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At a pivotal moment in global discussions over how to

proceed with North Korea’s nuclear crisis, John Lewis,

director of the CISAC Project on Peace and

Cooperation in the Asian-Pacific Region, led a private

delegation of American experts and officials to North

Korea and the country’s nuclear weapons facility in

Yongbyon. The trip took place January 6–10, 2004,

and was the first visit by outsiders to that country’s

nuclear facilities since North Korea expelled interna-

tional inspectors a year ago.

Accompanying Lewis were former director of Los

Alamos National Laboratory Sigfried Hecker, former

State Department official Jack Pritchard, and two

staffers from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,

Frank Jannuzi and Keith Luse.

Lewis and the others briefed U.S. government offi-

cials upon their return. Hecker, a nuclear weapons

expert, testified before the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee on January 21 and 22 about their visit to

the Nuclear Scientific Research Center in Yongbyon.

After the 1994 Agreed Framework, the facilities at

Yongbyon stopped operation. During the January trip

the private delegation found that the five-megawatt

reactor had been restarted, the cooling pond where

nuclear fuel rods containing plutonium had been in

monitored storage was now empty, and the North

Koreans most likely had the capability to make pluto-

nium metal—the only use for which is to make a

nuclear weapon.

Despite what he saw at Yongbyon, Lewis remains

optimistic that diplomatic solutions are possible and

that the North Koreans are willing to compromise.

“The North Koreans wanted us to see that they had

advanced on their nuclear weapons program, but that

CISAC’s John Lewis Leads Private Delegation to North Korea
by sara anderson

they had not yet crossed the red line. They are not at a

point of no return,” he said.

The group engaged in discussions about current

diplomatic efforts to end the nuclear weapons program.

Lewis believes the North’s economic reforms of 2002

provide key motivation and put the nuclear program in

a new context: North Korea’s economic priorities

depend on opening to the outside world, which can

only be accomplished if the nuclear weapons program

is dismantled.

Lewis’s trip was covered extensively in the national

and international media, including the Washington

Post, New York Times, San Jose Mercury News, Los

Angeles Times, CNN, BBC, and NPR. An op-ed that

appeared in the Washington Post on January 27, 2004,

is reprinted on page 4.

FOR MORE ON NORTH KOREA, SEE PAGE 4.

WHAT ARE WE DOING IN IRAQ?
Stanford IIS scholars debated the question “What Are We Doing in Iraq?” before an
overflow audience in Encina Hall on January 26, 2004. The discussion was moderated by
SIIS director Coit D. Blacker. Here follows an edited transcript of the discussion.
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blacker Good afternoon and welcome. My name is Chip Blacker and I’m the

director of the Stanford Institute for International Studies, which is hosting this

panel conversation today, and it is my pleasant duty to both welcome you here and

to serve as moderator for this panel. 

We were aware as we were thinking up the title for this particular panel that the

question “What are we doing in Iraq?” lends itself to multiple interpretations.

There’s the first and the most straightforward one, which is simply, “What are we

doing in Iraq?” The second inflection is, “What are we doing in Iraq?” And the

third is, “What are we doing in Iraq?”

We’re aware that the answer to the question depends on the inflection. And

although, of course, we don’t pretend that we can ignore the second and the third

inflection, the panel came about because we wanted to have a serious conversation

about the first question, namely a kind of straightforward accounting: What do we

think is going on and, implicitly, how do we assess the results today? To help us

through this very complicated set of issues, we have with us this afternoon four out-

standing members of the Stanford faculty. Our first speaker today is Michael McFaul.

mcfaul Thank you, Chip. The first and most important thing to remember for

anybody talking about the politics of Iraq is that the political transition is taking

place simultaneously with many other transitions. It’s a transition from totalitarian

rule in the first instance, but it’s also a transition from a state-led economy, some

would even say a command economy. It’s a transition in which the definitions of the

borders are in flux. It is also a transition from a war that is still not over. 

It is still, in my opinion, a war just like any other kind of war. Insurgency is still

hot. Security is still an objective, not an achievement. And this may be an obvious

point, but all of this got under way, all these transitions, not as a result of some reform

process, modernization, a slow ebbing flow, but because, to put it euphemistically,

because of an exogenous shock. CONTINUED ON PAGE 2
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That’s political-science jargon for the war in Iraq. That is to say that there wasn’t

planning, there weren’t the negotiations under way and evolutionary transition on

all these fronts. All these things got launched as a result of an exogenous shock.

This is important to remember, because Iraq is a lot more like, say, the collapse of

the Soviet Union than it is like the transition to democracy or transition from

authoritarian rule, say in Spain, or even a more complicated case like South Africa.

All these things are in flux at the same time. We need to understand how they relate

to each other. 

Secondly, the U.S. plan for helping to guide this triple or quadruple transition,

depending on who’s counting, was abysmal, absolutely abysmal. The real answer to

the question “What are we doing in Iraq?” is “We have no idea what we’re doing

in Iraq.” We’re making it up as we go along, on all fronts I would say. 

On the security front, we didn’t bring enough troops in compared to other

occupations, at least, and we dissolved the Iraqi army. 

On the economic front, I get the impression we’re not doing anything at all.

When I compare it to the fall of 1991 in the Soviet Union, there were plans under

way—whether good plans or bad plans is another debate for another day—but

plans for price liberalization, plans for stabilization, plans for privatization, even.

I get the sense that none of that is happening now. 

And on the political front—well, to say we have no plans is wrong. We had many

plans. We’re now on about our third or fourth plan. The United States as a country

does not plan to do these kinds of things, partly because we don’t like to pretend

that we’re involved in these things. We don’t do nation building, that’s what the

president said before 9/11. So we don’t want to have an administrative bureaucracy

that would actually execute it because that would then be going against those kinds

of principles. Partly because of the way our government is organized, it’s organized

to fight the Cold War, it’s not organized to carry out regime transformation abroad.

We do not plan for this kind of thing, and therefore we are in the mess we are in.

blacker Thank you, Mike. Don Emmerson.

emmerson I think there is, at the moment, a considerable fear that centers on the

personality of one individual, namely Grand Ayatollah Sistani. The focus is very much

on him. And I think there is an associated fear. I think there are really a number of fears.

Two of the most prominent, in American minds, are first that Sistani represents

potentially—well, let’s put it in extreme language, the Taliban, an Islamic state that

would deny women’s rights, that would amputate limbs, and the rest of the kind of

worst-case scenario for many secular Americans who, I think, fear in the post–Cold

War period that some version of Islam could be the new enemy of the United

States if not Western civilization. And the second fear related to the focal charac-

ter of Sistani is that he is a stalking-horse for Iran, not the Iran of the students in

Tehran who are bored with and inclined to reject what they consider to be the

failed rule of the clerics, but rather the Iran that Khomeini tried to usher in in his

revolution of 1979. And I’d like to do what little I can to disabuse you on both

of these counts. 

I think we need to disaggregate our understanding of Islam, which is not a thing,

it is incredibly diverse. How else could it be, with over a billion individuals affiliated

in a myriad number of ways. The notion of political Islam may frighten many people,

but Islam is a peaceful project in which political parties advocating the Islamization

of politics nonetheless compete in free and fair elections with the intention, once

they’re in power, of continuing the electoral process so that the opposition has a

chance the next time around. It’s not one person, one vote, one time. Should we

necessarily oppose political Islam? No, because if you do, you drive them into violence

because that’s the only alternative they have since you’re denying them access to a

competitive polity. In this context it is quite mistaken to think of Sistani as either

a stalking-horse for a Khomeinist vision or someone who would impose an extreme

rule by mullahs, or clerics, on the Iraqi people. 

It was precisely, I think, the refusal of the Defense Department to take into account

extensive prewar planning on the postwar situation that helps to explain some of

the difficulties we now face. I do feel that we need to accommodate uncertainty.

And this goes back to scaling down our expectations. We cannot control everything

in Iraq, especially if we’re preparing to withdraw. But at the same time, it seems to

me that we have to get beyond that unfortunate moment, which in a way marked

the candor of the early Bush, which was—we will not do nation building. If we’re

going to attack countries to advocate democracy, which is really the only rationale

that’s left for the war now that we haven’t found WMD, then we have to accept the

notion of nation building and if we do that, we have to accept the notion of nations

being built by the people who live there.

blacker Don, thank you very much. John McMillan.

mcmillan The title of this panel is, “What are we doing in Iraq?” The answer turns

out to be, on the economic front, no one really knows. Iraq is a mess—economic disin-

tegration, GDP per head is a third of what it was a couple of decades ago. It’s in

about as bad shape as an economy could be, heavily state-run, most industry is state

owned. It’s a planned economy, to a first approximation, think of the Soviet Union.

Obviously, there are lots of differences, but the similarities are more important than the

differences. So an economy badly in need of reform, badly in need of a dose of mar-

kets, among other things. And the economic mismanagement has horrible social

consequences in terms of literacy and health. So it’s urgent that something be done

about it. 

If you wanted to summarize the Bush administration’s  plans for the Iraq economy

to the extent that we know what they are, it’s to impose Russian-style reforms on

Iraq. Now, we all know what happened in Russia. Just to remind you, reform started

in earnest on New Year’s Day, 1991. Four or five years later, GDP is half what it was

before reform started. It’s an economic and demographic and social disaster. 

It’s not necessarily that if you impose Russian-style reforms, we can be sure you’re

going to get Russian-style outcomes. But I would suggest it’s something to worry

about. The downside here is very bad. Just imagine if, in say four years’ time, Iraq’s

GDP per head is half what it is now. This will not be a beacon for the region of

WHAT ARE WE DOING IN IRAQ?
continued from page 1
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“The real answer to the question ‘What are we doing in Iraq?’ 
is ‘We have no idea what we’re doing in Iraq.’ We’re making it 
up as we go along.”
michael mcfaul



3

prosperity and democracy. It will be exactly the opposite kind of beacon. So it’s

crucial that the administration get not just the politics but the economics right. What

does that entail? Well, there is no recipe. We have no clear-cut set of rules for creating

an efficient market economy. We’ve got a lot of data that hasn’t given us, as I said, a

recipe for reform. It has given us some understanding of how reform works and

what should be done and, more important, what should not be done. There is no

evidence that the administration has taken that empirical learning onboard. If they

have, they’re not telling us about it. There is no consultative process going on. 

Reforms that are implanted too bluntly and that don’t take account of what’s 

currently working risk disrupting what’s already there, what’s already generating

something. Reforms that are excessively top-down, I would argue, are part of the 

reason for the Russian-style collapse. The whole point of a market economy is that

markets are bottom-up phenomena. The countries that have done best under

reform are those that have done the best job of fostering entrepreneurship, entry,

new firms.

Reform takes time. That has to be recognized. Reform generates surprises. I said

we have learned about reform, but there’s still much more that we don’t know than

we do. It’s not predictable what’s going to work. We don’t know exactly where we’re

going. We certainly don’t know how to get there. The big lesson, I would argue, from

our reform experience of the last 10 or 15 years is—avoid hubris. 

blacker John, thank you very much. And now our final speaker, Steve Krasner.

krasner If you look at U.S. policy, I don’t think you can argue that the United

States is really interested in direct domination or in creating anything that looks

like a classical empire. I do think what the United States does want is a world with

more democratic states, and we want that because we think it’s a world that would

be a better and safer place. 

