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Reducing Uncertainty:  
Intelligence and National Security

left: expectations of intelligence have escalated because of the shift in focus “from the security of the nation to the safety of individual citizens,” payne distinguished lecturer thomas fingar tells an  
attentive audience. right: fingar ma ’69, phd ’77 chats with former secretary of defense and fsi senior fellow, william J. perry, and his wife, lee, prior to his first lecture on “myths, fears, and expectations.”

World-renowned expert on democracy and 
development Francis Fukuyama to join FSI

francis fukuyama,  a prominent expert on democracy, development, and governance  

is joining FSI as the Olivier Nomellini Senior Fellow, effective July 2010. He will reside in 

FSI’s Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law and fully engage in the  

center’s research, teaching, and policy missions, FSI Director Coit Blacker has announced.

Currently, Fukuyama is the Bernard L. Schwartz Professor of International Political  

Economy at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns  

Hopkins University, and director of the International Development Program at SAIS. He is  

also chairman of the editorial board of a foreign policy magazine, The American Interest.

“We are thrilled that Frank is joining CDDRL and our quest to understand how countries advance politically and  

economically and the role of governance in these interrelated challenges,” said CDDRL Director Larry Diamond.  

“His path-breaking work on democracy, governance, and state building, his probing intellect, and his passionate 

commitment to advance theoretical and practical understanding of development — in all its dimensions — will be 

wonderful assets to our center and students, the Freeman Spogli Institute, and to Stanford.” 

Fukuyama has written widely on factors facilitating and impeding political and economic development,  

governance, and prosperity. His best-known book, The End of History and the Last Man (Free Press, 1992), made 

the bestseller lists in the United States, France, Japan, and Italy. 

“We are delighted to welcome Frank Fukuyama at this dynamic time in FSI’s growth and development,” said 

Blacker. “His exemplary scholarship, research, and teaching and his dedication to the expansion of democracy 

and good governance are an inspiration to Stanford faculty and students and to current and aspiring leaders the 

world over.”

Fukuyama received a BA in classics from Cornell University and a PhD in political science from Harvard.   

Stanford Global Gateway
under the aegis  of the Stanford International 

Initiative, Stanford Global Gateway, a new university Web 

portal, debuted in May 2009. The website aggregates  

Stanford’s international activities from research projects 

abroad to language courses and funding opportunities  

that advance and support the university’s growing global 

presence. Stanford Global Gateway’s introduction has  

received rave reviews across campus. “Our goals for the  

site are to increase faculty connections and to make  

international activities more visible to students, outside  

collaborators, alumni, and the general public,” said Whitney  

Sparks, the site’s content manager. 

FSI Assistant Director Catharine Kristian explained, 

“We’re transitioning from Stanford being a premier national 

university to being a premier international university. We 

want to make sure that people  inside and outside the 

Stanford community know that.” Sparks, Kristian, and Web  

developer Kangmin Zeng are at work on version 2.0 of the  

site. This fall, internationally themed Stanford events on 

campus and abroad will be added. Says Kristian, “We’re 

very interested in knowing what users want because that 

will help guide where we’re going in the future.” Stanford 

Global Gateway can be accessed from its URL at global.

stanford.edu or from links on the home pages of Stanford  

University and Stanford School of Medicine.   

“How many of you collect or analyze intelligence?” Tom Fingar asked the audience gathered  
for his first Payne lecture on intelligence and national security. When few responded, he 
asked, “How many of you interpreted the question as ‘who here is a spy?’ What if I ask the  
question somewhat differently? How many of you check the thermometer before deciding 
what to wear? How many tune in to traffic reports before deciding what route to take during  
rush hour?” The answer is that we all do these things. “We do them — as we do many other  
things — to inform our decisions and to make better choices. That, in a nutshell, is what  
intelligence is all about.” continued on page 8



2 2°this december,  delegates from around the world  will meet 

in Copenhagen, Denmark, to thrash out a successor to the Kyoto Protocol, an earlier 

international treaty that attempted — but so far largely failed — to rein in human  

emissions of greenhouse gases. Accumulating evidence suggests the dangers in 

store for human and natural systems if such efforts ultimately fail: large-scale species  

loss, threatened food production, and large-scale human displacement due to rapidly  

rising seas, to name a few. Consequently, these discussions on emissions mitigation  

will likely have fundamental implications for our world long into the future.

Playing second fiddle to mitigation discussions, however, are growing concerns 

about how to deal with the substantial amount of climate change already built into 

the system. Due to inherent lags in how it responds to current emissions, the climate 

system is like a large ship at sea: cut the engines and, absent other pressures, the 

ship will continue drifting forward for some period. 

Climate Change:
How Much Is Two Degrees?
By MARSHALL BURkE

fse research scholar david lobell interviewing a maize breeder, Kenya. (credit: marshall burKe)

Such lags in the system yield some surprising outcomes. Most notable perhaps 

is that even if we were able to completely shut off all human emissions today, there 

would be almost no immediate effect on the climate. That is, even if diplomats in  

Copenhagen are wildly successful in limiting our collective emissions, we would still  

have plenty of warming in store for us in the next couple of decades. 

Understanding the potential consequences of this temperature rise and what to  

do about them thus becomes an important task. These responses to climate change  

are generally termed “adaptation,” and understanding the amount of adaptation  

needed depends centrally on how much climate is expected to change. This latter  

question has spawned a cottage industry of research devoted to the creation and  

analysis of global climate models, which are designed to predict how much and where  

the globe will warm given what we think will happen to greenhouse gas emissions.  

And nearly all of the roughly two dozen major models in use today project warming  

of average temperatures over global land area of about two degrees Celsius by 2050,  

regardless of what happens to emissions in the next few decades. 

So how much of a problem would two degrees warming represent? A recent study  

in the journal Science by Roz Naylor, director of the joint FSI/Woods Institute for the  

Environment Food Security and the Environment (FSE) program, and her colleague 

David Battisti at the University of Washington explores how big a departure this  

amount of warming will be from historical experience. Analyzing output from 23 of  

these global climate models, Battisti and Naylor find that throughout much of the  

tropics, two degrees warming results in summertime temperatures warmer than any  

summers in the historical record roughly 60 to 80 percent of the time. Using historical  

examples of incidences of extreme heat, the authors demonstrate the potential for  

highly negative consequences of these record high temperatures, particularly for the  

majority of the world’s poor and malnourished who live in the tropics and depend 

on rain-fed agriculture for their livelihoods. 

To further explore the consequences of extreme heat for agriculture in poor regions,  

FSE Research Scholar David Lobell and FSE Visiting Scholar Wolfram Schlenker  

analyzed how crop yields in sub-Saharan Africa have responded to high temperatures  

over the past half-century. This work finds strikingly negative responses of African  

staple crop yields to high temperatures. Using the same climate model projections  

analyzed by Battisti and Naylor, Schlenker and Lobell find that two degrees warming  

could result in 25 percent yield losses on the continent — a huge decline considering  

the already fragile livelihoods experienced by many poor farmers on the continent. 

And losses in some countries could be even higher, with the study projecting 30 to 

40 percent yield declines for maize and other cereals in parts of southern Africa as 

a result of two degrees warming. In the absence of adaptation, such losses could be 

devastating for the region’s malnourished.

Further research by Lobell and colleagues is trying to understand why we see such  

big losses and what we might do about it. “We need to understand why crops are  

so sensitive to temperature to really understand how we might adapt,” says Lobell.  

To that end, the researchers are working with international crop breeding centers 

and foundations to better understand the mechanism of crop response to climate 

extremes and how to prioritize investments in crop breeding and genetic resource 

conservation that will garner the highest returns in a hotter climate. Breeding crops 

better suited to new climates will be one of the crucial determinants of how badly 

climate change hurts the world’s poorest. 

New work by the FSE team, on the heels of an earlier FSI-funded project on Deadly  

Connections, has also begun to quantify some of the unexpected implications of two  

degrees warming for broader social interactions in poor countries. In particular, the  

team became interested in exploring the empirical basis for the popular sentiment  

that climate change will increase the risk for civil conflict in poor regions. In recent 

years, dignitaries including Ban Ki-Moon, secretary-general of the United Nations,  

have publicly blamed conflicts such as the crisis in Darfur on climate variables, but 

the evidence for these claims is not always clear.

Preliminary work by the FSE team has begun to show strong linkages between the  

incidence of past conflict in sub-Saharan Africa and climatic variation, with conflict 

appearing much more likely in hotter years. This work, which is a collaboration  

with researchers at UC Berkeley and New York University, finds that by 2030 warming  

could increase conflict risk more than 40 percent in the absence of adaptation — an 

outcome with frightening implications for livelihoods on the continent, given the 

humanitarian impacts of recent conflict.

The team suspects that the agricultural impacts of climate variation and the  

substantial economic shocks that such impacts represent are the likely mechanism  

connecting climate and conflict. And thanks to a new grant from Stanford’s Presidential  

Fund for Innovation in International Studies, the FSE team and colleagues from 

around the university hope to further elucidate these mechanisms.

Aside from what this future research shows, the new body of evidence on the  

potentially dramatic impacts of two degrees of warming underscores the importance  

of investments in adaptation. “Put together, all this evidence now suggests that  

in the near term adapting to climate change is just as important as mitigating it,  

particularly for the poorest and most vulnerable people in the world,” concludes  

Lobell. “While mitigation is also important, the immediate threats are just too large 

to put all our eggs in that basket.”   



32° in the same week that president barack  
obama  decreed health reform must happen by year’s 

end, Stanford Health Policy co-hosted a conference  

of cross-sector experts to discuss the possibility of 

meaningful health care reform. 

The oft-repeated line throughout the May 14 confer- 

ence was that health care reform will happen. And soon.  

But, core faculty member and conference organizer Victor  

Fuchs said in his keynote speech, Americans should be 

wary of predictions for what these reforms might be. 

“What we can talk about are possibilities,” Fuchs  

said to the 200 guests at the FRESH-Thinking Project 

on Health Care Reform Capstone Conference, an event 

of health care leaders co-sponsored by Stanford Health 

Policy, the Stanford Institute on Economic Policy  

Research (SIEPR) and Stanford’s Center for Advanced 

Study in the Behavioral Sciences. 

