor will we, in fact, not defend Taiwan if China unilaterally tries to change the
status.”?’ These statements can be interpreted as reflecting the TRA, which clearly states that the
expectation of resolving the Taiwan question through “peaceful means” is the foundation for the
establishment of diplomatic relations, and that any attempt “other than peaceful means” is not only
a threat to the region but also grave concern for the U.S.

U.S. responses to “other forms of coercion” remain less defined. Ongoing debates question

4
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whether it is in the U.S.’s national security interest to defend Taiwan if the PRC were to seize
Taiwan without resorting to military aggression.?® As China’s pressure on Taiwan intensifies across
diplomatic, military, economic, informational, and societal domains, further policy discussions are
necessary regarding the U.S.’s capacity and its potential exercise of that capacity to resist “other
forms of coercion that would jeopardize the security, or the social or economic system, of the
people on Taiwan.”
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