I think the basic problem that we’re confronting in Iraq is this. We have a set of

admirable goals. I think they’re actually the right goals. If we could establish something

that looked like a fully democratic Iraq or even a more democratic Iraq, and a set

of more democratic states in the Middle East, it would be a very desirable outcome,

not just for us, but for the people living there. The problem is we don’t know how

to get from here to there. We don’t know how to talk about it and we don’t have a

set of either clear analytic arguments or empirical, historical data that provides us

with a lot of confidence about how to actually make these policies work. What do

we know about the relationship between democracy and other factors? We know

that democracy is positively associated with higher levels of economic development.

High levels of economic development mean a larger middle class, more education,

and sources of power, which can stand beside the apparatus of the state.

It seems to me that we’re caught fundamentally in a situation in which the

conditions that we need to establish a resilient democracy are simply not present in

Iraq. Period. I mean that’s why we all chuckle at this idea that we’re going to have

a successful stock market in one year. And yet, we don’t have any other rhetoric

available to us to talk about what we’re doing in Iraq.

I’m going to suggest some specific things that I think might work, but there is

no basic way of escaping this dilemma. First of all, I would delay direct elections

for as long as we can. It’s not clear to me that the administration isn’t actually

doing this by proposing this caucus idea and by bringing in the UN, since the UN

might be able to legitimate a delay in direct elections. 

As other speakers have said, we have to plan on staying there a long time. It’s

not something the administration can say out loud directly. So there’s no escape

from hypocrisy.

I think we ought to set up or encourage an Iraqi oil trust with a board of trustees

that would be appointed by Iraqis and by external actors, say the World Bank and

the International Monetary Fund. This is an arrangement that would have to be

legitimated and authorized by a recognized Iraqi government. The oil trust would

collect all revenues, it would monitor the expenditures of the revenues, but actual

decisions about how the revenues would be used would be taken by an Iraqi legis-

lature. I think that is a way to carve out a space within Iraq that might work effective-

ly in an environment, which is, in general, not going to work very well. 

We don’t know how to do this, there is no way of having a master plan, there

was no master plan that the administration could have had that would have worked.

Inevitably there’s going to be to’ing and fro’ing in this situation and we have to realize

that what we want, a final outcome in Iraq that is a fully democratic regime, is not

something which is in the cards in the short run, given the structural situation in

the country.

“The title of this panel is, ‘What are we doing in Iraq?’ The answer 
turns out to be, on the economic front, no one really knows. Iraq 
is a mess. ...It’s in about as bad shape as an economy could be.”
john mcmillan
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The Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC) has a long and

successful history of bringing together scholars, scientists, former government and

military officials, and other policymakers to explore solutions to international security

challenges that are not being resolved through formal diplomatic channels. 

These so-called track-two diplomatic activities are not a substitute for official

governmental efforts, but a supplementary endeavor to bring more understanding

and knowledge to some of the most vexing security problems in the world. 

For example, in the late 1980s, CISAC brought South and North Koreans together

at Stanford for the first joint talks on nuclear weapons and arms control. In the

early 1990s, CISAC hosted the first meetings of Russian and American scientists to

discuss nuclear weapons safety. Navy captains from China, Russia, the United

States, and Japan met at CISAC in 1992 and 1993 to advance naval cooperation and

maritime security in the Pacific. And former senior officials from India and Pakistan

have worked together at CISAC meetings to forge alternative plans for potential

nuclear confidence-building measures. 

Hope on North Korea 
by john w. lewis

CISAC’s Track-Two Diplomacy Encourages Dialogue
CISAC’s track-two meetings focus on ways to reduce the proliferation of

weapons of mass destruction and terrorism, promote conflict resolution, and

develop a more stable security environment. The goal is to devise realistic path-

ways to lessen the likelihood of war, and to make concrete policy proposals to the

governments involved. 

During a speech he gave in 1990 at Stanford on cooperation and reconciliation

between America and the Soviet Union, former USSR president Mikhail Gorbachev

gave “credit to the joint efforts of Soviet and American scientists, to which Stanford

University scientists have made a very substantial contribution.” 

Under the leadership of Scott Sagan, CISAC co-director, and John Lewis, diplomats,

military officers, and scholars from China, India, Pakistan, Russia, and the United

States — the five nuclear nations — continue to meet regularly to discuss and

produce joint proposals on counterterrorism, the control of weapons of mass

destruction, and the resolution of regional conflicts.   

Last August, just after my ninth visit to North Korea

since 1987, the six-party talks on the Korean nuclear

crisis ended in stalemate. In the days that followed,

I began organizing a return trip by a group of people

who had been studying the North’s nuclear program

and the tortuous path of U.S.-North Korean relations. 

The January visit to Pyongyang fell into three prin-

cipal areas: Foreign Ministry discussions, a visit to the

Nuclear Scientific Research Center at Yongbyon, and

extended meetings with officials dealing with a variety

of economic, military, scientific, humanitarian and

human rights questions. Obviously, what has attracted

the most attention is our visit to Yongbyon, but that

was only one of the directions we took. 

My previous trips to North Korea had covered the

years from the distancing of Pyongyang’s erstwhile allies,

China and Russia, following the Cold War, through

the disastrous periods of flood, drought and famine in

the mid-1990s, to the attempts to introduce economic

reforms in 2002. The changes from 1987 to 2004 have

been dramatic, and they continue. Along the roads and

in the towns, small entrepreneurs are taking advantage

of the new pricing and market policies. The real shocker

was the massive semi-private market on Tong Il Street

in Pyongyang, where potential buyers can find quantities

of meat, vegetables and fruits as well as hardware,

furniture and clothes. While life in the countryside

remains stark, similar markets are said to be springing

up in other cities, and South Korean money is flowing

in to build a huge industrial park just north of the

Demilitarized Zone. A market economy, however limited,

has arrived in the North. 

These changes are as important as they are dramatic.

They put the nuclear program in a new context. North

Korea’s desperately needed and desired economic policies

depend on opening to the outside world and can succeed

only if its nuclear weapons program is totally disman-

tled, which all parties to the six-party talks say is their

goal. Last spring the nuclear program was the lead

element in Pyongyang’s “military-first” strategy, but now

the program and the strategy are under pressure from

economic priorities. The West’s misperception of North

Korea’s economic state (stuck in the images of the mid-

1990s famine) has skewed its ability to understand the

complex motivations driving Pyongyang’s leadership. 

Misinterpretations and language barriers may have

also raised roadblocks to diplomacy. At the Foreign

Ministry, we discussed the contentious issue of North

Korea’s supposed admission on Oct. 4, 2002, to having

a clandestine highly enriched uranium (HEU) program

in violation of the letter and spirit of the 1994 Agreed

Framework. There is a disagreement about whether

North Korea actually admitted to having such a program

at a meeting with U.S. officials. The disagreement con-

cerns a difference between what North Korea believes

it said and what the United States believes it heard. The

issue is important because when it was claimed that the

North had admitted to having an HEU program, diplo-

macy died for a year and North Korea advanced at full

speed toward a nuclear arsenal. 

Once who said what about the enriched-uranium

program has been clarified, we will still have to deal

with the facts. As one delegation member said to the

Koreans: “The key issue is the U.S. has independent

information that makes it believe the DPRK (North

Korea) has an HEU program. In the U.S., there is the

widespread view that the complete, verifiable resolution

of this HEU issue is now mandatory. This is a practical

issue, and there must be a multilateral discussion to

resolve it.” 

In response, the vice foreign minister said the North

had chosen the plutonium path and had no facilities

or scientists dedicated to an HEU program, adding that

Pyongyang was open to technical talks on the issue—

a significant new development. 

Just before we arrived in North Korea, its government

reissued a proposal for a freeze on the manufacturing,

testing or transferring of its nuclear weapons, and the

Foreign Ministry officials we met were pleased with

Secretary of State Colin L. Powell’s positive initial reac-

tion. They said that in response to their proposal, they

want the United States to take North Korea off the list

of state sponsors of terrorism, to lift political, economic

and military sanctions, and, with other neighboring

states, to provide energy, including heavy fuel oil. Our

delegation probed this proposal, which Pyongyang

wants followed by security assurances from the United

States. The freeze, the officials told us, would be an

achievable first step on the way to the complete and

verifiable dismantling of the North’s nuclear program. 

We expressed our view that North Korea’s freeze

proposal was unbalanced—or as Pyongyang itself was

to put it: “their word for our actions.” We suggested

it would be far better to begin with their “word” that a

freeze had begun in exchange for our “word” on a

security guarantee. In any case, North Korea’s diplomats

stated that a compromise was quite possible. 

The main challenge now is to engage North Korea

and deal with our mutual fears and threats. Neither

war nor a nuclearized North Korea is an option. The

diplomacy of nuclear disarmament in this age is starkly

different from that of the Cold War. Mutual deterrence

between vastly unequal states lacks stability and reason-

able predictability. It does not exist. 

The opportunity for a diplomatic solution has grown

in recent weeks. The North Korean Foreign Ministry

said that if our visit helped “even a bit” to remove the

ambiguities and misunderstandings of the crisis, it

“would serve as a substantial foundation for a peaceful

settlement.” We fully recognize that this “bit” must be

followed up with many more, but we believe such a

settlement is no longer a vain hope. 

JOHN W. LEWIS IS A PROFESSOR EMERITUS OF CHINESE POLITICS AT CISAC.

DELEGATION AT YOUNGBYON NUCLEAR FACILITY
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Training the 
Next Generation of 
Security Specialists
by sara anderson

Public-private partnerships have become increasingly

popular around the world as a way to join the strengths

of the public and private sectors to improve education,

economic growth, environmental quality, and other

public needs.

There have been few such partnerships aimed at

issues in healthcare, however, such as improving prenatal

care or boosting childhood immunization rates. And

there is little information on whether public-private

partnerships are a good idea for improving healthcare

systems globally. 

But Don Barr—a physician, sociologist, and associate

of the Center for Health Policy/Center for Primary Care

and Outcomes Research (CHP/PCOR)— is doing his part

to change that. Since last fall, Barr has led a multidis-

ciplinary research team that is completing the first phase

of a World Health Organization project to evaluate the

potential of public-private partnerships focused on

health and welfare. The study will examine several

partnerships around the world, evaluate their effective-

ness, and determine what makes them effective (or not).

In their role, Barr and his team have developed

the research protocol that details how the study is to

be carried out, including what kinds of partnerships

should be studied and what information should be

gathered about them.

If WHO officials are sufficiently impressed with the

final protocol—which Barr presented in late March at

the WHO’s Kobe Center for Health Development in

Kobe, Japan— they could then ask the team to help

organize and manage the case studies. 

“There is potentially a big role for our group in this

project,” Barr said. 

The study will produce practical guidelines aimed

at helping countries determine whether and how to

implement public-private partnerships. 

“If we can produce a well-done analysis of how

effective this model is in improving health and welfare

systems and under what circumstances, it could have a

tremendously beneficial impact around the world,” Barr

said. “Countries could learn from each other what works

and what doesn’t.” 

The project originated in November 2002, when

the Kobe Center convened a Global Symposium on

Health and Welfare Systems Development. One of the

attendees’ key recommendations was to promote the

creation of public-private partnerships focused on

health and welfare, particularly in developing nations.

CHP/PCOR-led Team Develops Road Map for
WHO Study on Public-Private Partnerships
by sara selis

bioagent containers or for a target whose location is poorly known, a nuclear strike

could rupture containers and release bioagents aboveground without exposing them

to any heat and radiation. For most likely cases, complete sterilization of bioagents

cannot be guaranteed, which risks dispersing active bioagents aboveground. The report

also estimates the aboveground effects of these earth-penetrating nuclear strikes, all

of which would vent to the surface. These include intense local radioactivity and

significant fallout, air blast, and seismic effects out to a few kilometers. 