Fuchs’ talk drew together the day’s discussions on  

what health reform might look like from a myriad of  

experts — doctors, economists, public health advocates,  

insurers, and academics. Days earlier many of the  

speakers had joined President Obama’s health care team  

to discuss the presidential health care agenda. 

“The timing of this conference was remarkably  

apropos given the renewed commitment in Washington  

about overhauling the health care system by year’s end,”  

Stanford Health Policy Executive Director kathryn  

McDonald said. “The research from Stanford Health  

Policy is exactly the kind of thorough, thoughtful work  

that politicians should weigh when considering cost  

saving and outcomes measures necessary for an improved  

system. This conference provided an opportunity to  

highlight some of our efforts as a Stanford research 

center over the past 10 years and hopefully inform the 

best possible policy reform.”

Stanford Health Policy Director Alan Garber and  

affiliate faculty member Stephen Shortell focused on the  

economics of sweeping reform in their morning talks. 

Shortell, who’s also the UC Berkeley School of Public 

Health dean, described the need for more accountability  

in the delivery system. Days earlier Shortell and Garber  

had attended Obama’s meeting of health care insiders, 

and each offered ways to curb costs in a system that, 

Shortell said, “leaks value.” 

In his talk, Garber looked at the money-saving  

potential of a system in which decisions about the use  

of drugs and other medical products, whether made by  

pharmaceutical companies, doctors, patients, or health 

plans, are based on a thorough evaluation of the benefits  

and costs of both new and existing drugs. His idea of 

“value conscious biomedical innovation” would also  

empower patients to make informed drug choices by  

providing the side effects, efficacy rates, and costs  

attached to each treatment option. 

Health Care Debate Heats Up
Stanford Health Policy Co-Hosts National Conference to  
Discuss Reform Options
By TEAL PENNEBAkER

left to right: stanford health  
policy director alan garber  
discussed value-conscious bio- 
medical innovation during his  
talK at the fresh-thinKing  
capstone conference; stanford  
health policy core faculty  
member victor fuchs emceed the  
fresh-thinKing conference and  
gave the concluding speech,  
addressing possible health care  
reform outcomes under the 
obama administration.

SIEPR Director John Shoven, though, delivered the  

health care talk that reverberated most in ex-post  

conference discussion. Cost control and universal  

coverage are not necessarily in conflict, Shoven said,  

referencing a report he and Fuchs had co-authored for  

the FRESH-Thinking Project titled “Funding Health 

Care For All Americans: An Economic Perspective.” 

Shoven disavowed two ubiquitous health care myths.  

He noted that a kind of shared responsibility that  

dichotomizes government and employers ignores the 

fact that individuals, whether as citizens or employees,  

pay for health care. He also argued against the oft-

repeated statement that the middle class can escape higher  

health care prices. Advocating a dedicated tax to fund 

comprehensive health coverage, Shoven concluded with  

a need for budget discipline, saying “we should not 

separate the benefits from the costs.”

Fuchs and Ezekiel Emanuel co-directed the FRESH-

Thinking Project, a Blue Shield of California Foundation- 

sponsored initiative that for the past three years has  

convened experts in the field to weigh comprehensive  

health care reform proposals. This conference was  

the group’s culminating activity and brought together  

several Stanford Health Policy members, including  

Sharon Levine (associate director of The Permanente  

Medical Group of Northern California), Harold Luft  

(director of Palo Alto Medical Foundation Research  

Institute, and also with the University of California at  

San Francisco), Garber, and Shortell. Emanuel stepped  

down from his role in the project in early 2009 to join  

the Obama administration.

In the conference’s opening remarks, Blue Shield 

of California Foundation President and CEO Crystal 

Hayling said she wanted the day to draw upon the 

history of lively discussion in the FRESH-Thinking 

Project on Health Care Reform. “I hope that we will 

continue that spirit today,” she said. “Disagree with 

one another.”

Hayling’s charge was answered in the panel the  

“Public and Reform.” Sandra Shewry, president and  

CEO of the California Center for Connected Health,  

said we “cannot underestimate the power of language” 

in shared responsibility. Her co-panelist Gil Ojeta,  

director of the California Program on Access to Care, 

echoed her sentiment, saying shared responsibility is  

vital to vast health care reform.

The public panel on health care reform was part of  

an afternoon dedicated to major constituent groups 

required for buy-in for a vast overhaul in the system —  

doctors and employers were featured in two separate 

discussions. 

Like speakers before them, the panelists agreed  

that health reform will happen in this administration.  

The concern often repeated, though, is that reform  

will be too incremental given the political barriers to  

comprehensive change.

Founding WellPoint Executive Director Leonard  

Schaeffer, a University of Southern California professor,  

highlighted the “time is now” theme of a Washington 

interested in bringing about change. Countered by this  

era of transformation, though, is that to date real health  

care change has been prevented by those very political  

players. The general sentiment among politicians, 

Schaeffer said, has been to express empathy and then 

do nothing.

Adding to the barrier is the public split in its willing-

ness to pay for universal coverage — a recent Harvard/

kaiser poll shows 49 percent of respondents are unwilling  

to pay higher taxes so more Americans could receive 

insurance (47 percent would pay more).

What Schaeffer and many other speakers said was  

the most disconcerting about health care reform is that 

piecemeal change in the system is the most politically  

palatable. But it is also the riskiest, Schaeffer said,  

since the system is broken to the point that we need to 

“transform the underlying delivery system.”

Schaeffer closed his talk by saying it is highly likely 

we’ll see health reform passed but the question, he said,  

is will it help or cause more problems. “And based on 

my years and years [in this area] ... I have no idea.”   

Stanford Health Policy: Our Working Name Change
Stanford Health Policy is the collaborative effort of the Center for Health Policy (CHP) and the Center for 

Primary Care and Outcomes Research (PCOR). We conduct rigorous research that lays the foundation  

for better domestic and international health policy and health care. Drawing upon our multidisciplinary 

research, Stanford Health Policy offers innovative educational programs from the undergraduate to the 

graduate level.

Stanford Health Policy is run under the auspices of the Freeman Spogli Institute for International 

Studies (CHP) and the Stanford University School of Medicine (PCOR). The jointly operated centers  

were founded in 1998 to engage faculty, staff, and students from across Stanford — including medicine,  

economics, statistics, business, law, engineering, and psychology — in research on health policy and  

clinical practice. In 2009, the two centers adopted the working name Stanford Health Policy.   
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stanford’s center for international 
security and cooperation  may be far from 

Washington, D.C., but its influence inside the beltway is  

demonstrated by four scholars recently tapped to serve 

in the Obama administration. Paul Stockton, Mariano-

Florentino Cuéllar, Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, and  

Michael McFaul have all been closely affiliated with the  

center, known by its acronym CISAC, in the Freeman 

Spogli Institute for International Studies (FSI).

“I just can’t tell you how often I’ve been in govern-

ment meetings where the connection I have to people 

is CISAC,” said McFaul, who was FSI’s deputy director  

until he was named special assistant to President  

Obama and senior director for Russian and Eurasian  

affairs at the National Security Council (NSC). McFaul,  

who until his NSC appointment also served as director  

of FSI’s Center on Democracy, Development, and the  

Rule of Law (CDDRL), is a former CISAC scholar.  

“you know, CISAC is thick in the U.S. government,”  

he said.

Sherwood-Randall, another special assistant to  

President Obama and the NSC’s senior director for  

European affairs, communicates with McFaul daily. At  

Stanford, she worked for the Preventive Defense Project  

(PDP), which former U.S. Defense Secretary William  

Perry heads at CISAC. “When I wrote my doctoral  

dissertation in the early 1980s, one of my conclusions  

was that relationships among the key players made  

a decisive difference in the practice and outcomes of  

statecraft,” Sherwood-Randall said. “Nothing could be 

truer today. At the NSC, I work for National Security  

Advisor James L. Jones, whom I initially met while  

working on a PDP project.”

Longstanding relationships continue with Stockton,  

a CISAC senior research scholar and now an assistant  

secretary of defense for homeland defense and Americas’  

security affairs. “The brain drain of Stanford scholars  

to Washington hurts CISAC from a narrow perspective,”  

he said. “On the other hand, it populates D.C. with  

people who are committed to serve in the administration  

and make a difference in U.S. security.” Stockton said  

he looked forward to working with Cuéllar, a CISAC  

faculty member and Stanford Law School professor  

serving as special assistant to President Obama on the  

White House Domestic Policy Council. “To be able to  

know someone of such terrific academic caliber but also a  

wonderful person who cares deeply about the challenges  

the United States faces is a gift,” Stockton said.

In addition to colleagues, the four scholars said they  

bring the center’s interdisciplinary intellectual rigor with  

them to Washington. “Working on CISAC projects and 

in the classroom, one learns the value of listening to 

different viewpoints and different ways of thinking,”  

Cuéllar said. “you see what an anthropologist has to  

learn from and teach a physicist. That’s profoundly  

relevant in this context, as lawyers, press secretaries,  

economists, and policy analysts can sometimes cultivate  

— despite their best intentions — an enormous capacity  

to talk past one another.” Cuéllar said doing CISAC  

policy-related work, law school research and teaching, and pro bono projects was  

good practice for the demands of his new job. “It helps prepare one for Washington,”  

he said.

cisac as a lab
For almost two decades, Lynn Eden, CISAC’s acting associate director, has served as  

a mentor to scores of scholars, including those now in Washington. “I once asked  

Tino [Cuéllar], ‘Why are you here [at CISAC], spreading yourself thin?’” Eden recalled.  

“He said he just found it enormously stimulating.” 

According to Eden, CISAC aims to provide a  

supportive and challenging academic environment.  

“But, we don’t want to kid ourselves,” she said about  

the Obama administration staffers. “They are terribly 

competent, exceedingly bright people. We have been 

thrilled to have each and every one of them at CISAC.  

They would have been tremendously successful without  

being here. But it doesn’t mean that their experience 

here hasn’t enriched them.”

Eden recalls that when McFaul returned from Oxford  

University in 1991 with a doctorate earned as a Rhodes  

scholar, he had to retool himself for U.S. academia.  

