RE: Steve Chabot (R-OH)
Hello:
In 2004, The Heritage Foundation published a book entitled Rethinking "One China," written/edited by John J. Tkacik, Jr. 
He believes that there are two Chinas.

Chapter 2 in the book is "Confronting Reality: There are Two Chinas," written by Steve Chabot.  
In this chapter he claims that Taiwan is already an independent sovereign nation. 
Here is the last paragraph in the chapter --

It is time for the United States to take an explicit stand on the China-China territorial dispute.  It is time to make it clear that we see not "one China" but two nations that have emerged from the Chinese civil war of 1949.   I am proud to say that I have been pushing for a reassessment of the "one China" policy for years, and I am happy to share the stage with liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans, who believe in democracy, in resisting aggression, and in a Taiwanese people that is free to determine its own destiny. 
So, from this paragraph, and indeed the content of the chapter, you can see that --

1.  Mr. Chabot does not recognize that Taiwan is an issue left over from WWII in the Pacific.   He does not recognize that there was no "Taiwan Retrocession Day" on Oct. 25, 1945, but only the beginning of the military occupation of Taiwan.   See http://www.civil-taiwan.org/frus-data.htm
2. For reference, here are three final paragraphs from the Taipei Times excerpt "The civil war that was never ours" at http://www.twinfopost.com/excerpt16.htm
Taiwan has always been separate: before, during and after China's Civil War. 

Isn't it time, then, to give up the canard that Taiwan and China split after the Civil War in 1949? 

Taiwan is Taiwan; China is China. 
3.  I understand that Mr. Camp doesn't think that the Petition I proposed for submitting to the DOD is suitable at this juncture.   I agreed that it probably needs to be re-organized, and some additional rationale added (in line with Charles' objections)  at an appropriate time.    However, it is based on the historical precedent established in the Ryukyu island group.   Our thinking is that perhaps an "administrative law route" would be feasible using this kind of rationale.   This can be more thoroughly debated later, and I will give more of my detailed comments at a suitable future time.  For now, we can leave the Petition on the back-burner.    
However, the content of the Petition can perhaps serve as a "database" of arguments for when Lisa and Mr. Tanner are meeting with various Senators or Representatives who strongly support the "ROC on Taiwan," as Mr. Chabot does. 
I have just now opened that Petition, and re-read the Items (1) through (11) . . . . . . . . and I truly believe that those are an excellent introduction to the viewpoint of the TSAC on this entire issue.

4.  As regards the challenge that Taiwan/ROC meets the Montevideo Convention's criteria for statehood, I make reference to --

http://www.civil-taiwan.org/tchart1.htm
5.  The "One China policy" has remained as a cornerstone of the "USA - Taiwan - PRC" relationship for decades, hence there must be some very fundamental logic behind this policy.

See Item (7) in the Petition, with the quotations from Cheng Fu Sheng v. Rogers, 177 F. Supp. 281, 284 (DC Dist. 1959).
6.  I was working on a book several years ago on the topic of the Taiwan status.   My friend Roger Lin asked that he be listed as "co-author."   That book was never published and we have since parted ways.

However, a number of the essays from that proposed book are here --

http://www.taiwanbasic.com/civil/book/
In particular, see the remarks of James Kelly in this essay --

http://www.taiwanbasic.com/civil/book/book-preface.doc 
Best wishes. 
Richard

Nov. 8, 2013
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