Better calculations and experiments on specific target types would improve the

accuracy of predictions for those targets. However, significant uncertainties would

remain regarding actual geology, actual target layouts, and the position of the explo-

sion with respect to the target, according to Haldeman and May. 

“It was great to work with Zack,” said May. “He was truly seized by the question

he was working on and brought intelligence and a lot of focused, hard work. In

addition, he rapidly picked up a lot of new physics. The thesis is a real contribution

to understanding in the field.”

“My interaction with Professor May was by far the most rewarding aspect of

the program. I have never had such easy access to any Stanford professor, and I

learned more from our hour-long brainstorming sessions than from entire Stanford

courses. Professor May taught me how to identify policy-relevant research, how to

stay within the scientific methods when studying a politicized question, how to brief

executives and government officials, and much more,” concluded Haldeman.

Publication of this research in Science and Global Security in 2004 marks the

second time a CISAC honors student has published the results of his or her under-

graduate honors thesis in an academic journal. Haldeman has accepted a job with

the Defense Intelligence Agency.   

But WHO officials soon discovered that despite the

widespread acceptance of public-private partnerships,

there was virtually no research on whether they were

effective and, if so, what models worked best, under

what conditions. 

“The WHO wisely said, ‘Wait a minute, before we

adopt this as a global policy, we’d better make sure

these partnerships really work,’” Barr explained. The

PPP model, as it’s sometimes called, “has become a

fad—people adopt it believing it’s inherently good.” 

Barr, who has long been skeptical of the notion that

the application of free-market principles to healthcare

systems will improve their efficiency and quality, was

tapped by WHO to develop the research protocol for

the study. He assembled a nine-member team from

several institutions including UC San Francisco, UC

Berkeley, UCLA, Harvard, and Stanford. In January

2004, the group met at Stanford and laid out what

information should be gathered on the partnerships and

how it should be presented. 

Officials at WHO’s Kobe Center are now evaluating

the protocol and preparing for the next step: selecting

the researchers who will identify and investigate the

partnerships for the case studies.   

The Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC) offers the only

under-graduate honors program on international security in the country. In 2002–

2003, the Center’s Honors Program in International Security Studies graduated its

third class. Over half of CISAC honors students have gone on to graduate school;

many of the rest have taken positions with Congress, nongovernmental organizations,

think tanks, and business. Every graduate of the program has stated as a future goal

to work in the field of international security. 

Here is the story of one recent graduate, Zachary Haldeman, B.S. in mathematics,

with honors in International Security Studies, June 2003. His thesis: “New Roles

for Nuclear Weapons: Bunker Busting and Agent Defeat.”

Haldeman’s thesis work began in the summer of 2002 when he met Michael

May, former co-director of CISAC and former director of Lawrence Livermore

National Laboratory. 

May suggested a few topics that suited Haldeman’s abilities and interests, and

soon they began work on nuclear “bunker busters.” The Bush administration’s

Nuclear Posture Review argues for nuclear weapons with the capability to destroy

the underground leadership bunkers and biological and chemical weapons facilities

of potential adversaries. One claim is that the heat and radiation from nuclear

weapons can destroy the bioagents in buried targets.

“Many people, from members of Congress to journalists, were voicing opinions

on the proposed nuclear ‘bunker busters,’ but they had no scientific justification for

their conclusions,” said Haldeman. “My thesis evaluated the necessity and effective-

ness of these weapons, and its policy recommendations were the first ones based on

a scientific analysis of the proposed weapons and targets.” 

In spring 2003, as the U.S. Senate repealed a 10-year ban on developing low-yield

nuclear weapons and funded more research on a nuclear “bunker-busting” bomb,

Haldeman and May co-authored “Effectiveness of Nuclear Weapons against Buried

Biological Agents.” 

The report describes the results of calculations on the effectiveness of penetrating

low-yield nuclear weapons against targets containing biological agents. For scattered

MICHAEL MAY AND 

ZACHARY HALDEMAN
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Will the next great wave of globalization come in

services? Increasingly, components of back-office services,

such as payroll and order fulfillment, and some front-

office services, such as customer care, are being relocated

from the United States and other developed countries

to English-speaking, developing nations— especially

India. The acceleration of this business process off-

shoring (BPO) is a result of the increasing willingness

of many firms to outsource what formerly were con-

sidered core activities.

why outsource? 
Until recently, services globalization meant the provision

of services by multinational service firms operating in

nearly every nation. During this phase, service activities

were not separated into discrete and relocatable processes,

nor were segments of a particular service concentrated

into a few localities. The relative fixity of services was

due to several factors. First, the information to be

analyzed had to be encoded and then stored. Transporting

it created logistical and security difficulties. Second,

transportation and telecommunications were until

recently significantly more expensive. Finally, lower-wage

nations lacked the infrastructure to perform these tasks. 

BPO focuses directly on staff, particularly those who

perform back-office and administrative functions, such

as marketing, human resources, accounting, facilities

management, purchasing, finance, and customer rela-

tionship management. For most firms, these activities

account for up to 20 percent of total costs and head count.

The reason for relocating offshore is, of course, the

cost savings, usually at least 40 percent. Often, the

savings are even higher. One Fortune 500 firm we inter-

viewed had consolidated several fulfillment operations

to Bangalore and reported cost savings of 80 percent.

General Electric has reportedly achieved an annual

savings of $340 million from its Indian BPO operations,

now seven years old. 

Firms in the finance, insurance, and real-estate

sectors have led the initial growth of offshoring. For

example, insurance claims processing, which employs

500,000 people in the United States, has begun to be

offshored. Consider the impact: lower-level employees

in the claims processing industry are not well paid in

the United States. The beginning salary for a State Farm

claims adjuster in 2000 was $1,500 per month. In India,

the same person would receive no more than $300 per

month. The implication of this discrepancy is that it is

not just the technology-intensive jobs that may move

offshore. The risk is that displaced low-wage workers

may have no alternative occupations to move into. 

The business processes that have most commonly

relocated to India are call centers, accounting, claims

processing, and medical transcription. The initial activ-

ities have been highly routinized, and resemble the

initial phase of software outsourcing, which was coding.

More complex processes, such as preparation of receiv-

ables statements and managing collections, have also

proven amenable to transfer. The next phase may include

processes linking the organization with customers,

suppliers, or production support, and the development

of sufficient expertise in India to allow for the redesign

and improvement of these business processes. Several

firms we met seem to have moved up the value chain.

GE, for example, employs several dozen actuaries in its

Indian insurance offshoring division, and Wipro, an

Indian firm, provides diagnostic radiology services to

Massachusetts General Hospital from Delhi.

why india?
The combination of low labor costs, project management

skills, and technological sophistication (honed in the

earlier established business of software outsourcing)

makes India an attractive BPO destination. For example,

a CPA in the United States earns $75,000 a year, while

a GAAP-certified accountant resident in India earns

$15,000. The differential for less skilled workers is

even greater: the Indian wage for call-center employees

in metropolitan areas is $2,400 a year. Moreover, these

jobs are attractive and sought after in India.

Labor cost differentials are not the only difference.

Small American towns, where call centers and fulfillment

operations typically are located, tend to have shallow

labor pools. In contrast, Indian cities like Mumbai or

Bangalore offer access to large numbers of well-educated

people. The call centers we visited in India averaged

1,000 employees, while the U.S. average is under 200

employees.

For English-speaking developed nations, the job

implications of what some observers call “lift and shift”

during the next five to ten years remain unclear— there

will be some level of job loss, but the magnitude is not

yet certain. As of now, only about 80 U.S. firms (almost

all from the Fortune 500) have offshored business

process work to India. In our recent interviews with

multinational companies already operating in India, they

predicted that their Indian employment, on average,

would double during the next 12 months. A recent

report by Deloitte Research (2003) estimates that two

million jobs (of which 851,000 will be from the United

States) from the largest 100 global financial institutions

will be moved to India by 2008. 

These numbers seem to suggest that the pace of BPO

is inexorable and unstoppable. However, the intrinsically

high difficulty of moving complex, interactive services

offshore may impose natural limits on offshoring. Dell,

for example, recently relocated some technical support

work back to the United States from India for quality

reasons. The firm noted, however, that it still expected

growth in its Indian support operations.

what’s next?
One troubling element of BPO is the rapidity with which

it might occur. Manufacturing’s movement offshore

occurred gradually, so there was ample opportunity for

the U.S. economy to adjust. This may not be true in

services, where the “objects” are pixels and electronic

pulses, easily transmitted by photons and radio waves.

Hence the old image of the developed nations concen-

trating on information services, data processing, and

knowledge creation will give way to a world in which

knowledge creation will become the critical factor—data

and information will simply be commodities processed

in Third World factories. Should the offshoring of

services grow as large as some believe it might, the U.S.

economy’s remarkable ability to create new jobs will

be tested again.

When discussing the costs of offshoring, few recog-

nize that offshore workers could provide a market for

U.S. consumer goods, even as their workplaces consume

Dell personal computers, Cisco switches, and Avaya

telecommunications equipment. In the future, it may

be important for policymakers to consider a broad

initiative that increases the consumption opportunities

in developing countries through trade and investment

liberalizations and other institutions to speed develop-

ment. Though it is unlikely that such a radical notion

will be placed on the global agenda soon, current eco-

nomic difficulties in the developed nations could alter

present-day thinking and encourage interest in a more

comprehensive solution. 

RAFIQ DOSSANI IS A SENIOR RESEARCH SCHOLAR AT APARC, AND
MARTIN KENNEY IS A PROFESSOR IN THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS,
AND SENIOR PROJECT DIRECTOR, BERKELEY ROUNDTABLE ON THE
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMY, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY.

THEIR ONGOING RESEARCH PROJECT, HOUSED AT APARC, IS SUPPORTED
BY A GRANT FROM THE ALFRED P. SLOAN FOUNDATION. THE FULL
TEXT OF THEIR PAPER ‘WENT FOR COST, STAYED FOR QUALITY: MOVING
THE BACK OFFICE TO INDIA’ IS AVAILABLE FOR FREE DOWNLOAD AT
HTTP://APARC.STANFORD.EDU.

by rafiq dossani (pictured above) and martin kenney

Went for Cost, 
Stayed for Quality:
Moving the 
Back Office to India
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Over the last three decades a wave of reform has spread

through nearly every aspect of modern economic

activity. Reformers have sought to replace state control

with markets in air transportation, telecommunications,

banking, ports, railroads, food service, and other

industries. Today, even Russian vodka is the product

of markets rather than a state behemoth.

The Program on Energy and Sustainable Development

(PESD), housed in SIIS’s Center for Environmental

Science and Policy (CESP), has been investigating the

institutional, legal, and economic dimensions of reform

in one of the most economically important sectors in

any country—electricity. 

In England and Wales, in addition to a handful of

other markets, reformers have had great success in

unbundling vertically integrated “natural monopolies”

to create private companies that respond to market

forces. Consumers saw their electricity bills decline;

the lights stayed on and quality of service improved. 

Following in the footsteps of these “textbook” cases,

a growing number of developing countries have tried

their hand at electricity reform. Their experience has been

highly variable, underscoring that markets do not arise

or function spontaneously. They require institutions, such

as regulatory agencies, courts, effective corporate gover-

nance, and financial markets, to deliver on their promises. 