“I remember sitting with him in what was called the  

Annex, in Galvez House, which was a trailer,” she said,  

referring to CISAC’s former digs on Galvez Street. “We  

had a white board in the back. I think we must have 

sat there for a couple of hours. He went up to the board  

and I just peppered him. ‘What is your question? What  

is your argument? Do you mean this or this?’” Eden  

said. “I basically grilled him in an extremely friendly  

way so his argument made sense. We both just had a  

blast.” Such conversations, a regular feature at CISAC, 

helped McFaul grow intellectually, Eden said. “In some  

ways, Mike is sui generis, but you do need a place to 

blossom, to be creative,” she added. “I think it was the 

right amount of support and challenge for him and it 

worked very well.”

CISAC’s value, according to those who move between  

the worlds of policymaking and academia, is that it  

gives people a place to accumulate intellectual capital.  

“There is no time to do policy development and  

intellectual exploration in D.C.,” McFaul said. “Condi 

[Rice] told me two decades ago that you build up  

intellectual capital [in academia] and you spend it down  

in Washington.” 

Upon arrival at the NSC, McFaul said he was  

surprised at the role good analytical and scientific work  

plays in policy deliberations. “It matters what the 

experts say,” he said. “I’ve encountered CISAC’s work 

in my job.” Big ideas, such as the Getting to Zero 

project to eliminate nuclear weapons that Perry jointly 

heads, have had a “profound influence” on President 

Obama, McFaul noted. “And that’s where the rubber 

hits the road.”

relevance in a changing world
Looking to the future, Washington’s new residents said  

CISAC should continue to encourage scholars to think 

in innovative ways and to apply their insights to  

addressing tough problems. “Doing that successfully  

is invaluable both for universities and for the policy  

world, and it’s all too rare,” Cuéllar said. 

Stockton, who participated in CISAC’s 25th  

anniversary celebration on May 29, said the center  

must remain committed to its three-part mission of 

producing policy-relevant research, influencing policy- 

making, and training the next generation of security 

specialists. “That’s a very unusual mission and I hope 

that not just for the next 25 years but for many years 

beyond CISAC will maintain its leading role in combining those three initiatives,” he 

said. “It also needs to look over the horizon to understand the emerging challenges  

to security and then attract the very best people to address them.”

Sherwood-Randall, who previously served in the Clinton administration, said  

CISAC also should create more incentives for policy-oriented scholars to get real-world  

experience. “Nothing really prepares you for the first time you enter the oval office  

to brief the president of the United States,” she said. “It is a bracing experience — and  

one that instills in you the keenest appreciation of the fact that there are no dress 

rehearsals in these jobs. you have to get it right the first time.”   

CISAC Goes to Washington
By LISA TREI 

top to bottom: paul stocKton, elizabeth 
sherwood-randall, mariano-florentino 
cuéllar, and michael mcfaul
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Asia Comes to Stanford
By DANIEL SNEIDER

the economic cris is  that struck the United States last fall continues to  

reverberate across the globe — nowhere more so than in Northeast Asia, where three  

of the world’s major economies are located — Japan, China, and South Korea — all  

of them export-driven economies that are highly sensitive to the downturn in the 

United States.

The complex interplay between Northeast Asia and the United States at this time 

of crisis was the focus of two important events at the Walter H. Shorenstein Asia-

Pacific Research Center, held in one week in May. 

left: shorenstein aparc director gi-wooK shin (far left), madam geun-hye parK (center), and translator seo hyun parK (right) respond to a question from cddrl director, larry diamond. (credit:  
rod searcey) right: Jean oi, william haas professor in chinese politics, stanford (far left), carl walter, managing director, Jpmorgan chase (left of center), barry naughton, professor of chinese  
economy, ucsd (center), lyric hughes hale, founder of china online (right of center), and david hale, founder of david hale global economics (far right), address the leading question, “can china 
save the global economy?” (credit: debbie warren)

At the same time, Park warned against resorting to protectionism and closing 

markets to global competition. “If we all bolt our doors closed, no one will ever see 

the light again.”

Madam Park took particular interest in Stanford. A former student of electrical  

engineering, she went straight to the Terman Engineering Center to celebrate the  

memory of the late Professor Fred Terman, noting his role in helping to create Korea’s  

own institute for science and technology. She also paid a call on Stanford President 

John Hennessy. During her visit, Madam Park was accompanied by a delegation  

of eight other members of South Korea’s National Assembly. The group visited 

the campus of Google and other Silicon Valley firms and met with members of the 

Korean community in the Bay Area.

Two days after Park’s appearance, Shorenstein APARC hosted a remarkable  

gathering of China specialists in a workshop devoted to China’s New Role in a  

Turbulent World. The workshop was convened to honor, as the center has done 

in previous years with a single lecture, the legacy of Professor Michel Oksenberg  

“Many policies and various efforts have been 
applied in attempts to resolve the North  
korean nuclear issue,” Madam Park stated. 

“Unfortunately, none has been very successful.”

An overflow audience in the Bechtel Conference Center greeted Madam Geun-Hye  

Park on the afternoon of May 6. The South Korean political leader came to deliver 

an address to the Shorenstein center’s Asia-Pacific Leaders Forum.

Madam Park, who spoke about “Korea and the United States in a Rapidly Changing  

World,” is widely considered to be the leading candidate to become South Korea’s  

next president. She is the former chairperson of South Korea’s ruling Grand National  

Party and the daughter of late President Park Jung Hee, who led the country for nearly  

two decades.

In introducing Madam Park, Shorenstein APARC Acting Director Ambassador 

Michael H. Armacost observed that she was just 22 years old when her mother was  

brutally assassinated. Madam Park then ably served Korea as acting first lady before  

rising to become a respected leader of her party. In her address, she noted that U.S.- 

Republic of Korea ties are longstanding and had been “forged in blood,” emphasizing  

the two nations’ common interests in maintaining a Korean peninsula free of nuclear  

weapons and a liberal, open, and expanding trading system for goods and services.

Her wide-ranging address began understandably with the North Korean nuclear  

issue. In April, North Korea had ratcheted up tensions with a ballistic missile test —  

and within weeks of her talk, the North Koreans conducted what is believed to be  

a second test of a nuclear device. Park reviewed the unfortunate history of failed 

attempts to persuade North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons ambitions.

“Many policies and various efforts have been applied in attempts to resolve the  

North Korean nuclear issue,” she stated. “Unfortunately, none has been very successful. 

Over the past 15 years, a clear pattern, however, has emerged. North Korea creates a  

crisis; we negotiate and end up rewarding it for its behavior; the North creates another  

crisis and we talk and reward it again. When negotiations break down, we can accurately  

predict that the United States will blame North Korea for not keeping its promise, 

while the North will condemn the United States for not keeping its word. Every time,  

it’s the same story. It is now high time that we break this vicious cycle.”

Perhaps her most interesting comments came, however, when Madam Park 

turned to the global economic crisis and the future of capitalism. The Korean leader 

called for a return to “disciplined capitalism” in which all the economic players need  

to demonstrate a more responsible attitude.

“In the private sector,” Park said, “the challenge is ‘greed.’ The fixation on 

maximizing profits led to the neglect of responsibilities and ignorance toward the 

common good.” Governments need to be more active in monitoring and supervising  

the financial sector, she suggested. “This crisis came about from a mismatch between 

the market and its overseers.”

(1938–2001), a core faculty member, senior fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute 

for International Studies, and one of the country’s leading authorities on China and 

U.S.-China relations.

This year marks the 60th anniversary of the founding of the Peoples Republic of 

China, and at a time of global economic crisis the workshop served to broaden the 

scope of discussion. The participants ranged from experts with deep experience in 

business and economic analysis to former policymakers who played a key role in 

managing our relationship with the PRC. Many of the participants were also former 

students or colleagues of the late Dr. Oksenberg as well.

The opening panel, moderated by Jean Oi, the head of the Stanford China Program  

at Shorenstein APARC and the William Haas Professor in Chinese Politics, focused on  

the role of China in the current crisis, sparked by a deliberately provocative title — 

“Can China Save the Global Economy?” The panelists engaged in a lively discussion  

of China’s response to the crisis, the quick decision to adopt a huge stimulus package  

to maintain growth at home, coupled with increasingly vocal concerns expressed by 

Chinese leaders about the security of its massive investment in American government  

bonds. The panelists bought a range of perspectives to this debate — from Carl Walter,  

the managing director of JPMorgan Chase and longtime resident of China, to UC  

San Diego Professor Barry Naughton, one of the most widely respected experts on  

the Chinese economy, and David and Lyric Hale, a husband-and-wife team who are  

respected consultants on China and its economy. While no one embraced the notion  

that China can indeed “save” the global economy, there was some cautious praise 

for its ability to manage the effects of the downturn and its readiness to remain a 

partner in the international financial system.

A follow-up panel on the future of U.S.-China relations, chaired by John Lewis,  

William Haas Professor of Chinese Politics Emeritus and FSI senior fellow, cautioned  

against overly inflated expectations that the two countries would join, as some have 

suggested, in a Group of Two to run the world economy. China will continue to 

rise in its global role but do so in typically cautious fashion, focused first of all on 

managing its own difficult path of economic growth and transition. The panelists  

also brought great depth of experience, including Professor Susan Shirk, also from 

UC San Diego, who has served as deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia 

and Pacific affairs, Ambassador Stapleton Roy, a former ambassador to the PRC, 

and Princeton Professor Thomas Christensen, who recently served also as deputy 

assistant secretary of state for EAP.

At the end of an exhausting, but stimulating, week at Shorenstein APARC, there 

was a sense that Asia had come to Stanford.   
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CDDRL and the Governance Imperative
By LARRy DIAMOND

seven years ago,  the Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law (CDDRL) was founded, 

with a mandate to explain how countries develop politically and economically — or fail to do so. If there is one 

overarching lesson from our early years of work, it is how the quality of governance provides a unifying framework 

for understanding these interrelated challenges.

Virtually everywhere we turn in the world these days, we are confronted with the consequences of bad governance.  

In Pakistan, extremists are gaining ground because corrupt civilian and military rulers have for decades failed to 

“CDDRL is unique not only in the quality of our researchers  
— and our university — but also in that our programs are 
highly interdisciplinary and bridge the divide between 
academic research and policy analysis, while focusing on 
both political and economic development.”

build durable, inclusive institutions and to alleviate poverty and social injustice. In Nigeria, popular disgust with 

electoral fraud and the squandering of the country’s oil wealth is plunging the country into renewed violence and 

instability. In Burma, North korea, and Zimbabwe, whole nations have been condemned to misery, tyranny, and 

fear while tiny ruling elites live in luxury. From the Congo (DRC) to Somalia to Afghanistan, states have collapsed 

entirely from decades of accumulated failure to build effective state institutions and create the improvements in 

people’s lives that generate political legitimacy and social consensus. 