PESD is currently completing case studies on electricity

reform in five key developing countries—Brazil, China,

Mexico, India, and South Africa. Through these studies,

the Program has sought to test several hypotheses con-

cerning the factors that explain the speed and success

of electricity reforms in developing countries. PESD has

also explored the implications of market-inspired reforms

for related issues, such as the supply of electricity in

poor rural areas and the incentives for private firms to

protect the environment. 

In the advanced industrialized countries the main

impetus for reform has been economic efficiency— the

desire for more electrons at lower cost. In the five

developing countries in our study financial crises have

been the main cause of reform. For state enterprises

unable to supply the needed capital on their own, reform

has been a means to attract private capital—often from

foreign investors. Thus most reforms begin with efforts

to sell assets and plug holes in state balance sheets or

with special rules designed to carve out small parts of

the power sector for independent power projects. 

None of the countries adopted the “textbook” model

for reform based on England and Wales and advanced

aggressively by the World Bank. Rather, the result in every

case is a hybrid model—part dominated by incumbent

state-owned enterprises and part responsive to market

forces. The pace and character of actual reforms has

mainly depended on factors outside the electricity sector. 

Where governments have altered state financing to

make less use of soft budgets, reform has been swifter—

because state enterprises strapped for cash have had no

choice but to turn to the private sector. Where govern-

ments have adopted modern rules for corporate gover-

nance and accountability, reforms have often produced

truly independent and competitive firms. Where not, as in

China, reforms have mainly consisted of changing name-

plates on doors. Where an independent judiciary exists—

a keystone for the rule of law—regulators have usually

been able to exercise essential independence. Even then,

however, the state often has intervened when regulators

make decisions that harm powerful interests, as in Brazil. 

Of the five countries, only South Africa has not yet

seen the emergence of this hybrid model—mainly

because a spate of over-building power plants in the

1970s has delayed the appearance of the shortages that

have spurred reforms in the other four countries. 

Reform has proved politically difficult not just

because it has taken on entrenched interests but also

because it often seems unattractive to consumers. In most

of the countries studied, reforms to create financially

sustainable and competitive companies will actually

require raising electricity tariffs that historically have

been subsidized heavily. 

The research now focuses on supplying more detail

on how hybrid markets function, since they have emerged

as the dominant form during the long transition from

state control and may in some countries be the perma-

nent result of the reform process. 

Drafts of the studies are available at http://pesd.

stanford.edu. Final conclusions will be posted in the

coming few months.   

Economic Crises behind Electricity Reforms 
in Five Developing Countries
by ashley dean

rience as an energy company, which touches on every

aspect of our program’s research.” 

The agreement reflects a commitment by BP and

Stanford to complement technical research with similar

work on the legal, political and institutional dimen-

sions of how societies derive value from energy,

he added. 

“Stanford University is undertaking ground-breaking

research with the potential to have a profound impact

on the organization of modern energy markets and

the conduct of environmental policy,” said Greg

Coleman, BP’s group vice president for environment,

health, safety and security. “We hope that this is

just the first step in a relationship which will become

broader and deeper.” 

The agreement with Stanford is the latest in a series

of BP partnerships with universities in the United

Kingdom, the United States and China representing a

total commitment of more than $100 million, according

to BP officials. The Stanford agreement is expected to

complement work under way at Princeton University, the

Chinese Academy of Sciences and Tsinghua University,

company officials added. 

Founded in 2001, the Program on Energy and

Sustainable Development focuses on the political, legal

and institutional aspects of modern energy services,

in collaboration with faculty from the Stanford School

of Law and several university departments, including

political science and economics. About half of the

program’s resources are devoted to research partner-

ships in key developing countries, including Brazil, China,

India, Mexico and South Africa. Program researchers

have examined the emergence of a global business in

natural gas, reforms of electric power markets and the

supply of modern energy services to low-income rural

households in developing countries. 

The program is housed in the Center for Environ-

mental Science and Policy—one of five major research

centers at SIIS, the university’s primary forum for

interdisciplinary research on international issues and

challenges.   

REPRINTED FROM THE STANFORD REPORT, JANUARY 14, 2004.

BP Awards $2 Million to Program on Energy
The BP Foundation has 

awarded a three-year, 

$1.95 million grant to 

Stanford University for a

broad research program 

on  modern  energy  

markets. The foundation 

is funded by BP, formerly 

British Petroleum, one 

of the world’s largest

energy companies. The gift will support the Program

on Energy and Sustainable Development (PESD) at SIIS. 

With the gift, BP joins the Electric Power Research

Institute in Palo Alto, Calif., as one of the program’s

core sponsors. 

“This new partnership with BP will allow the program

to accelerate research in several areas, including the

design and operation of market-based policies to address

the threats of global warming,” said program director

David Victor. “In addition to BP Foundation support,

we look forward to learning more from BP’s own expe-

DAVID VICTOR
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We Don’t Know How 
to Build Democracy
by stephen d. krasner 

What judgments, then, can we make about American

policy in Iraq, Afghanistan and possibly elsewhere?

First, we need to accept that regime-building is hard,

and there are no templates. No American postwar plan

can work seamlessly in Iraq or anyplace else.

Second, we must reject the arguments of President

Jacques Chirac of France and others who have pushed

for a rapid transition to full sovereignty for Iraq. Only

Iraqis can create a stable, democratic Iraq, but those

Iraqis who share such a vision cannot prevail unless the

United States and others make a commitment to remain

engaged over the long term.

Third, we must understand that we’ll never have

universal support from the international community. The

United States is trying something difficult and risky—

jump-starting a transition to democracy and develop-

ment in an area that has stagnated for decades—and the

outcome is not only uncertain but could have deleterious

consequences for countries that did not support our

policies in the first place.

Finally, we can’t expect policy consistency. While it’s

true that a new Iraq must be fashioned by Iraqis, it is

not clear today who these Iraqis will be. Meanwhile,

the policies and strategies that we are employing may

need frequent revision. Infrastructure development, rule

of law, elections, security, and government effectiveness

will not progress at the same speed. It may become

essential to think in new ways and, for instance, encourage

partnerships between Iraqis and non-Iraqis (nongovern-

mental organizations, international organizations, other

countries) that could improve education, health care,

fiscal policy, security, and the disposition of oil revenue.

Accountability might have to begin with local rather

than national elections.

Putting Iraq and Afghanistan on a path that will

eventually lead to prosperity and democracy would be

historic accomplishments that only the United States

has the resources and, we should hope, the confidence

to carry out. But we do not, and cannot, know now

how this project might best be accomplished.

We are now, after all, operating in a very different

world than in previous decades, one in which some of

the most basic tenets of international relations have

changed dramatically. 

The fundamental problem of our time is not to

balance against a challenger superpower or to reinforce

the deterrent capability of our nuclear arsenal, but rather

to change the nature of domestic political regimes in

countries that could pose a threat to American security.

Nation-building, or perhaps better, regime-building,

is what our foreign policy is all about now and will be for

decades to come. We just need to learn how to do it.

KRASNER, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, IS THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OF THE STANFORD INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AND
DIRECTOR OF ITS CENTER ON DEMOCRACY, DEVELOPMENT, AND THE
RULE OF LAW. (EXCERPTS FROM LOS ANGELES TIMES, NOVEMBER 16, 2003)

China Holds the Key to 
North Korea
by robert madsen

Perhaps no other country has more to lose from North

Korea’s acquisition of a sizeable nuclear arsenal than

China. The existence of such weapons would not only

endanger the city of Beijing but also provoke a regional

arms race in which Japan, South Korea, and possibly

even Taiwan would eventually develop their own

strategic deterrents. Given these facts, it is surprising

that China has not acted more forcefully to persuade

Pyongyang to terminate its nuclear program.

The explanation for this reluctance is the importance

Beijing attaches to regional stability. If the North Korean

regime were to collapse, a refugee crisis would ensue as

starving people flooded across the border into north-

eastern China, and the way would be opened for South

Korean and American troops to advance up the peninsula

towards Beijing.

If the Bush administration wants to enlist Chinese

help against Pyongyang, therefore, it must first assuage

these very reasonable concerns…

While demonstrating that the United States is willing

to accommodate China’s needs, the Bush administration

must also prove that Pyongyang’s policies represent an

immediate threat to East Asian stability. To do this,

Washington needs to engage more frequently and more

conciliatorily in diplomatic talks with Kim and his

representatives. For with each abortive discussion, each

rejection of reasonable American gestures, the North

Koreans push Beijing closer to the conclusion that

they pose an unacceptable danger to China’s national

security interests.

The effect of this policy of dual engagement with

China and North Korea would almost certainly be

positive. As Beijing’s attitude towards Pyongyang hard-

ened, the world might see a sharp reduction in its oil

shipments, the deployment of more troops to the North

Korean border, or overt discussions with the United

States about the future of the peninsula. This would be

the strongest possible signal to Pyongyang, short of war,

that the world will not tolerate its emergence as a major

nuclear power. If, on the other hand, he remained intran-

sigent until the intensified pressure caused North Korea

to collapse, Washington and Beijing would still be rela-

tively well situated to deal with the ensuing challenges.

It is through the joint resolution of serious challenges

that potential rivals like the United States and China

learn to trust each other. If there is a silver lining to

the North Korean cloud, it is this opportunity to

improve bilateral communications in anticipation of

future exigencies.

MADSEN IS A FELLOW AT THE ASIA-PACIFIC RESEARCH CENTER,
STANFORD INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES. (EXCERPTS FROM
THE INTERNATIONAL HERALD TRIBUNE, NOVEMBER 27, 2003)

Vladimir Putin’s Grand Strategy
by michael mcfaul

In the barrage of comment on the recent arrest of Yukos

oil tycoon Mikhail Khodorkovsky, much attention has

been paid to Khodorkovsky’s political activities and to

Russian president Vladimir Putin’s brand of crony

capitalism—but the essence of the scandal lies deeper.

The imprisonment of the richest man in Russia has to

do with more than the parliamentary elections coming

up in December and the greed of second-tier KGB officers

who think they got less than their share of the spoils in

the 1990s. Rather, the move to eliminate Khodorkovsky

as a political and economic force is part of an unfolding

strategic plan, whose goal is a regime neither account-

able to the people nor constrained by autonomous

political actors. The author of this blueprint for dicta-

torship is Putin. And to date, it is succeeding. 

One reason it is succeeding is that few in the West

can see it. Each stage of its realization has been clouded

with controversy, subject to conflicting interpretations,

its actors decked in gray rather than black and white.

As a result, observers have resisted connecting the dots

of a systematic plan to roll back democracy. Many—

including me—hoped for better. Gorbachev failed.

Yeltsin disappointed. Surely the Russian people and their

friends in the West wouldn’t be wrong a third time?

The group of people in Russia who understand most

clearly how the dots connect are the same people who

fought the last dictatorship in Russia. Last week in

Moscow, at a gathering of human rights activists—

some of whom had logged years in the Soviet camps

—delegates passed resolutions denouncing the war in

Chechnya and the arrest of Mikhail Khodorkovsky,

spelling out the relationship between these two events.

Although they lack the power to stop Putin’s plan, they

have the clarity of mind and courage of conviction to

speak the truth about the rise of dictatorship in Russia. 

Shouldn’t we as well? In his meeting with President

Putin at Camp David last month, President Bush

attributed to Putin a vision for his country that these

Russian human rights activists would not recognize.

Bush said, “I respect President Putin’s vision for Russia:

a country at peace within its borders, with its neighbors,

and with the world, a country in which democracy and

freedom and rule of law thrive.” The evidence for this

vision does not exist. The evidence for the opposite is

overwhelming. 

Even if there is little Bush can do to stop the erosion

of democracy inside Russia, he should at least join Russia’s

human rights heroes in speaking the truth about Putin’s

actions. Anything less would make a travesty of Bush’s

great theme—articulated again, most eloquently, in a

major address last Thursday— that “the advance of

freedom... is the calling of our country.” 

MCFAUL, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, IS A SENIOR
FELLOW AT THE HOOVER INSTITUTION AND A SENIOR FELLOW, BY
COURTESY, AT THE STANFORD INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES.
(EXCERPTS FROM THE WEEKLY STANDARD, NOVEMBER 17, 2003)
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The Case for International Justice
The World’s Concerns with 
War Crimes Are Not Merely Ethical
by allen s. weiner

After the dramatic capture of Saddam Hussein, Bush

administration officials reiterated their commitment to

seeing Saddam prosecuted for crimes against humanity

and war crimes before a domestic Iraqi court. The admin-

istration has rejected prosecution before an international

court or “mixed’’ Iraqi tribunal with substantial inter-

national participation.

This stance is rooted in part in deep convictions about

the division of labor between sovereign states and the

international community in addressing international

crimes. Bush administration officials believe the operation

of the criminal justice system is a fundamental aspect

of state sovereignty. In their view, war criminals should

be prosecuted before the domestic courts of the territory

where the crimes occurred.

The interest of the international community in

crimes against humanity and war crimes is not merely

ethical. Saddam’s legacy—three devastating international

wars, international refugee crises, and today’s occupa-

tion of Iraq — illustrates how such crimes endanger

international peace and security. It is more difficult to

end conflicts in which such atrocities occur, and the

dangers that conflicts will spill over into or draw in

other states increase when violations of international

criminal law are widespread.

Notwithstanding the values promoted by local prose-

cutions, the quest for justice for international crimes in

Iraq is one in which the international community should

participate, as partners and not merely as advisers.

Given Iraq’s need to rebuild its judicial institutions, it

is not an infringement upon Iraq’s national sovereignty

to insist on a strong international participation in

prosecutions of war crimes there.

It is not only the Iraqis who were affected by Saddam’s

crimes. These atrocities, and their prosecution, bear

upon us all. We all have a role in bringing those who

committed them to justice.

WEINER IS THE WARREN CHRISTOPHER PROFESSOR OF THE PRACTICE
OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY AND AFFILIATED
WITH THE CENTER ON DEMOCRACY, DEVELOPMENT AND THE RULE
OF LAW AT THE STANFORD INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES.
(EXCERPTS FROM THE SAN JOSE MERCURY NEWS, DECEMBER 24, 2003)

So Many Deaths— for Nothing 
No Matter What the Evidence, 
U.S. was Going to War in Iraq
by michael may

After all the fashionable sneering at the United Nations

for its lack of effectiveness in our new, dangerous world,

what former U.S. chief weapons inspector David Kay’s

testimony to Congress makes crystal clear is that the

U.N. system did work. It worked precisely where the

need is greatest today, in finding out weapons of mass

destruction and preventing their use. And it worked

just as the derided French, despised Germans and chided

Russians said it did—effectively, without the loss of

more than 500 Americans and thousands of others, and

at a small fraction of the $200 billion cost of the Iraq

operation so far.

Kay said that the combination of inspectors on the

ground and intelligence assets overhead could not be

beat for first detecting and then verifying—and, if

necessary, destroying—nuclear, biological and chemical

weapons. It's just what the U.N.-U.S. combination was

providing when the Bush administration decided to

disregard all intelligence to that point, which had shown

no weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, and follow its

prejudices to war. Saddam, in fact, had nothing, and

the U.N. inspectors, assisted by intelligence assets, were

on the way to prove it.

Kay was polite in his testimony and pointed only

to an intelligence failure. It clearly was a lot more. Both

in the United States and Britain, analysts who knew

there was no evidence of any weapons capability could

not get their message past the lowest levels of the intelli-

gence bureaucracy. The administration, or the dominant

players in it, were determined to let no alternative story

surface, except the one that would justify war. Under

those circumstances, the truth, which is generally a messy

thing that doesn’t fit well into any story, had no chance

of getting a hearing.

The “intelligence failure” cost the lives and health

of thousands of men and women, and left families

in America and around the world grieving—all for

nothing. It has cost the American people $200 billion

and counting. Saddam is gone, perhaps a few months

ahead of when he would have been gone anyway, but

the United States is saddled with an Iraq that will take

a long time to find its way, assuming the United States

does not desert it again. Heads should roll, but not just

at the top of the intelligence community. 

Heads should roll also among those who would not

hear the truth; who would not investigate the truth while

they could; who preferred, and still prefer, to bad-mouth

the U.N., the French, the Germans and many others who

had continued to put their faith in the institutions the

United States built to maintain world peace and who,

sad to say, were entirely right. 

MAY IS PROFESSOR EMERITUS IN THE STANFORD UNIVERSITY SCHOOL
OF ENGINEERING, A SENIOR FELLOW AT THE STANFORD INSTITUTE FOR
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY AND DIRECTOR
EMERITUS OF THE LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY,
WHERE HE WORKED FROM 1952 TO 1988. (EXCERPTS FROM THE SAN
JOSE MERCURY NEWS, JANUARY 30, 2004)

The Universal Cure
by yictor r. fuchs and ezekiel j.
emanuel 

The public has good reason to be worried about health

coverage. After five years of relative stability, insurance

premiums, prescription-drug prices and other costs have

soared. This year, premiums went up nearly 14 percent,

with those paid by employees increasing nearly 50

percent since 2000. The number of Americans without

health insurance increased more than 5 percent just in

the last year. And strikes by workers in Los Angeles and

elsewhere showed that health coverage is the flashpoint

of labor discord.

As a solution, many policymakers are advocating

small reforms like a Medicare prescription drug benefit

and expansion of the Children’s Health Insurance

Program. Unfortunately, more services for some groups

may increase costs and force reductions in coverage

for others.

What we need is a fair proposal that is simple,

efficient and appealing to disparate constituencies. For

more than a decade, as members of the medical and

economics communities, we have advocated such an

alternative: universal health care vouchers.

The United States now spends about $1.4 trillion on

health care. The government already pays about 45 per-

cent of that. In 2003, the average health insurance

premium for a family of four is about $9,000. Using

that figure and population numbers, a universal health

care voucher system would cost about $840 billion,

excluding Medicare. That would leave substantial sums

for individuals to pay for out-of-pocket expenses and

services not in the basic package.

More important, using an earmarked tax to pay for

the vouchers would limit cost increases. The level of the

tax would determine the value of the voucher. If the

public began demanding an increase in the voucher value,

it would be directly linked to higher taxes, moderating

these demands and health care inflation.

With the inexorable explosion in health care costs

and the increase in the number of uninsured, a crisis

seems at hand. The universal health care voucher can

secure both widespread support and finally establish a

fair, functional health care system in the United States.

FUCHS IS A CORE FACULTY MEMBER OF CHP/PCOR AND EMANUEL IS A

BIOETHICIST. (EXCERPTS FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES, NOVEMBER 18,

2003)
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Q. why did you decide to study the phe-

nomenon of suicide bombers?

A. CDDRL’s mandate is to study democracy, devel-

opment, and the rule of law. Insurgencies and suicide

insurgencies are right up that ally— they creates fear,

chaos, and destruction, i.e., political instability, that

in turn puts brakes on economic growth and hinders

economic development. Terrorist groups that use

the tactics of suicide missions are detrimental and

destabilizing to democracies but also to any decent

kind of economic development. It can ruin economic

growth, and hence a country’s welfare. In this sense,

these tactics are rather effective. The suicide tactic is

mostly used against liberal democracies, and mostly

against what we call hard targets, where the risk of

apprehension is apparent if traditional insurgency

weapons are used. To the insurgency organizations,

the suicide tactics are very costly because they give

up human capital— some of their best members are

killed. It is a trade-off between the cost of human

capital and successful missions. 

These missions also have consequences for the way

we conduct foreign policy. Governments who for years

have refused to negotiate with terrorists have had to

give that up. They can’t afford to do that anymore.

Insurgency organizations have learned how effective

this tactic is. Hezbollah got the French, the Americans,

and eventually Israel out of Lebanon, and the Tamil

Tigers, who saw how effective Hezbollah was, got

their own state.

Q. did you know any of this before you

started this project?

A. None of us in this team of authors knew much

about the new movement of suicide bombing. And that

was the point. I did not want people who knew a lot

about it because they would already be professionally

vested in a certain way of thinking. This was after all a

multidisciplinary project and we had to remain open and

flexible and apply our respective disciplines’ analytical

tools and methods to this social phenomenon. I chose

people who were considered top scholars in their fields,

from all the social sciences—political science, sociology,

economics, and psychology.

I focused our work on the fact that this is a move-

ment of suicide bombers—not something individual,

but rather an organization around the production of

suicide killings. Two workshops followed, in the fall of

2002 and the fall of 2003, and the work that developed

was both multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary.

Q. what did you learn from this research?

A. A phenomenon like this is such a complex question

that there was no way a single discipline was going to

address and explain it. There was no way. It underlined

for me that there are many other issues out there that

need this coming together of many disciplines to

explain what is going on. There are those who may

laugh at the interdisciplinary approach and think this is

hopeless. But this particular intellectual journey taught

everyone in the group that this is possible and absolutely

necessary if you want to understand a modern and

disruptive phenomenon like this.

Q. why have suicide bombings seemingly
increased lately?

A. Well, there is an imitation aspect to this—other

groups see that the method is successful. It’s a very

effective tactic against democracies and where normal

tactics of insurgencies cannot be used. And the supply

of people wanting to give their lives for a cause has

always existed in history.

Q. what can be done in response to suicide
bombings?

A. We know that the suicide bombers are well educated

and that giving your life for a cause is nothing new.

We say that attacking the supply side will be difficult,

because there will always be people who are willing to

give up their lives. We have learned that they are not

crazier than anyone else. They are like everyone else;

they make a rational choice. So we don’t try to target

the supply side. Instead, we suggest targeting the demand

side and the communities that support suicide terrorism

and the organizations that produce suicide killings.

One way is to make sure that there is competition, a

market for public services. There must be outside options

for Palestinian women, who want schooling and health

care for their children. This is how we can undermine

the existence of this phenomenon. And, of course, their

financial funding must be cut off. 

We focus on the organization of the production of

suicide missions— the demand side—on which there

has been very little focus before. That’s what this book

adds to the public discussion.

Q. is there a main conclusion in your
research?

A. An important conclusion is that you have to look

at both supply and demand to understand the phenome-

non. And you have to be inventive and attack it from

many disciplines. But you do not have to look far to get

some insights. The production of suicide killings is very

much like a modern firm, and there are many different

ways of organizing this production as illustrated by

the Tamil Tigers, Chechens, Hamas, and so on.

Q. so this might make it even more diffi-
cult to combat?

A. Well, maybe not. As firms, these organizations have

to provide a steady input and output to succeed. They

are constantly challenged by competing organizations,

problems with finances, and leadership schisms. The

difference is that they are engaged in a more secret type

of production than a modern and legal firm.   