Bad governance kills. When rulers are mainly preoccupied with accumulating personal wealth and hanging on to  

power, they do not make investments in public health, sanitation, transportation, and education. As a result, in the  

world’s poorest and most atrociously governed countries,  

a fifth of all children die before their fifth birthday and 

most girls in particular go uneducated. In the wake of 

rotten governance, states disintegrate, warlords mobilize, 

and civil wars ensue. When corrupt ruling parties steal 

elections and outraged communities rise up in violent 

outrage, as happened in kenya in December 2007, 

“ancient tribal animosities” may be blamed, but the 

real cause is the desecration of the rule of law.

It is often assumed that extreme poverty, which engulfs more than a billion people in the world today, results 

from a lack of resources, or unfavorable geography, or the legacy of Western colonialism. But the countries that  

remain trapped in extreme poverty with no sign of progress share a core governance problem: Leaders lack a sense  

of developmental purpose and the country lacks the institutional means to change or discipline its leaders. When 

political leaders are committed mainly to acquiring private goods for themselves and their families and “club goods”  

for their business cronies and party and military loyalists, no society can prosper. 

Sustainable economic development requires governments that focus on generating public goods to improve 

education, health care, sanitation, roads, and other infrastructure. It also requires a rule of law, so that people can 

invest, produce, and trade with confidence in the security of their property rights. It helps a lot if people have a means  

to discipline their leaders and check the abuse of power. Over time, democracy has proved to be the best means of  

generating such discipline, by enabling people to choose and replace their leaders in free, fair, and competitive elections  

and by enabling a vigilant press and a vibrant civil society to expose and challenge government wrongdoing. 

For people to be able to challenge political injustice and venality at all levels of society, their human rights must  

be protected. The political rights to speak, publish, organize, and assemble, and to enjoy due process of law, are as  

vital to advancing such economic and social rights as dignified working conditions, basic education, gender equality, 

and a clean environment. 

The issues we work on at CDDRL are thus densely intertwined. Economic development depends heavily on  

good governance. Just and sustainable development — which not only generates wealth but distributes it with some  

degree of fairness — requires a capable state that can make and execute policies with a measure of knowledge, 

coherence, and broadly respected authority. And it requires a lawful and transparent state, in which basic rights 

are secure, laws are known and neutrally enforced, and corruption is controlled.

1



7

“More than any other type of political system, democracy  
requires for its stability a popular belief in its legitimacy.”

(1) women attend a campaign rally for afghan presidential candidate ashraf ghani, who is challenging president hamid Karzai,  
 in afghanistan’s august 20, 2009, presidential election. (credit: reuters/shamil zhumatov)

(2) selling contraband gas in nigeria. (credit: usnico)

(3) a monK waving his empty rice bowl demands peace and democracy in rangoon, burma, september 2007. ten thousand monKs Joined  
 the demonstration in the city center. (credit: reuters/andrees latif)

(4) iranians prepare to elect a new president as challenger mir hussein moussavi taKes on iran’s president mahmoud ahmadineJad.  
 (credit: sharhram sharif)

FSI Receives Gift  
to Fund a Senior 
Fellowship and 
Interdisciplinary 
Graduate Fellowships
Jennifer ’71 and Phil Satre ’71 (Parents ’01, ’07, ’10)  

have pledged $3 million to FSI to recruit a new senior  

fellow for FSI and to fund two new internationally 

focused interdisciplinary graduate fellows. 

The Satres’ gift, part of a larger $5 million  

commitment to Stanford, will endow a total of six 

Stanford Interdisciplinary Graduate Fellowships,  

which support doctoral students whose research 

extends beyond a single field of study. The Satre 

fellowships will give pioneering young scholars 

the freedom to work on complex energy and inter- 

national issues in conjunction with the recently 

launched Precourt Institute for Energy and FSI. 

Two of the interdisciplinary graduate fellows will 

focus more closely on international issues and 

study within FSI.

In addition, the Satres have endowed a senior 

fellow position at FSI’s Center on Democracy,  

Development, and the Rule of Law (CDDRL). The 

new senior fellow will join other scholars at the  

center in conducting research to identify the most 

effective ways to foster political and democratic 

stability, promote balanced economic progress, and  

advance the rule of law in developing countries 

and transitioning democracies.

The Satre’s interest in CDDRL has grown in the 

last few years. “I heard Larry Diamond at a 2008 

parents’ weekend and was impressed by him and 

his book. Then, Jennifer and I heard him, Michael 

McFaul (former CDDRL director, now on leave  

to serve in the Obama administration) and Chip 

Blacker speak, and that solidified that we were very  

interested in what they were trying to accomplish,” 

said Phil Satre.

“I am profoundly grateful to Phil and Jennifer 

for their generous gift. The appointment of a new 

senior fellow will add significantly to our research 

capacity and sustain the momentum we are  

generating with the addition of four new research 

programs to CDDRL this year and Francis Fukuyama  

to our faculty next year,” said CDDRL Director 

Larry Diamond.

Like many of their previous gifts, their commit-

ment focuses on people — the university’s most 

valuable resource. “By funding the people who 

will drive solutions, we are leveraging our gift so 

much more,” said Jennifer Satre. “Who knows 

how many lives their discoveries and knowledge 

will affect?”    

Democracy gives leaders incentives to generate public goods, or face punishment at the polls from their constituents.  

But it does so effectively only under certain conditions. To the extent the political marketplace works well — with 

free and full flows of information so that people know how their leaders are performing — democracy does a better  

job of promoting development. To the extent that democracy is buttressed by strong institutions of “horizontal 

accountability”— an independent judiciary and a vigorous parliament, audit agency, and counter-corruption  

commission — it yokes leaders’ own personal political interests to the advancement of the public good.

There is also a strong reverse causal nexus. Where democracy is shallow and abusive — delivering mainly riches  

for rulers rather than a better life for the people — it won’t last long. More than any other type of political system, 

democracy requires for its stability a popular belief in its legitimacy. Where the people believe instead that they are  

being robbed and defrauded by their elected leaders, they will lose faith in the system and fall prey to the appeals of  

generals, populist demagogues, religious fundamentalists, or ideological insurgencies that promise a fairer deal.

These are some of the linkages we seek to investigate in our programs at CDDRL. With generous core program-

matic support from the Hewlett Foundation, we have hosted a wide range of conferences, research projects, and 

visiting scholars, examining such topics as transitions to democracy, the quality of democracy, the dilemmas of  

managing oil wealth in developing countries, governance failures and alternatives to sovereignty, international rule  

of law assistance, and European and American strategies to promote democracy. With a grant from the Smith 

Richardson Foundation, we are conducting a far-reaching comparative analysis to determine how domestic and  

international factors interact to foster transitions to democracy. Other external grants and gifts are funding research  

on the links between the quality of legal performance and economic growth in India; the dynamics of democracy and  

regional security in Taiwan; and experiments, led by Jeremy Weinstein, to examine the efficacy of governance and 

accountability mechanisms in developing countries. We have established new research programs on human rights 

and the evolving normative standards, domestic practices, and regional and international institutions for their  

protection; on poverty, inequality, and democracy, examining the links between policies, institutions, and poverty 

reduction; and on “liberation technology,” the way information technology is being used to defend human rights,  

improve governance, monitor elections, empower the poor, foster micro-enterprise, promote public health, and 

pursue other social goods. We are also pleased that the Program on Global Justice, led by Joshua Cohen, has 

become part of CDDRL. It links philosophical work on justice, fairness, democracy, and legitimacy with empirical 

research and reflective practice on issues of human rights, global governance, and access to basic resources. 

A growing number of research centers around the world study the interactions between democracy and 

development. We believe CDDRL is unique not only in the quality of our researchers — and our university — but 

also in that our programs are highly interdisciplinary and bridge the divide between academic research and policy 

analysis, while focusing on both political and economic development. These are connections we strive to forge in 

our teaching, including our recently established Senior Honors Program, and in our highly popular Draper Hills 

Summer Fellows Program, which brings more than 25 rising international leaders from transitioning countries to 

CDDRL every summer for an intensive three-week program of seminars and discussions. In all these ways, we seek  

to improve not only understanding but also the practice of democracy, development, and the rule of law.   

2 4
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continued from page 1

the primary purpose of intelligence  is to reduce uncertainty and clarify what we do not know 

about the issues confronting those who make decisions affecting our nation. knowing more and having better 

understanding of the issues and drivers that shape events do not guarantee good decisions or successful policies, but  

they do improve the odds. The mission of intelligence analysis is to evaluate, integrate, and interpret information in  

order to provide warning, reduce uncertainty, and identify opportunities. Providing insight on trends, the political  

calculus of particular foreign leaders, or the way problems are perceived by people outside the United States are often  

more helpful to decision makers than the presentation of additional “facts” or speculation about “worst case” 

possibilities. Discovering that a country is cheating on a treaty commitment may be less important than providing 

insight into why it is doing so. Ferreting out all details of an adversary’s new weapons system may be less useful 

than finding a vulnerability that can be exploited. Prompting decision makers to rethink their own assumptions 

and preliminary judgments may be more beneficial to the national security enterprise than providing definitive 

answers to specific questions.

Of the senior officials with whom I was privileged to work, the one who was most knowledgeable about 

intelligence and the Intelligence Community was Colin Powell. In one of our first conversations after he became 

secretary of state — at the time I was acting assistant secretary for intelligence and research — he gave clear and 

succinct guidance when I asked what he wanted from his in-house intelligence unit. He said, “Give me insight, 

not news.” He subsequently provided additional and equally pithy guidance: “Tell me what you know. Tell me 

what you don’t know. And tell me what you think.” I would add, “And make clear which is which.”