“The Market for Martyrs — A Multidisciplinary

Approach to Suicide Bombing” (working title)

will be published in fall 2004 by Princeton

University Press. 
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EVA MEYERSSON MILGROM ON SUICIDE BOMBERS

“A phenomenon [like suicide bombers] is such
a complex question that there was no way 
a single discipline was going to address and 
explain it. It underlined for me that there 
are many other issues out there that need 
this coming together of many disciplines to 
explain what is going on.”
eva meyersson milgrom is a senior research scholar at the center on
democracy, development, and the rule of law (cddrl) and a visiting 
professor in the graduate school of business and the department of
sociology.
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Water is the lifeblood of the Yaqui Valley in Sonora,

Mexico, and as reservoir levels reach a strikingly low

13 percent of normal, the livelihood of farmers in the

valley remains uncertain. Of the 225,000 hectares of

highly productive agricultural land, only 23 percent has

been planted for the 2003–04 crop cycle. Unemployment

in this agriculturally dependent valley is rampant. The

sustainability of a valley once highly regarded for its

advanced agrotechnology and biological richness is now

in question.

Snapshots of the valley today capture a bleak picture.

Long stretches of fields once flourishing with rows of

wheat remain unplanted. Reservoirs have reached crit-

ically low levels and weeds now poke out of the shallow

waters. Water must be pumped up out of dead storage

over the spillway in order to reach the canal outtakes that

irrigate the valley, leaving many canals completely dry. 

who gets water?
In the face of such a critical shortage, who gets to plant?

For the 2003–2004 irrigation cycle, the National Water

Commission mandated 18,000 hectares to be irrigated

from the three major reservoirs. Recipients of this water

comprised only Yaqui Indians with special water rights.

In the remaining 206,000 hectares, only 47,000 hectares

owned by selected collective ejidos and private farmers

have been planted— irrigated by water extracted from

300 public and private wells throughout the valley. 

In order to receive a planting permit from the govern-

ment, farmers must prove they have access to a sufficient,

minimum level of water and can pay the considerable

pumping charges. Private well owners do not pay for

water and can buy a planting permit more easily— they

just need to provide a letter proving their well meets the

minimum capacity level.

Farmers relying on water from public wells are faced

with more complicated equity issues. To minimize con-

veyance loss, the irrigation districts used distance from

public wells as the criterion for water access. Farmers

too far from public wells are simply not allocated water,

which is necessary to receive federal agricultural aid,

buy a planting permit, and apply for a loan from a

credit union. Consequently, farmers have few options,

and unemployment has become a major problem in

the valley. 

government support
The Mexican government has done little to respond to

the current water crisis. Farmers in the Yaqui Valley are

not eligible for natural-disaster funding because the water

level has not dropped below the requisite 10 percent

level. The government has extended income support

(US$90/hectare), ordinarily offered to compensate for

low world crop prices, to all, regardless of whether

farmers planted or not. Additionally, farmers who

cannot plant anything have received special support for

environmental conservation (US$55/hectare) under the

condition that the fields are kept weed free. The issue

of further support remains unresolved, and low-level

protests have taken place throughout the valley.

With the recent arrival of welcomed winter rains,

the government is providing seed and fertilizer for

rainfed safflower and canola (which can be planted in

winter) for those farmers unable to receive water from

the irrigation district. The government hopes this pro-

gram will help activate the economy.

how are farmers responding?
Short-term thinking still dominates in the valley despite

the consensus among farmers that the drought could

last for several more years. On an individual level,

there is little investment in water-efficient technologies

and farmers are still not pressing institutions like the

International Center for Maize and Wheat Improvement

(CIMMYT) to produce drought-resistant seeds. Nor are

farmers switching to higher value crops, such as fruits

and vegetables, which would allow them to generate

more income per unit of water. The hesitancy to switch

crops may stem from the difficulty of finding new markets

and the associated elevated levels of risk. 

Farmers appear willing to deplete the reservoir if

needed to ensure that they can make it through the

current year’s crop cycle. During previous longer dry

periods, farmers gambled and generally were rewarded

with a monsoon. In general, farmers are still trying to

assess what is happening. It may take months, even

years, before they decide what they are going to do in

the future. Many do not know how many years they

can go without being able to irrigate. In the meantime,

they are trying to stay in farming as long as possible.

long-term plans to improve water efficiency
New varieties of wheat and maize more adapted to

drought stress offer important research challenges for

the next decade. CIMMYT and other agricultural

research stations have helped markedly increase the

productivity of the valley by developing and introducing

high-yield, pest-resistant varieties. Although farmers are

still not demanding the production of drought-resistant

seeds, organizations like the Sociedad de Usuarios and

Fundacion Sonora have financially supported CIMMYT

for the development of these varieties. CIMMYT might

have a variety ready for release next year, and it seems

farmers would plant such a variety if available.

Other water conservation strategies include:

applying two versus four supplemental irrigations 

for wheat;

eliminating crop production during the summer due

to high evapotranspiration rates;

investing in water-efficient technologies such as the 

drip and pivot system (the government currently 

covers 50 percent of the installation costs); and

switching to crops with more value per water allocation.

Long-term actions include better planning, use, and

management of aquifer water. The valley is also trying

to get more control of private and public well pumping,

requiring that each well come with an aquifer conces-

sion. Additionally, there are plans to build 140 new

wells with the stipulation that any excess water be sold

back to the districts in the valley.

future of the yaqui valley
Globalization and climatic shocks continue to bring

change to the Yaqui Valley. The decline in water avail-

ability, especially when added to the drop in world

commodity prices, reminds farmers just how vulnerable

they have become to climate change and global markets.

The recent introduction of aquaculture points to one

way in which incomes within the valley could radically

change in the coming years as farmers reconsider the

future of agriculture there.   

Drought Enters Ninth Year in Birthplace 
of the Green Revolution 
Crisis for Farmers in the Yaqui Valley
by ashley dean

yaqui valley sustainability project
How to understand and respond to the Yaqui

Valley drought crisis is one of a number of 

significant challenges facing this dynamic valley.

Population growth, coastal modifications, urban-

ization, land-use change, and globalization also

test the sustainability of the valley.

Researchers at the Center for Environmental

Science and Policy (CESP) have spent over 10 years

in the Yaqui Valley trying to understand the impact

of these transitions. Initially attracted to the valley

in 1992 to study fertilizer use, the breadth of

study has expanded with the rapid demographic,

economic, and ecological change that has taken

place in the valley over the last 20 years.

Through a multidisciplinary collaboration with

partners in Mexico, the project continues to bring

together the specialists needed to develop funda-

mental understanding and to explore management

and policy alternatives that could increase human

welfare and minimize resource and environmental

risks in the Yaqui Valley. For more information

on the Yaqui Valley Sustainability Project, please

visit http://yaquivalley.stanford.edu. 



12

Stability but Also Anxiety: 
Russia’s Transformation By No Means Complete
by david holloway

i spent the fall quarter 2003 in moscow,
teaching Stanford undergraduates in the Stanford pro-

gram there. The students live with Russian families,

have first-rate Russian instructors, go on excursions

connected with their studies, and travel about the coun-

try. They have the opportunity to see at first hand a

society that is going through a profound transformation.

It is an excellent program.

It was a fascinating time to be in Moscow— though

when has it not been interesting in recent years? The

arrest of Mikhail Khodorkovsky and the elections to

the State Duma raised once again the eternal question:

Where is Russia going?  

This is a question of great concern to Russians, of

course, but to the rest of the world as well, because

the outcome of Russia’s transformation will shape the

role it plays in the world. 

I came away with strong impressions from my three

months there. On the ground, the sense of change is

powerful. Moscow is a bustling city. Old buildings are

being renovated on an enormous scale and new construc-

tion is obvious everywhere, especially outside the city.

There is a great boom in home improvement. I think

all the friends I visited in Moscow had just completed,

or were planning, or were in the middle of, remodeling

their apartments or their dachas. 

Cultural life in Moscow is buoyant. The music scene

and theater are very lively, in spite of the exodus of

As Viktor Chernomyrdin, the lugubrious former

prime minister, used to say, “We hoped for the best, but

things turned out as they usually do.”

Be that as it may, the sense of stability is strong. This

being Russia, however, it is leavened with strong doses

of anxiety. From my conversations it seemed that this

anxiety drew on several sources: the fear that economic

growth is a bubble because it is based on high oil prices,

which might drop; the dangers of a resource-dependent

economy in which the energy sector flourishes but other

industrial branches and agriculture are unproductive; and

suspicion that a corrupt rent-seeking state will not be

able to create the conditions for order and prosperity. 

Two events in the fall raised fears about the future

direction of politics. The first was the arrest of

Khodorkovsky, one of the oligarchs, who had amassed

a huge fortune over the past 15 years. There is little

sympathy for him in Russia, because the oligarchs are for

many the symbol of what is wrong with Russia today—

corruption, lawlessness, and rapidly widening inequality.

But the arrest caused great nervousness too. Two

days after it I had lunch with an advisor to one of the

other oligarchs. What we talked about was: What had

Khodorkovsky done wrong? Was it his political ambitions

that had got him into trouble, or was his arrest a step

toward a more general move against the oligarchs? Did

it indicate that a different faction was becoming dominant

in the Kremlin? In other words, what did it mean?  

artists, especially musicians, over the last 15 years. Lots

of interesting books are being published (along with

a lot of rubbish, too). There are far more restaurants

than there used to be, and cafes, which were a rarity in

Moscow, have sprung up everywhere. Moscow faces

great problems, of course, ranging from crime to poverty

to traffic to corruption to illegal immigrants. But this is

a city that works, and some of the economic desperation

that was there in the 1990s has gone. People have more

money and a greater sense of well-being than they had

five or ten years ago. 

After the precipitous drop in the GDP in the 1990s,

the economy has been growing at a rapid rate, and along

with that has come a sense of stability. When President

Putin last year set the goal of doubling the GDP in 10

years, people treated this not just as a political slogan

but as a practicable goal. After the traumas Russia has

been through in the last 15 years, the stable growth of

the last few years has been very welcome to most people. 

This is the basis of Putin’s appeal. A public opinion

poll taken in the fall of last year rated him the best ruler

that Russia had had in a hundred years. The competition

might not be very strong, but Putin’s continued popu-

larity in the polls is striking testimony to the improvement

in the economy, as well as to his own political skills. The

Duma elections in December 2003 reflected the strong

support he enjoys. Indeed, so strong is his position that

the most prominent political figures chose not to run

against him in the presidential election in March this year.

The newfound stability, welcome though it is, has

many defects. People have come to accept the existing

political system, but there is little real commitment to it.

The state is regarded as distant, and not accountable to

the public. Corruption is widespread. People value the

freedoms they have acquired in the last 15 years, but

political change has not brought the economic prosperity

and rule of law that they believed would come with

democracy. They do not, in fact, think that they live in

a democracy. The hopes and ideals that accompanied the

collapse of communism have not been fully realized. 

Everyone I talked to, whether they approved of the

arrest or not, assumed that Khodorkovsky had broken

the law and that his arrest was politically motivated—

a combination of assumptions that says much about the

way Russians view politics.

The oligarchs and their wealth became a central issue

in the often bitter election campaign for the Duma.

Politicians on the right claimed that it was the economic

reforms they had carried through in the 1990s that

accounted for today’s economic growth. Populist politi-

cians accused the oligarchs and the reformers of stealing

the country’s wealth and impoverishing the people. 

The latter argument was the more effective, as the

election results showed. The populist and nationalist

parties did well, while the democratic parties failed to

clear the 5 percent hurdle for election to the Duma.

This deprives the Duma of a strong democratic voice

among its members. Putin’s “party of power” did very

well, opening up the prospect that he could change the

constitution to allow himself to run for a third term.

This creates the temptation to strengthen the power of

the executive even further against a weak legislature.

These are worrying trends. 

The election marked something of a backlash against

the politics of the 1990s. There has been a populist and

nationalist turn in public opinion. What that means for

politics in the longer term is not clear, but it marks one

more phase in Russia’s difficult process of adjustment

to the post-communist world. Putin and his supporters

have a strong interest in the success of capitalism in

Russia and will surely push forward with reforms, though

perhaps with a greater role for the state.

During the three months the students and I were in

Moscow, the economic situation remained strong, with

continuing economic growth. The political scene, on the

other hand, became gloomier. Russia is still an interest-

ing place, and its transformation by no means complete

or clearly defined.   

DAVID HOLLOWAY, FORMER STANFORD IIS DIRECTOR, IS PROFESSOR
OF INTERNATIONAL HISTORY AND POLITICAL SCIENCE.
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In October 2003, 37 eager faces sitting in the large

nineteenth-century hall at Yaroslavl State University

turned toward the screen at the front of the room as

Alexander Vershbow, U.S. ambassador to the Russian

Federation, began his remarks via videoconference

from Moscow. 

The best and brightest alumni of the Stanford

Institute for International Studies’ Initiative on Distance

Learning (IDL) program, the students had been invited

to Yaroslavl, Russia, to participate in the program’s

first annual IDL Student Conference in International

Relations, convened by IDL and hosted in part by

Carnegie Corporation of New York and the U.S. Embassy

in Moscow. 

The IDL program began as a pilot project in the fall

of 2000 by offering one Stanford course to two Russian

regional universities, in Yaroslavl and Chelyabinsk.

Since then the program has grown into a network of

10 universities located throughout the Russian Federation

that offer four Stanford courses yearly in international

security: International Security in a Changing World;

International Environmental Politics; Security, Civil

Liberties, and Terrorism; and Major Issues in International

Conflict Management. 

By the end of the spring 2004 semester, the program

estimates that it will have reached approximately 1,200

students in its effort to help rejuvenate the study of

the social sciences in Russian regional universities and

simultaneously to foster the development of critical

thinking skills in those students.

From IDL’s inception the program’s leadership

realized that while the distributed distance-learning

model that was chosen to deliver the Stanford courses

to Russia incorporated a high level of interaction among

Russian students, instructors, and Stanford teaching

staff, the technologies could not replace the face-to-face

interaction of an on-campus course. 

Thus, the idea of the conference was born, to give

students the opportunity to present and debate their

ideas before peers and professors.

As Alexei Burnakov of Southern Ural State University

wrote, “The Yaroslavl conference was most remarkable

in the spirit of mutual recognition and respect… I

received a sense of lively impulse of both knowledge and

interaction with people. Also, I made some important

inferences regarding [my own] academic plans.”

Any student who had participated in an IDL course

was invited to submit a paper on one of the four major

themes associated with the program: nuclear prolifera-

tion and deterrence, terrorism, environmental security,

and ethnic conflict. Many students conducted original

research in preparation, such as polling fellow students,

conducting site visits, and interviewing local officials. 

Coit D. Blacker, director of SIIS, and David J.

Holloway, Raymond A. Spruance Professor in Inter-

national History at Stanford, chaired several of the panel

sessions. Both were impressed with the preparation and

inquisitiveness demonstrated by the students.

“Despite the fact that this was a completely new

experience for the students, they more than rose to the

occasion,” said Blacker. “The papers and presentations

were of the highest quality. It was quite evident that the

students had spent a lot of time on their projects—and

it showed. All in all, it was a remarkable event.”

Regions from across Russia were represented,

including two predominantly non-Russian areas: the

Sakha Republic of Siberia, home to the Yakut people,

and North Ossetia, a largely Muslim republic which

borders the tumultuous Caucasus region. Students

from these areas provided unique perspectives through

the papers they presented and their interactions with

fellow students.

For many of the student participants, this was their

first travel experience outside of their home region and

the first time they had participated in an academic

conference. Timofei Efremov, a student from Yakutsk

State University, said, “The struggle between terrorism

and the provision of international security is without a

doubt the most important direction of world politics,

because it affects every one of us, regardless of what

region of the world in which we live. The conference

gave me the opportunity to broaden my world outlook,

a real chance to confirm my abilities, and the possibility

to communicate with students and teachers from various

corners of Russia.”

One of the highlights of the conference was the

videoconference keynote address and the question

and answer session that followed with Ambassador

Vershbow. Vershbow believes strongly in the importance

of educational outreach and cross-cultural contact among

students. Therefore, despite a travel schedule which

precluded him from visiting Yaroslavl personally, he

suggested that he communicate with the students via

videoconference from the Stanford-in-Moscow office. 

The IDL program is planning a second conference in

the spring of 2005, and to expand participation to include

advanced Stanford undergraduates who have taken the

International Security in a Changing World course. 

KATHERINE KUHNS IS THE MANAGING DIRECTOR OF IDL, THE SIIS
INITIATIVE ON DISTANCE LEARNING. 

Distance Learners Meet in Russia
by katherine kuhns

SPICE Joins Yo-Yo Ma on Silk Road Project
by gary mukai

Elementary and secondary school students from the

Boston area recently experienced the ultimate field trip

to a “foreign” country—without going abroad. 

During Chinese New Year they traveled back in time

with a visit to the Yin Yu Tang, a Chinese merchant

house built circa 1800 which was moved to Boston

in 1997 from a rural Chinese village and re-erected in

2001 at the Peabody Essex Museum (PEM) in Salem,

Massachusetts. World-class musicians, calligraphers,

storytellers, Chinese opera performers, and other artists

provided engaging, multisensory, and cross-cultural

experiences for these young students. 

Exploration of the Yin Yu Tang was the focus of

“Creative Exchanges: Sights and Sounds of the Silk

Road,” a collaboration between the museum and the

Silk Road Project, an arts organization founded by world-

renowned cellist Yo-Yo Ma. The project celebrates the

international exchange of artistic, technological, and

cultural traditions that took place along the network of

historic trade routes that linked the people of Asia with

those of Europe.

During the series of innovative performances and

educational and cultural activities, I met with Ma,

Nancy Berliner, curator of Chinese art at the Peabody

Essex Museum in Salem, Mass., and Silk Road Project

director Esther Won to discuss the development of

curriculum on the Yin Yu Tang for U.S. schools. The

curriculum would offer students from around the

country and the world the chance to visit the Yin Yu

Tang on a “virtual field trip.” 

“Most everyone in the world has a home, routines,

concepts about furniture arrangement, and relationships

with different people in the home,” said Berliner. “The

Yin Yu Tang allows visitors to examine the artifacts

of a home in three dimensions — offering them a

unique opportunity to enter into a culture and sense

its foundations.” 

Exploring cultures through artifacts is one of SPICE’s

classic concepts for schools—developed initially in the

1970s through a curriculum unit called Discovery Box:

Exploring Cultures through Artifacts, which is still in

circulation today. SPICE hopes to develop this type of

curricular offering for future Silk Road Project collabo-

rations with other museums as well.

The importance of collaborating with museums by

groups like the Silk Road Project and SPICE was under-

scored by Esther Won. It helps to “break down walls of

museums to animate all different art forms—not just the

visual arts—but storytelling, music, dance,” she said.

For Yo-Yo Ma, collaborations are especially effective

when “artists like those of the ‘Creative Exchanges’

program exhibit no sense of hierarchy, making them

highly accessible to young students.” 

SPICE was fortunate to incorporate music samples,

including pipa (Chinese lute) music by Wu Man from

the Silk Road Ensemble, in its newest curriculum unit

for secondary schools, Islamic Civilization and the Arts,

authored by SPICE curriculum specialists Stefanie Lamb,

Waka Takahashi Brown, former SPICE curriculum special-

ist Amy Cheng, and former Stanford graduate student

Tanya Rose.

SPICE also has an agreement with the Silk Road Project

to distribute their curriculum unit Silk Road Encounters,

which includes music by the Silk Road Ensemble. 

“Through this unique partnership, we hope Silk Road

Encounters will help teachers encourage their students’

curiosity and enable students to learn more about our

common world heritage,” said Yo-Yo Ma.   

GARY MUKAI IS DIRECTOR OF SPICE, THE STANFORD PROGRAM ON
INTERNATIONAL AND CROSS-CULTURAL EDUCATION.

GARY MUKAI FROM SPICE IS FLANKED BY KOJIRO UMEZAKI, SILK ROAD
ENSEMBLE (LEFT), AND YO-YO MA, FOUNDER OF THE SILK ROAD
PROJECT (RIGHT).
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stedman named to un high-level panel
on threats, challenges, and change
Stephen Stedman, senior fellow at the Stanford Institute
for International Studies (SIIS), has been appointed
research director for the United Nations’ new High-Level
Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change. Stedman
left for New York City in December for the remainder
of the academic year. 

On November 4, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan
appointed Stedman and 16 members of the blue-ribbon
commission, which is chaired by Thailand’s former
prime minister Anand Panyarachun. The panel is charged
with examining current global threats and analyzing
future challenges to international peace and security.
The group will not formulate policies on specific issues
or on the United Nations’ role in specific places, but it
will advise the organization on reforms necessary to cope
with emerging challenges. The panel will complete a
10,000- to 15,000-word report by late next year. 

Stedman, a senior fellow at the Center for International
Security and Cooperation (CISAC) at SIIS, has served
as a consultant to the United Nations on issues of
peacekeeping in civil war, light weapons proliferation
and conflict in Africa, and preventive diplomacy. His
most recent co-authored publications include Ending
Civil Wars: The Implementation of Peace Agreements
(2002) and Refugee Manipulation: War, Politics, and
the Abuse of Human Suffering (2003). 

Asked about the genesis of his new appointment,
Stedman said he has developed relations with a set of
people at the United Nations during the last six years.
“A lot of the work I’ve done has had resonance in the
UN,” he said. “Policymakers read it and they under-
stand I have sympathy for people who have to make
tough decisions.” 

CISAC co-director Scott Sagan said the appointment
is a “great tribute to the quality and policy relevance
of the work that Steve has done over his career.” 

In addition to Panyarachun, the panel members
include such international policy figures as former
Norwegian prime minister Gro Harlem Brundtland;
former Australian minister of foreign affairs Gareth
Evans; former UN high commissioner for refugees
Sadako Ogata of Japan; former Russian prime minister
Yevgeny Primakov; and retired U.S. Lt. Gen. Brent
Scowcroft, former national security adviser. 
STEDMAN WILL RETURN TO CISAC IN DECEMBER 2004. REPRINTED
FROM STANFORD REPORT, NOV. 19, 2003.

economic development in kazakhstan
the role of large enterprises 
and foreign investment
By Anne Peck
RoutledgeCurzon

Economic Development in Kazakhstan—The Role of
Large Enterprises and Foreign Investment traces the
role of large enterprises in the resource-rich economy
of Kazakhstan, their development through 70 years of
socialism, and their privatization since 1991, when
Kazakhstan became independent from the former
Soviet Union. 

Like many resource-rich states, Kazakhstan’s history
of economic development is one of rapid, concentrated
investment in the natural-resource sector, leaving the
country vulnerable to many of the pitfalls facing resource-
rich states: corruption, concentration of power, and
instability due to lack of economic diversity. 