Reducing Uncertainty:  
Intelligence and National Security
By THOMAS FINGAR

Collectors provide input for the “what you know” basket. Analysts generally describe everything in the “what 

you don’t know” basket as a “collection gap.” The “what you think” category subsumes a number of distinct and 

equally important elements. One is explication of the assumptions used to close information gaps. Taxpayers do 

not spend billions of dollars on intelligence in order to elicit “we don’t know” as the definitive statement about 

national security issues. We have to do better than that and we do. Explicit articulation of assumptions — often 

to include explication of why other assumptions (or hypotheses) were rejected — is part of the analytic process. 

“What you think” also subsumes analytic judgments about what is driving events, where they are headed, what 

might deflect the current trajectory, how others will respond, and so forth.

A third component of “what you think” is the articulation of confidence levels — telling customers how much or  

how little confidence you have in the information available to you and the judgments you have made. Confidence 

in the judgment logically should be lower if you know that other analysts, using the same information but perhaps  

different assumptions or weighing the evidence differently, have come to a different conclusion. Policymakers  

deserve to be — and now must be — told as soon as it becomes clear that analysts using good tradecraft have 

reached different judgments regarding important policy issues. The message policymakers should hear is “please 

note that the ice under this judgment is thin. Before you commit your prestige or the power of the United States 

to a course of action predicated on what intelligence analysts have determined to be the case, you need to remind 

yourself that available information and good tradecraft were inadequate to determine with confidence what has  

happened or what will occur.” The need to clearly identify the existence of such analytical differences and why they 

exist is one of the clearest lessons learned from the post mortem on the much criticized 2002 National Intelligence 

Estimate on Weapons of Mass Destruction in Iraq.

intelligence “failures”
One of the lessons I learned early on in Washington is that there are only two possibilities with respect to national 

security policy: “policy success” and “intelligence failure.” Policymakers sometimes make “bad” decisions, but  

they can always claim — and often do — that they made the bad decision because the blankety-blank Intelligence  

Community failed to anticipate, discover, interpret, and explain a situation adequately. This is self-serving, but in 

some ways, the syllogism is true. If the Intelligence Community does not provide adequate warning, misses key 

developments, misinterprets the available information, and/or uses bad assumptions and inappropriate analogies  

to close information gaps, it isn’t providing the quality of support for which it was created and receives a great  

deal of taxpayer money. That intelligence misled policymakers is the impression many have — and many others  

want you to have — of the relationship between the publication of the 2002 National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq  

and the decision to overthrow the regime of Saddam Hussein. I have a different view, but my purpose in citing 

that NIE here is to illustrate broader points about the relationship between intelligence judgments and national 

security decisions.
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left to right: coit d. blacKer, fsi director and olivier nomellini professor in international studies, introduces the 2009 lecturer,  
thomas fingar; thomas fingar, cisac affiliate david elliott ’51, and donor pierre schwob discuss intelligence concerns; fsi advisory  
board member william draper and his wife, phyllis, engage at the payne lecture dinner; stanford and fsi donor franKlin p. “pitch” 
Johnson ’50, fsi deputy director stephen Krasner, and consulting professor and former New York Times associate editor philip 
taubman ’71 discuss current issues at the payne lecture dinner.

“… the criterion for evaluating government success and Intelligence Community performance 
has been elevated from detecting, deterring, and/or defeating any threats to the survival of 
our nation and way of life to ... detecting and preventing harm to every American, anywhere 
in the world, all the time.”

Intelligence usually informs policy decisions and sometimes drives the decision-making process but it does not  

and should not determine what is decided. Intelligence is just one and frequently only one of many streams of input  

flowing to national security decision makers. Others include formal and informal input from Cabinet members 

and NSC staff, the media, lobbyists, old friends, foreign officials, and powerful members of Congress. Most of  

the time, the goal of the non-intelligence inputs is to argue for a particular decision or course of action, such as  

sending military assistance to Georgia after the August 2008 military clash with Russia, or mounting a public  

diplomacy campaign to discredit Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez. At other times, it is to put pressure on the  

president and/or other senior officials to stop deliberating and “do something” to stop the killing in Darfur or  

human rights abuses in Burma.

Sometimes intelligence drives as well as informs the decision-making process. One way that it does occurs when  

collectors discover — and analysts assess — something new that cannot be ignored. I remember working very hard 

over a weekend in 1988 after we determined on a Friday that China had delivered CSS-2 missiles to Saudi Arabia. 

Among the reasons for the crash analysis was the need to provide input to Secretary Shultz who was scheduled to 

meet with China’s foreign minister the following Monday. The meeting had been scheduled for weeks to discuss  

other issues, but the new intelligence judgment put missiles on the agenda. The Intelligence Community wanted 

more time to figure out what had happened and why, but in such cases no administration official wants to explain  

to the Congress why the issue was not raised at the earliest opportunity. Potential or actual pressure from Congress  

is a subset of a broader category of ways in which intelligence sometimes drives policy and presses officials to make  

decisions or take action. Another, more infuriating, source of pressure is the leaking of intelligence information, 

usually in a way that overstates what is known, downplays or ignores different interpretations of what it means, 

and imputes a degree of reliability that may be completely unfounded.

bounding — and fulfilling — expectations
The post-Cold War era has seen dramatic changes in the scope of issues subsumed under the rubric of national 

security. In the much simpler — but more dangerous — days of the Cold War, “all” we had to worry about was the 

existential threat to our nation and our way of life posed by the Soviet Union and its allies. The target was big, 

slow moving, and predictable. Over the decades, we became very good at watching the Soviets (and they became 

very good at watching us). That was then. Over the last 20 years, requirements and expectations have grown 

exponentially. Paraphrasing former Director of Central Intelligence Jim Woolsey, we once focused most of our 

attention on one big dragon, the Soviet Empire; now we have to deal with thousands of snakes of various sizes 

and lethality, many of which may not be dangerous at all. The increase in the scope of what we are expected to 

“know” came about for many reasons but mostly because we — three presidential administrations, the Congress, 

and the American people — redefined the scope and meaning of national security.

Expectations regarding what the Intelligence Community should be able to do have also escalated because of  

the shift in focus from the security of the nation to the safety of individual citizens. The terrorist attacks on 9/11 

underscored and intensified this shift and one can make a convincing argument that it has gone too far, but the  

criterion for evaluating government success and Intelligence Community performance has been elevated from  

detecting, deterring, and/or defeating any threats to the survival of our nation and way of life to one that comes  

pretty close to detecting and preventing harm to every American, anywhere in the world, all the time. To state  

the change in this way is to overstate what has happened. But not by much. Raising the bar from “threats to our 

national survival” to “threats to the safety of all Americans” imposes enormously difficult requirements on the 

Intelligence Community. 

Policymakers, not intelligence professionals, decide what to do with the information and insights derived from 

information collected and assessed by the Intelligence Community. Most of the time, decisions and actions are  

clearly or broadly consistent with the intelligence judgments, but that is not always the case. Policymakers are  

supposed to weigh factors in addition to intelligence and this sometimes leads them down paths different from  

those suggested by the logic of analytic input. Intelligence professionals need to understand and respect that this 

is the way our system is supposed to work.   
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on thursday,  april 16,  2009,  Condoleezza Rice, former United States Secretary of State (2005–09) and National Security Advisor (2001–05) and current professor  

of political science and Thomas and Barbara Stephenson Senior Fellow on Public Policy at the Hoover Institution, addressed the FSI Advisory Board at a dinner at FSI. In a  

tour d’horizon of pressing diplomatic challenges around the globe, she also remarked on the accelerating pace of change around the world since she began her academic 

career at Stanford as a postgraduate fellow at FSI’s Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC). Invoking her inveterate optimism, Secretary Rice noted that 

in the dark days of 1947, as the United States was drawing up the Marshall Plan to aid a beleaguered Europe in the grip of cold, hunger, and communist advance, who would  

have guessed that communism would collapse 44 years later, in 1991, without a shot being fired. Secretary Rice mingled and chatted with FSI Advisory Board members, before  

being introduced by FSI Acting Director Stephen Krasner, the Graham H. Stuart Professor of International Relations and her former colleague at the State Department.  

Following her remarks, she answered questions and engaged in spirited dialogue with FSI faculty, scholars, and Advisory Board members.   

Recent Events at FSI and on the Road

on february 25,  2009,  the Stanford Program on International and Cross-Cultural Education (SPICE), directed by Gary Mukai, conducted an interactive workshop on  

the SPICE curriculum unit, Along the Silk Road, for 150 New York City middle school teachers at Teachers College, Columbia University. The workshop launched the Silk Road  

Curriculum and Student Engagement Project, a two-year educational initiative between Yo-Yo Ma’s Silk Road Project and the New York City Department of Education.

Stanford University professor emeritus Albert Dien lectured on the history of the Silk Road during the workshop and SPICE curriculum specialists demonstrated a variety of  

activities — covering geography, language, and music from Along the Silk Road. Yo-Yo Ma, renowned cellist, artistic director and founder of the project, then took the stage, with  

storyteller Ben Haggarty and historian Jenny Balfour-Paul, to discuss ideas for a new interdisciplinary curriculum on indigo, an important item traded along the Silk Road.   

left to right: world renowned cellist yo-yo ma, artistic director and founder of the silK road proJect, tooK to the stage at columbia university on february 25; pictured here with gary muKai (second 
from left) are Jim sandling ’82 (far left), laura freid, and chief executive officer and executive director of the silK road proJect, Jennifer sandling ’83 (far right). 

former u. s. secretary of state condoleezza rice addresses the 
fsi advisory board.

board chairman phil halperin ’85 greets former secretary of 
state condoleezza rice at the fsi board dinner.

board member Ken olivier ’74 (left) and wife angela nomellini ’75  
(right) talK with tom fingar ’69, ’77 (center).

board members ambassador steve pifer ’76 (left) and alan dachs 
(right).

board member fred weintz ’48 introduces his wife, rosemary, to 
secretary of state rice.

board member Jamie halper ’81 (left) chats with fellow board 
member grey bryan ’71 (right).

board member walter shorenstein (left) talKs with michael 
armacost (right), acting director of the walter h. shorenstein  
asia-pacific research center.
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Examining Long-Term Radiation Effects: 
Case Studies of the Atomic Bombings of Japan and the Chernobyl 
Power Plant Thermal Explosion
By GARy MUkAI

reactor 4 from the chernobyl nuclear power plant in uKraine 
following its catastrophic 1986 accident. the accident involved  
the emission of radiation and numerous fires around the plant.  
(credit: the image worKs); professor david marples, director of 
the stasiuK program for the study of contemporary uKraine, 
canadian institute of uKrainian studies, university of alberta. 
(credit: pasha croes); professor herbert abrams, md, radiology,  
emeritus, stanford school of medicine, and member-in-residence  
at cisac. (credit: pasha croes)

taKashi tanemori, survivor of the august 6, 1945, atomic bombing  
of hiroshima. taKashi, now in his 70s, resides with his guide dog,  
yuKi, in berKeley. (credit: pasha croes); the atomic bomb dome in  
hiroshima. the building was originally the hiroshima prefectural  
industrial promotion hall. it was not reconstructed after the  
bombing, to serve as a reminder of the bombing and as a symbol  
for world peace. (credit: gary muKai)

SPICE’s newest curriculum unit explores the 
long-term effects of radiation. In a first case  
study, students explore issues surrounding  
radiation and the medical and social effects of 
the atomic bombs dropped on Japan in 1945. In  
a second case study, students examine the 1986  

explosion at the Chernobyl power plant and its subsequent 
impact on human health, the environment, and politics. 
in  august  1945,  the first nuclear weapons were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan, killing an  

estimated 210,000 people. Approximately 80 percent of the deaths in these bombings were the result of burns  

or other injuries caused by the blasts. However, 20 percent of the fatalities were the result of radiation sickness. 

While the majority of deaths took place at the time of the bombings or by the end of 1945, atomic bomb survivors  

continued to die from atomic bomb-related injuries or illnesses for decades afterward. Since World War II, nine  

countries have developed and detonated nuclear weapons. In that time, the use of nuclear power has also expanded  

beyond a military focus. Today, nuclear power is used for civilian purposes such as generating electricity. Accidents  

in nuclear power plants have shown that nuclear power is not without risk. Such accidents can release radiation, 

which can have harmful consequences on human health, the environment, and the society as a whole. As in the  

cases of the Japanese atomic bomb survivors, victims of nuclear accidents can be exposed to a substantial dose of 

radiation that can result in leukemia and other forms of cancer or other negative side effects. The 1986 Chernobyl  

accident in modern-day Ukraine was the worst nuclear disaster in history. It is estimated that nearly 4,000 people 

will eventually die from exposure to radiation released by the Chernobyl nuclear power plant. 

SPICE’s newest curriculum unit, Examining Long-Term Radiation Effects: Case Studies of the Atomic Bombings  

of Japan and the Chernobyl Power Plant Thermal Explosion, explores issues pertaining to nuclear power and the 

long-term medical, psychological, and social effects of radiation. The unit consists of four lessons. Lesson One 

introduces students to a brief history of how and why nuclear power was developed. Lesson Two discusses the 

long-term effects of radiation on the atomic bomb survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Lesson Three explores the  

enduring consequences of the 1986 thermal explosion at the Chernobyl power plant. Lesson Four addresses present- 

day issues related to the survivors of the atomic bombings and nuclear power plants in the United States.

On April 4, 2009, SPICE co-sponsored a teacher workshop on Examining Long-Term Radiation Effects with 

Stanford’s Center for Russian, East European, and Eurasian Studies (CREEES). Gabriella Safron, CREEES director 

and associate professor in the Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures, opened the workshop with words 

of welcome to Bay Area high school teachers. The workshop featured five speakers. 

Professor David Marples, director of the Stasiuk Program for the Study of Contemporary Ukraine, Canadian  

Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta, spoke on “The Chernobyl Disaster: History, Debates, and  

Consequences.” He noted, “The disaster has given rise to numerous analyses and reports, both scientific and  

journalistic, as well as films and documentaries. It has been a subject of widespread and unresolved debate about 

the number of victims, the current medical effects, and the impact of low-level radiation on people’s health. … Above  

all, perhaps it has reflected a rift between what one might call the scientific community on the one hand and popular  

writing and inquiries on the other.” 

Professor Herbert Abrams, MD, radiology, emeritus, Stanford School of Medicine, and member-in-residence at 

CISAC, spoke on “Long-term Effects of Radiation” caused by the atomic bombings of Japan in August 1945. He 

commented, “The intense concern about radiation risk began, of course, in the wake of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

Before that time, it was known that radiation was potentially dangerous and incidentally it’s one of the great 

examples of the duality of technology. Here’s a technology that can cure cancer on the one hand, that can be  

immensely useful in radioisotope exams and medical examinations, and on the other hand, it can certainly cause 

cancer and the data on that are quite unequivocal.” 

Takashi Tanemori, a survivor of the August 6, 1945, atomic bombing of Hiroshima, which claimed his parents  

and other family members, spoke to the teachers about his experiences and mission of helping future generations  

live in peace. He stated, “On August 5, 1985, 40 years after [the atomic bombing of Hiroshima] … as I was crossing  

the Bay Bridge, the dream that I had 40 years ago, ‘Takashi’s Dream,’ returned. I could not drive because I was  

crying. … I envisioned my little 11-year-old girl saying ‘Daddy, is there any other way [to resolve your anger]?’ I 

realized that revenge gets revenge, anger gets anger, hatred gets hatred. … I lost six members of my family. I was 

8 years old, .7 mile [from the hypocenter of the atomic bomb].” 

Rylan Sekiguchi, SPICE curriculum specialist, and Gary Mukai, SPICE director, engaged the teachers in an 

interactive overview of Examining Long-Term Radiation Effects: Case Studies of the Atomic Bombings of Japan 

and the Chernobyl Power Plant Thermal Explosion. Teachers were given complimentary copies of the unit to use 

with their students. Teachers can share the lectures by Marples, Abrams, and Tanemori with their students directly  

from CREEES’s website, http://creees.stanford.edu/events/audio-visual-index.html. Through collaborations with 

Stanford centers like CREEES and CISAC, SPICE/FSI is helping to make Stanford scholarship accessible to high 

schools throughout the nation.   
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The Torture Memos
By ALLEN WEINER

on april  16,  2009,  the Justice Department released four previously classified 

memos issued in 2002 and 2005 by its Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) that provided 

legal guidance on the permissibility of certain “enhanced interrogation techniques” 

used during the interrogation of high-ranking al Qaeda suspects held outside the 

United States. The memos examined these techniques in light of the prohibition 

against torture under the Convention Against Torture (torture convention), the 

U.S. criminal statute that implements the torture convention, and the prohibition  

on cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment under the torture convention. The  

release of the memos has provoked considerable discussion about possible criminal  

accountability for government officials who carried out interrogations or who formu-

lated the legal guidance authorizing them.

The “most traumatic of the enhanced interrogation techniques” was “water-

boarding,” which involves laying a detainee on a board with his feet above his head,  

placing a cloth over his face, and pouring cold water over it. This makes it difficult 

to breath and induces “a sensation of drowning” and “fear and panic.” The memos 

concluded that that none of the enhanced interrogation techniques violated the  

anti-torture statute or United States obligations  

under Article 16 to prevent “acts of cruel, inhu-

man or degrading treatment or punishment.”

individual responsibility
When the OLC memos were released, President  

Obama provided an assurance that his  

administration’s repudiation of the “enhanced 

interrogation techniques” would not result in  

criminal prosecution of “those who carried out  

their duties relying in good faith upon legal advice  

from the Department of Justice.” In subsequent  

public remarks, however, the president indicated  

that this assurance did not necessarily extend 

to “those who formulated those legal decisions.”  

He indicated that the issue of criminal account- 

ability for Bush administration lawyers would be  

assessed by the Justice Department. The Office  

of Professional Responsibility in the Justice 

Department has now conducted a detailed 

review of the conduct of the OLC lawyers who  

wrote the interrogation memos and has reached  

a tentative conclusion that although the lawyers  

committed serious lapses of professional judg-

ment, they should not be prosecuted.

Although U.S. law criminalizes torture,  

prosecution of interrogators who employed  

techniques in accordance with OLC guidance  

may face considerable obstacles. Even though  

President Obama and Attorney General Eric Holder have publicly expressed their view  

that waterboarding constitutes torture, individuals who acted on the basis of OLC’s 

judgment that it was not torture would have a strong defense to any prosecution  

under the “reasonable reliance” doctrine. This doctrine provides that the belief that 

one’s conduct is lawful is a defense when the defendant acts in reasonable reliance 

upon an official statement of the law, afterward determined to be invalid or erroneous,  

contained in an official interpretation of the body charged by law with responsibility 

for the interpretation of the law defining the offense. In view of the longstanding 

responsibility of OLC for interpreting statutes for the executive branch, interrogators 

would have a strong basis for invoking the defense.

In contrast, the government lawyers who formulated the legal advice that justified  

enhanced interrogation techniques, if those techniques are later deemed to constitute  

torture, would not be able to invoke the reasonable reliance defense. There is nothing  

about functioning in a legal capacity as such that immunizes lawyers from prosecution  

for their participation in crimes. Lawyers have been convicted of war crimes for the 

way they discharged their legal functions. Herbert Klemm, an official of the Third  

Reich, for instance, was convicted by a U.S. military tribunal after World War II for,  

among other things, a legal position he took during his tenure in the Nazi Party 

Chancellery. Specifically, Klemm approved the justice minister’s proposal to deny the  

application of the German Criminal Code of Juveniles to Poles, Jews, and Gypsies, a 

position that contributed to the persecution of those groups.

Nevertheless, attempting to hold OLC lawyers criminally responsible for the advice  

they gave in the memos could prove difficult. To convict a lawyer for conspiracy or  

aiding and abetting torture, it is likely that the prosecution would have to prove that 

the purpose of the lawyer’s advice was to facilitate conduct that the lawyer knew to  

be criminal. Criminal law doctrine suggests that where a lawyer gives advice in good  

faith, or that he believes is well-founded, he cannot be held liable for an error in 

judgment. The government would have to prove that the OLC lawyers gave advice 

that they knew to be erroneous. In the absence of evidence that the OLC lawyers who  

advised the CIA that the interrogation techniques were legal did not in fact believe 

this argument was plausible, it would be difficult to establish their criminal liability. 

The challenges in criminally prosecuting those connected to the CIA interrogations  

do not preclude other forms of accountability. Some members of Congress have 

called for an inquiry into the interrogation practices by congressional committees 

or an independent commission. The Justice Department’s Office of Professional  

Responsibility will reportedly recommend that state bar associations consider 

disciplinary action against lawyers involved in approving the interrogation techniques.  