Peck, a natural-resource economist and professor of
commodity price studies, focuses on the means by which
foreign firms obtained shares in Kazakh enterprises, the
effects to date of foreign ownership on enterprise perform-
ance and activities, obstacles confronting foreign firms
seeking to invest in Kazakhstan’s minerals industries, and
shifts in opinion in Kazakhstan regarding the efficacy of
such investments in promoting economic development. 

The book gives new insights into policies aimed at
transforming the economy as well as into the individuals
who now control parts of the economy and their political
allegiances. Controversially, Peck concludes that it is the
control demanded by these insiders rather than the suc-
cess of any foreign investor that ultimately will determine
the future development of the country’s economy.
ANNE PECK IS AN SIIS SENIOR FELLOW (EMERITA).

contentious kwangju:  the may 18

uprising in korea’s past and present
Edited by Gi-Wook Shin and Kyung Moon Hwang
Rowman & Littlefield, 2003

One of the largest political protests in contemporary
Korean history, the May 1980 Kwangju Uprising still
exerts a profound, often contested, influence on Korean

people,  books,  publications

recent aparc publications

FOREIGN RELATIONS

“Recent Adjustments to Japan’s Security Policy”
by Michael H. Armacost. Strategic Asia 2003–04.

“Kim Jong-Il Must Go” by Henry S. Rowen. Policy
Review 121, October/November 2003.

SOCIETY

“Qingli jieji duiwu: wenhua geming de neimu”
(Cleansing the class ranks: The hidden face of the
Cultural Revolution) by Andrew Walder. Shehui
kexue (Hong Kong Journal of Social Science) 24,
Winter 2003. 

“Peri-Urbanization in Chengdu, Western China:
From ‘Third Line’ to Market Dynamics” by Douglas
Webster, Jianming Cai, Larissa Muller, and Binyi
Luo. Working paper, APARC. October 2003.

“Urbanization Dynamics and Policy Frameworks
in Developing East Asia” by Douglas Webster.
Best Practice Dissemination Paper. Washington,
DC: World Bank, 2003.

“Bangkok: Repositioning under Stress” by Douglas
Webster, in J. Gugler, World Cities beyond the West.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003.

society. Through a deft combination of personal reflec-
tions and academic analysis, Contentious Kwangju
offers a comprehensive examination of the multiple,
shifting meanings of the May 18 Uprising and explains
how the memory of Kwangju has affected Korean life
from politics to culture. In keeping with the book’s title,
the essays offer competing interpretations of the
Kwangju Uprising, yet together provide the most thor-
ough English-language treatment to date of the multi-
faceted, sweeping significance of this seminal event.
CONTRIBUTORS: JONG-CHUL AHN, DON BAKER, JU-NA BYUN, JUNG-KWAN
CHO, JUNG-WOON CHOI, KYUNG MOON HWANG, KEUN-SIK JUNG, LINDA
S. LEWIS, GI-WOOK SHIN, JEAN W. UNDERWOOD, SALLIE YEA

power and purpose
u.s.  policy toward
russia after the 
cold war
James M. Goldgeier and 
Michael McFaul 
Brookings Institution Press, 2003 

Russia, once seen as America’s greatest adversary, is now
viewed by the United States as a potential partner. This
book traces the evolution of American foreign policy
toward the Soviet Union, and later Russia, during the
tumultuous and uncertain period following the end of
the Cold War. It examines how American policymakers
—particularly in the executive branch—coped with the
opportunities and challenges presented by the new Russia. 

Drawing on extensive interviews with senior U.S. and
Russian officials, the authors explain George H. W.
Bush’s response to the dramatic coup of August 1991
and the Soviet breakup several months later, examine
Bill Clinton’s efforts to assist Russia’s transformation
and integration, and analyze George W. Bush’s policy
toward Russia as September 11 and the war in Iraq
transformed international politics. Throughout, the book
focuses on the benefits and perils of America’s efforts
to promote democracy and markets in Russia as well as
reorient Russia from security threat to security ally. 

Understanding how three U.S. administrations dealt
with these critical policy questions is vital in assessing
not only America’s Russia policy, but also efforts that
might help to transform and integrate other former
adversaries in the future. 
JAMES M. GOLDGEIER IS DIRECTOR OF THE INSTITUTE FOR EUROPEAN,
RUSSIAN, AND EURASIAN STUDIES AT GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY,
WHERE HE IS ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS. HE IS ALSO AN ADJUNCT SENIOR FELLOW
IN EUROPE STUDIES AT THE COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS.

MICHAEL MCFAUL IS ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY, A HOOVER INSTITUTION SENIOR FELLOW,
AND A SENIOR ASSOCIATE AT THE CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR
INTERNATIONAL PEACE.

GOLDGEIER AND MCFAUL WERE CISAC FELLOWS TOGETHER IN THE 1980s.

beyond common knowledge
empirical approaches to the rule of law
Edited By Erik G. Jensen and Thomas C. Heller
Stanford University Press, 2003

An intensive global search is on for the “rule of law,”
the holy grail of good governance, which has led to a
dramatic increase in judicial reform activities in devel-
oping countries. Very little attention, however, has been
paid to the widening gap between theory and practice,
or to the ongoing disconnect between state project goals
and actual funded activities. 

Beyond Common Knowledge examines the standard
methods of legal and judicial reform. Taking stock of
international experience in legal and judicial reform in
Latin America, Europe, Indian, and China, this volume
answers key questions in the judicial reform debate.
JENSEN IS CO-DIRECTOR OF THE RULE OF LAW PROGRAM AT
STANFORD LAW SCHOOL AND HELLER IS PROFESSOR OF INTERNA-
TIONAL LEGAL STUDIES AT THE LAW SCHOOL. BOTH ARE AFFILIATED
WITH THE CENTER ON DEMOCRACY, DEVELOPMENT, AND THE RULE OF
LAW (CDDRL).

f inal solutions
mass killing and
genocide in the 
20th century 
Benjamin A. Valentino 
Cornell University Press, 2004

Benjamin A. Valentino finds that ethnic hatreds or
discrimination, undemocratic systems of government,

and dysfunctions in society play a much smaller role in
mass killing and genocide than is commonly assumed.
He shows that the impetus for mass killing usually
originates from a relatively small group of powerful
leaders and is often carried out without the active sup-
port of broader society. Mass killing, in his view, is a
brutal political or military strategy designed to accom-
plish leaders’ most important objectives, counter threats
to their power, and solve their most difficult problems. 

In order to capture the full scope of mass killing
during the twentieth century, Valentino does not limit
his analysis to violence directed against ethnic groups,
or to the attempt to destroy victim groups as such, as
do most previous studies of genocide. Rather, he defines
mass killing broadly as the intentional killing of a mas-
sive number of noncombatants, using the criteria of
50,000 or more deaths within five years as a quan-
titative standard. 

Final Solutions focuses on three types of mass killing:
communist mass killings like the ones carried out in the
Soviet Union, China, and Cambodia; ethnic genocides as
in Armenia, Nazi Germany, and Rwanda; and “counter-
guerrilla” campaigns including the brutal civil war in
Guatemala and the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan.
Valentino closes the book by arguing that attempts to
prevent mass killing should focus on disarming and
removing from power the leaders and small groups
responsible for instigating and organizing the killing. 
BENJAMIN A. VALENTINO, CISAC RESEARCH ASSOCIATE 2002 –2003, IS
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT AT DARTMOUTH COLLEGE. 

SPICE curriculum specialist Waka Takahashi Brown
received the 2004 Franklin Buchanan Prize from the
Association for Asian Studies for the curriculum unit
she wrote called Religions and Philosophies in China:
Confucianism, Daoism, and Buddhism. The award is
given annually for an outstanding curriculum publica-
tion on Asia at any educational level, elementary through
university. Waka formerly taught Japanese language at
Silver Creek High School in San Jose, California, and
also served as a coordinator of international relations
in Gunma Prefecture, Japan, on the Japan Exchange
and Teaching (JET) Program. She is currently teaching
an Internet-mediated course on Japan and U.S.-Japan
relations for SPICE. Takahashi Brown is a graduate of
Stanford University.
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director’s discretionary fund
Gifts to the SIIS Director’s Discretionary Fund are

greatly valued, as they are essentially unrestricted

gifts that permit the director to allocate support

for important priorities and opportunities as they

arise. These gifts enhance the Institute’s capacity to

respond to compelling new research initiatives and

innovative projects, enabling nascent programs to

get off the ground.  

The highly successful Initiative on Distance

Learning (p. 13), for example, got its start in 2000

with crucial seed funding from the Director’s

Discretionary Fund.

Discretionary gifts enable SIIS to draw Stanford

faculty together to work on multidisciplinary

approaches to key international concerns, such as

governance challenges facing the post-communist

world, the impact of the production and consumption

of energy on sustainable development, and the

strengthening of democratic institutions in transi-

tioning societies. Two thriving constituent SIIS centers,

the Center for Environmental Science and Policy and

the Center on Democracy, Development, and the

Rule of Law, were once fledgling research projects

which were encouraged in their development by early

financial support allocated by the Institute’s director.

This flexibility also permits the Institute to serve

the larger Stanford community. When the opportunity

arises, the SIIS director is able to draw upon resources

to invite international scholars, public intellectuals,

and government leaders to visit Stanford for short

periods to give seminars and public lectures.

For more information about making a gift to SIIS,

please contact Evelyn Kelsey, associate director for

development and public affairs, at 650-725-4206 or

by email at ezkelsey@stanford.edu. Detailed infor-

mation about SIIS gift opportunities can be found

on the Institute’s website: http://siis.stanford.edu.

Supporting Stanford IIS
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Iraq and North Korea continue to dominate the U.S. foreign-

policy debate. The second issue of Encina Columns, the

newsletter of the Stanford Institute for International Studies

(SIIS), reflects that fact.

An SIIS panel discussion on what’s at stake in Iraq drew an

overflow crowd on January 26, 2004, in our Bechtel Conference Center in Encina Hall. Earlier in the month, John Lewis,

co-founder of the Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC) and William Haas Professor of Chinese Politics

emeritus, led a delegation to Pyongyang to discuss the crisis in U.S.–North Korean relations and the latter’s nuclear weapons

program. The media, both here and in Asia, provided extensive coverage. The visit by the Lewis delegation is yet another

example of the kind of “track-two” diplomacy for which CISAC is renowned.

The second issue of Encina Columns is also a testament to the breadth of activities that go on at SIIS and its five research

centers, as well as its programs and projects. Witness the interview with Eva Meyersson Milgrom on suicide bombers and

their motivations and impact; the environmental research going on in Mexico’s Yaqui Valley by faculty at CESP; Rafiq Dossani’s

work on the consequences of “offshoring” for the U.S. economy; the growth of the Institute’s Initiative on Distance Learning

in Russia; and SPICE’s impressive efforts to deliver Institute-sponsored research to community colleges and secondary schools

in the United States and around the world.

Earlier this year, Provost John Etchemendy asked Professor Elisabeth Paté-Cornell (Management Science and Engineering)

and me to co-chair an all-university faculty committee to explore ways to extend Stanford’s global reach. I was delighted to

accept the provost’s invitation, and very much look forward to working with Professor Paté-Cornell and our faculty colleagues

on what promises to be an important initiative.

Encina Columns, published each fall and spring, is designed to highlight the work that goes on at SIIS and to spark debate

among our readers. We hope we succeed in doing both. We welcome your comments! 

coit d.  blacker,  director
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