And one former enemy combatant detainee has filed a civil suit against former  

OLC lawyer John Yoo alleging that Yoo was responsible for, among other things, 

“unconstitutional interrogations” that violated 

the Fifth and Eighth Amendments.

It is also possible that individual interrogators  

or lawyers may be subject to criminal prosecution  

outside the United States. Torture is an offense 

subject to universal jurisdiction, and under the  

torture convention any state party may poten- 

tially prosecute acts of torture no matter where  

they have occurred. A decision not to prosecute  

in the United States — whether based on the 

availability of strong defenses under domestic 

law or on policy considerations — does not  

preclude other states from exercising criminal  

jurisdiction. We have already seen the initiation  

of a criminal investigation in Spain of six U.S. 

government officials — including two OLC  

lawyers — for torture that allegedly took place  

at the U.S. military facility at Guantánamo Bay, 

Cuba. Individuals involved in the design or  

execution of the enhanced interrogation program  

are vulnerable to arrest and prosecution if they 

travel outside the United States.

state responsibility
In view of President Obama’s statement that  

waterboarding constitutes torture, the govern-

ment’s decision not to prosecute CIA interro- 

gators who used that technique is presumably  

based either on an assessment that the  

defendants could invoke the “reasonable reliance” defense or on a policy judgment 

to eschew prosecution. If based on policy grounds, the decision not to prose-

cute perpetrators would appear to violate the U.S. obligation under the torture  

convention to try or extradite persons alleged to have committed torture. The 

torture convention does not contain an exception allowing for non-prosecution on 

policy or prudential grounds. 

If the decision not to prosecute interrogators is based on the reasonable reliance 

defense, this most likely would relieve the United States of its obligation to prosecute  

acts of torture. The torture convention provides that decisions about prosecutions 

shall be taken “in the same manner as in the case of any ordinary offence of a serious  

nature under the law of that State.” This suggests that a good faith decision not to 

prosecute on the basis of domestic criminal law procedures and defenses may be 

consistent with U.S. obligations under the convention.

The interrogation techniques also likely violated U.S. obligations under Common 

Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions, which requires humane treatment of detainees  

during certain types of armed conflict. It also prohibits “cruel treatment and torture”  

and “outrages upon personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading  

treatment.” There is a strong argument that at least some of the interrogation  

techniques — which OLC itself noted were intended to cause humiliation — violated 

the prohibition on humiliating and degrading treatment. There is also a good 

argument that the United States is responsible as a matter of international law for 

violating the prohibition on cruel treatment.   
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Forum on Contemporary Europe

The Future of Memory and Reconciliation
By ROLAND HSU

in  spring 2009,  the Forum on Contemporary  

Europe (FCE) delivered the first part of its two-year  

research and public program on Memory and  

Reconciliation in global conflict areas. This program 

seeks to foster new thinking and strategy for conflict 

mediation, with special emphasis on developing ways 

for communities to live beyond atrocity.

The Memory and Reconciliation program is based  

on the following key concepts. We live in a time for  

seeking new horizons, but we must understand that  

those who most need new direction are preoccupied  

with revisiting the past. Post-Soviet-era republics revive  

imperial autocracy in miniature. Post-yugoslavia  

plaintiffs demand that the International Criminal Court  

adjudicate past war crimes. In post-communist Eastern  

Europe, parties invested in purging communists alternate  

in government with movements self-defined as reform-

Left, post-Cold War, and resurgent national front.  

Domestic critics of the new U.S. foreign policy admonish  

the administration to consider that the past eight years 

were always “post-9/11.” The new Obama administration  

stated in January that restoring the country’s international  

moral status requires closing Guantánamo, affirming 

that the United States would continue to fight violence 

and terrorism, but in a manner “consistent with our 

values and ideals.”

It is as if before the international community can  

move forward and establish normative rights and  

resources, we must decide what we leave behind.  

Although historians rightly remind us that the past does  

not determine the future, we seem invested in determining  

guilt, commemorating loss, and remembering conflict. 

Freeing creative and inventive energies of post-national 

regional unions, international peace keeping, and  

international courts may be possible only by defining  

for the future what we will remember of the past.  

Especially in communities where victims and perpetrators  

live in close proximity, commemoration must precede 

reconciliation, to enable reinvention.

part 1:  
contemporary history and the  
future of memory
In 2008–09, a multi-year project on History and 

Memory at FCE was launched with two high-profile 

conference and speaker series: Contemporary History 

and the Future of Memory and Austria and Central 

Europe Since 1989. For the first series on Contemporary  

History, the FCE, along with five co-sponsors (the 

Division of Literatures, Civilizations, and Languages, 

principal co-sponsor; the Department of English; the  

Center for African Studies; Modern Thought and 

Literature; the Stanford Humanities Center), hosted 

internationally distinguished senior scholars to deliver 

lectures, student workshops, and the final symposium 

with Stanford faculty respondents. The distinguished 

visiting scholars included the following:

 Istvan Rev (Central European  

University; Open Society  

Archives), author of Retroac-

tive Justice: Prehistory of 

Post-Communism, who 

spoke on “A History of the 

Emergence and Phenomenal 

Success of Memory as a 

Discursive-Frame.”

(1) istvan rev, professor of history and political science at  
central european university, discusses “a history of the  
emergence and phenomenal success of memory as a  
discursive-frame,” as part of the fce series on CoNTemporarY  
HisTorY aNd THe FuTure oF memorY. 

(2) the statue of a red army soldier at a military cemetery in  
estonia, where it was controversially moved from down-
town tallinn in april 2007. (credit: flicKr, charlie dave)

(3) Justices of the international criminal court in the hague,  
netherlands, in may 2009. (credit: reuters)

 Françoise Lionnet (UCLA), editor of Post/Colonial 

Conditions: Exiles, Migrations, Nomadisms, who 

addressed “Literary History and Alterity.” 

 Guari Viswanathan (Columbia University), editor of  

Institutionalizing English Studies: The Postcolonial/

Postindependence Challenge, who spoke on “Secrecy,  

Conversion, Historicity.” 

The concluding symposium on contemporary history  

and memory included Rev, Lionnet, and Bogumil koss 

Jewsiewicki (Université Laval, Québec) in discussion with  

Stanford faculty James Ferguson (anthropology), Robert  

Harrison (French and Italian), Andrea Lunsford (English),  

Paula Moya (Committee for the Study of Race and 

Ethnicity), and Hayden White (comparative literature).

This provocative series on 

Contemporary History and 

the Future of Memory added 

insight into ongoing debates 

over historical memory. For  

example, a decision in Tallinn,  

Estonia, to relocate a WWII-

era Soviet war memorial, and  

thereby to shift emphasis in  

post-war memories, sparked a devastating cyber-attack  

— apparently of Russian origin — bringing down  

Estonian state and commercial electronic operations. In  

this case, the move to displace the memorial has widened  

the political divide between communities reminded of 

their competing collective memories of liberation and  

occupation. Such examples of commemoration and 

memory wielded as divisive tools make it particularly 

intriguing for the next phase of study to find how  

divided memories can be deployed and redressed to 

lead to reconciliation. 

austria and central europe since 
1989:  legacies and future prospects
Concurrent with the history and memory series, the  

FCE sponsored an international conference addressing  

problems of memory and security in Central Europe.  

Panelists from Stanford and the forum, including Coit  

Blacker (director, FSI/Olivier Nomellini Professor in  

International Studies), Norman Naimark (history), 

James Sheehan (history), and Helen Stacy (FSI/Stanford  

Law School), presented and analyzed these concerns  

with international scholars and policy leaders, including  

Ambassador Emil Brix (Austria, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs), Arnold Suppan (history, Austrian Academy of  

Sciences), John Boyer (history, University of Chicago), 

Hanspeter Neuhold (political science, University of  

Vienna), August Reinisch (law, University of Vienna),  

Eva Brems (law, Human Rights Centre, Ghent University)  

and Manfred Nowak (Ludwig Boltzmann Institute of 

Human Rights/UN Special Rapporteur on Torture).

Continuing the focus on today’s preoccupation with 

memory, the FCE hosted the following speakers:

 Istvan Déak (Columbia University), a pre-eminent 

authority on communist and post-communist-era 

Hungary, who delivered two lectures: “The Worst of  

Friends: The Many Layered Struggles of Germany’s 

Eastern and Southeastern European Allies for Local 

Dominance and Ethnic Cleansing, 1938–1945” and 

“Freedom Fighters or Terrorists? Collaboration,  

Resistance, and Retribution as Illustrated by the  

Incidents at Oradour in France, Via Rasella in Rome,  

and Ujvidék/Novi Sad in Hungary/yugoslavia.”

 Aivars Stranga (University of Latvia, Riga) who spoke  

on “The Holocaust in Nazi-Occupied Latvia: New 

Trends in Scholarship” and “Latvia and Russia: 

Battles around History.”

 Dalia Marcinkeviciene (Vilnius University), pioneer 

researcher in theories of Sovietology and Lithuanian 

family history during the period 1795–1990, who 

discussed her seminal book interviewing Lithuanian 

women who were invited to recount their lives during  

the Soviet era and after independence in 1990, asked  

to reflect on what they had originally narrated.

 Milica Tomić (visual artist based in Belgrade) who 

delivered a multi-media work on the strategies of 

reconstructing the suppressed memory of traumatic 

events in kosovo, Afghanistan, and Bosnia and  

Herzegovina at the end of the 20th century. 

 Charles Ingrao (Purdue University) who discussed his 

landmark Confronting the Yugoslav Controversies: 

Can Scholars Make a Difference? This publication 

brings together teams of historians from across 

national and interpretive divides on the break-up of 

former yugoslavia. 

part 2:  
history, memory, and reconciliation

In 2009–10, we will launch the second part of this  

project, seeking ways to mediate conflict and foster  

reconciliation. The series Contemporary History and  

the Future of Memory will add “reconciliation” to its  

mission. Cases will include post-genocide East Timor, 

Rwanda, Mozambique, and Sri Lanka along with other  

traumatized communities, where local and international  

mediators struggle to walk the fine balance between 

memory and truth, commemorative recompense and 

reconciliation, justice and peace. In these communities, 

U.N. and EU peace-keeping and development missions vie  

with local initiatives, and the result is an open question  

of how to support the variants “truth and friendship,”  

“truth and reconciliation,” “community healing,” and  

“people’s courts.” Many prominent international scholars  

are invited, and the concluding symposium is scheduled 

for spring 2010. 

The FCE series History, Memory, and Reconciliation  

will continue through 2010. Publications, speaker 

details, and pod and video casts will be accessible via 

the FSI/FCE website.   
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Building a  
Low-Carbon  
Electricity Supply  
Industry
By FRANk A. WOLAk

concerns about climate change  have spurred efforts to accelerate 

the development and introduction of low-carbon technologies into electricity supply 

industries worldwide. At the same time, formal wholesale markets for electricity have  

become the norm, having now been in place for more than 10 years in many regions  

of the United States and for an even longer time in most industrialized countries 

of the world. Integrating a substantial amount of low-carbon energy sources into 

wholesale electricity markets presents a number of new challenges and opportunities.  

Understanding these challenges is the subject of a new research platform for the 

Program on Energy and Sustainable Development (PESD).

First, appropriate regulatory mechanisms must support the construction of a 

transmission infrastructure that facilitates competition among electricity suppliers.  

A potentially large source of economic benefits from a more pro-active transmission  

planning process lies in fostering inter-regional electricity transactions, particularly 

in renewable energy. Second, renewable energy sources such as wind and solar are 

intermittent (they only produce electricity when the renewable resource is available).  

If combined with interval metering infrastructure and an appropriate retail pricing 

regime, active participation of final consumers in the wholesale market can help to 

manage the intermittent nature of renewable energy technologies. Third, financing  

the construction of a substantial amount of low-carbon generation capacity — such 

as nuclear energy or coal-fired capacity with carbon capture and sequestration 

(CCS) — in a wholesale market environment may require the introduction of additional  

regulated revenue streams because of longer construction times, higher fixed costs, 

and liability costs associated with these technologies. 

Through a combination of quantitative modeling and case-based analysis of  

instructive jurisdictions in the United States and around the world, PESD researchers  

will identify the most cost-effective policy levers for adapting wholesale electricity 

markets to support low-carbon energy and ensure the long-term viability of wholesale  

electricity markets. Three specific areas of investigation are summarized below. 

assessment and regulatory frameworks for determining  
transmission expansion 
In the wholesale market regime, the transmission network is operated by an  

independent entity that is most commonly organized as a non-profit public benefit 

corporation, often called an independent system operator (ISO). Profit-maximizing 

suppliers in a wholesale market regime have a strong incentive to take actions to  

exploit their location in the transmission network to increase the revenues they 

receive from selling electricity. Because more transmission capacity increases  

the number of suppliers able to sell to every electricity consumer, transmission  

expansions increase the competitiveness of the wholesale market. Although the  

market efficiency benefits of transmission expansions are increasingly recognized 

by wholesale market operators in their planning processes, there has been very little 

systematic analysis of how to account for these sources of consumer benefits in 

regulatory processes for planning and approving transmission expansions.

The first goal of this research is to devise valuation methodologies that take into 

account the sources of economic benefits from transmission expansions that are  

unique to wholesale market environments. Consequently, a significant component of  

this research will be quantitative modeling of actual market outcomes under a variety  

of system conditions and transmission network configurations. A second part of 

this research will focus on how regulatory frameworks governing transmission 

expansions can address the special challenges created by renewable energy. PESD 

researchers will perform comparative case studies of how the transmission planning  

and construction processes in different electricity markets around the world operate  

to facilitate wholesale electricity competition and lower the barriers to interconnections 

by renewable energy sources.

managing intermittency by involving final demand as 
an active market participant 
The integration of substantial amounts of wind and other renewable energy sources 

will create significant reliability challenges for system operators because they will 

have to deal with intermittency from a larger fraction of their generation resources. 

A larger share of renewable energy in the United States will require a significant 

increase in both the amount and types of energy storage technologies used in the 

transmission network and protocols to operate the transmission network.

An increased share of intermittent resources can be more easily managed through  

active involvement of final demand in the wholesale electricity market. With appropriate  

real-time tariffs, final consumers can in theory benefit from providing both negawatts  

(demand reductions) and operating reserves to manage the intermittency caused by  

a greater reliance on renewable energy. A major shortcoming of all wholesale markets  

in the United States and in much of the world is that final demand participates as a 

passive purchaser that does not respond to changes in hourly prices. Until recently, 

this could be attributed to the lack of the necessary interval metering infrastructure.  

However, there is considerable uncertainty about how to use these meters to provide  

the greatest net benefits to electricity consumers.

A larger share of intermittent energy will increase the need for energy storage in 

the transmission network. In order for investments in energy storage technologies 

to be economic, wholesale electricity prices will have to show predictable fluctuations  

within the day and across days and weeks in order to justify the expense of investing  

in these technologies. For example, in order to manage a greater share of wind energy,  

which typically comes in the early morning and late evening, wholesale electricity 

prices must be sufficiently high during the day and sufficiently low during the early 

morning and late evening to pay for the cost of storing energy during these periods 

so that it can be consumed during the peak periods of the day.

This research will study the experience in managing intermittency in other countries  

that are further along than the United States in their pursuit of renewable energy 

goals. It will also undertake mathematical modeling of the operation of electricity 

networks under a range of possible scenarios. 

incentives for appropriate investment in generation 
One of the major challenges facing re-structured markets in the United States is how  

to ensure that adequate generation capacity is available to meet future demand at a  

reasonable price. New entrants typically would like a guaranteed revenue stream for  

years into the future because new generation units take many years to plan, construct,  

and bring on line. Conversely, consumers are typically willing to make commitments  

to electricity suppliers of one to two years ahead. This mismatch between the revenue  

streams that producers need and the payment commitments that consumers are  

willing to make has given rise to a number of regulations to create payment streams  

to attract new entrants.

This phase of our research will consider alternative mechanisms for financing 

the construction and operation of low-carbon energy sources in a wholesale market 

regime. Questions to be explored include the following. Can a greenhouse gas  

emissions permit trading scheme provide the necessary price certainty to allow  

generation technologies with CCS to compete in formal wholesale markets? Would 

a low-carbon energy portfolio standard be a superior approach to financing CCS  

investments in a wholesale market regime? What legal and regulatory mechanisms 

are necessary to manage the liability risk of long-term carbon storage? We will 

address these and related questions using case studies including the development 

of CCS technology and mathematical and economic modeling techniques.   
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FSI Director’s  
Discretionary Fund
FSI serves as the hub of the Stanford International 
Initiative and the institute’s director plays a central  
role in this effort. At FSI, Stanford scholars take  
an interdisciplinary approach to contemporary  
issues such as how nations can work together more  
effectively and on their own to prevent terrorism,  
overcome barriers to nuclear disarmament, curtail  
global warming, alleviate poverty and injustice,  
institute democratic and accountable government,  
promote economic development, improve the delivery  
of global health care, and support global stability.  
The FSI Director’s Discretionary Fund enables the  
director to encourage new research projects to 
further the study of these critically important areas 
of international policy.

Gifts to the Director’s Discretionary Fund also  
allow the director to make necessary investments  
in the infrastructure that sustains the institute. The  
Director’s Discretionary Fund also underwrites the  
high-quality publications that communicate the work  
of the institute’s faculty and researchers to policy-
makers, other scholars, supporters, and influential 
publics around the world. 

For more information about making a gift to 
FSI in support of  the Director’s Discretionary Fund 
or other opportunities, please contact Neil Penick, 
associate director, development, at 650-723-8681 
or npenick@stanford.edu.

freeman spogli institute 
for international studies
Stanford University 
Encina Hall 
Stanford, CA 94305-6055

Phone: 650-723-4581  
Fax: 650-725-2592 
E-mail: fsi-information@stanford.edu 
http://fsi.stanford.edu
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Challenged by a complex set of economic, security, governance, 
and health issues, the global community is moving forward to  
tackle them decisively. FSI scholars are again at the forefront,  
engaged in new research, scholarship, and policy initiatives.

Serving in the Obama administration are former FSI Advisory 
Board member Susan Rice, who is United States Ambassador to the United Nations, and Ambassador Richard Morningstar, named 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s special envoy for Eurasian energy. Former FSI Deputy Director Michael McFaul is senior  
director for Russia and Eurasia on the National Security Council, and as a senior advisor on democracy he played a major role in  
President Obama’s June Cairo speech on U.S. relations with Muslims around the world. CISAC’s Liz Sherwood-Randall is senior  
director for Europe on the NSC, Paul Stockton is assistant secretary of defense, and Tino Cuéllar is special assistant to the president  
for justice and regulatory policy on the White House Domestic Policy Council.

Here at FSI, Larry Diamond was named CDDRL director succeeding Mike McFaul, economist Frank Wolak will lead FSI’s Program  
on Energy and Sustainable Development, and renowned expert on democracy and development Francis Fukuyama joins FSI in July 
2010 as the Olivier Nomellini Senior Fellow, resident in CDDRL. 

Efforts to move toward a world free of nuclear weapons — the Getting to Zero initiative, led by William Perry, George Shultz,  
Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn — have received global attention and been solidly embraced by President Obama and Russian 
President Dmitri Medvedev. CISAC Co-Director Sig Hecker continues his work to denuclearize the Korean peninsula and prevent 
dangerous dissemination of nuclear technologies. In honor of Michel Oksenberg, Shorenstein APARC held a half-day workshop on  
China’s Role in a Turbulent World with noted scholars and policymakers. 

Alan Garber’s Stanford Health Policy group held a conference for the FRESH-Thinking Project on Health Care Reform, examining 
needs and prospects for national health care reform. Alan is shaping national “comparative effectiveness research,” examining the 
money-saving potential of a system in which decisions about the use of medical products and services are based on evaluation of 
benefits and costs of new and existing technologies. Roz Naylor continues her remarkable work on food security and the environment, 
with the potential to affect millions of lives globally.

On these and so many other fronts, we do know how to make it a safer and more secure world. Getting there will require  
unprecedented collaboration and cooperation. We are profoundly grateful for your continued support — moral and financial. We  
couldn’t do it without you.

Sincerely,

Encina Columns
Welcome to

coit d. blacker, director
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