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Virginia; author of: The United States of Iran: The Patterns of
Influence, Revolutionary Iran: Challenge and Response in the Middle
East, The Foreign Policy of Iran: A Developing Nation in World
Affairs 1500-1941 and other works.

Catalytic Diplomacy: Russia, China, North Korea and Iran
Copyright © 2010 by Jeremy J. Stone

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced for
commercial purposes without written permission except in the case of
brief quotations embodied in critical articles or reviews.
Printed in the United States of America
First printing 2010
ISBN-10: 1-4392-6042-7
Online version first published October 2009 at catalytic-diplomacy.org.
Catalytic Diplomacy
7831 Rush Rose Drive, #316
Carlsbad, CA 92009

TABLE OF CO1TE1TS
Preface
Author’s Foreword

9
12

SECTIO1 1: 1UCLEAR WAR WITH RUSSIA

17

Russia Section Summary
Chapter I: Truncate the Sword and the Shield Becomes Harmless
Chapter II: Trying Again through President Putin
Chapter III: Mothballing the ABM Treaty
Chapter IV: Russian Civil Society
Chapter V: Political Jujitsu and Public Chamber
Chapter VI: Epilogue: Lessons Learned

18
20
35
42
61
72
78

SECTIO1 2: SI1O-U.S. WAR OVER TAIWA1

81

China-Taiwan Section Summary
Chapter I: Finger in the Dike: October 1999–May 20, 2000
Chapter II: Eighteen Months of Brainstorming
Chapter III: Opposing Separatism: August 2002–June 2004
Chapter IV: Blowing the Whistle on Nuclear Plans
Chapter V: Epilogue: China-Taiwan

82
85
132
164
211
235

SECTIO1 3: DEALI1G WITH 1ORTH KOREA

237

Korea Section Summary
Chapter I: Seeking Dialogue with Pyongyang
Chapter II: Deterring Sale of Fissionable Material
Chapter III: Proposing Ideas in Beijing

238
240
254
264

SECTIO1 4: IRA1: ALTER1ATIVES TO WAR

271

Iran Section Summary
Chaper I: Scientific Exchange

272
274

Chapter II: Political Exchange
Chapter III: The Fatwa Failure
Chapter IV: Epilogue: Iran

281
310
319

APPE1DICES

325

1 ......................................................................................................... 326
2 ......................................................................................................... 329
3 ......................................................................................................... 330
4 ......................................................................................................... 331
5 ......................................................................................................... 332
6 ......................................................................................................... 334
7 ......................................................................................................... 338
8 ......................................................................................................... 340
9 ......................................................................................................... 349
10 ....................................................................................................... 351
11 ....................................................................................................... 352
12 ....................................................................................................... 353
13 ....................................................................................................... 357
14 ....................................................................................................... 358
15 ....................................................................................................... 359
16 ....................................................................................................... 362
17 ....................................................................................................... 363
18 ....................................................................................................... 364
19 ....................................................................................................... 365
20 ....................................................................................................... 366
21 ....................................................................................................... 370
22 ....................................................................................................... 372
23 ....................................................................................................... 373
24 ....................................................................................................... 376
25 ....................................................................................................... 381
26 ....................................................................................................... 382
27 ....................................................................................................... 384
28 ....................................................................................................... 385
29 ....................................................................................................... 388
30 ....................................................................................................... 389
31 ....................................................................................................... 391
32 ....................................................................................................... 392
33 ....................................................................................................... 393

34 ....................................................................................................... 394
35 ....................................................................................................... 395
36 ....................................................................................................... 396
37 ....................................................................................................... 399
38 ....................................................................................................... 400
39 ....................................................................................................... 401
40 ....................................................................................................... 406
41 ....................................................................................................... 408
42 ....................................................................................................... 410
43 ....................................................................................................... 411
44 ....................................................................................................... 412
45 ....................................................................................................... 415
46 ....................................................................................................... 416
47 ....................................................................................................... 417
48 ....................................................................................................... 418
49 ....................................................................................................... 419
50 ....................................................................................................... 422
51 ....................................................................................................... 423

PREFACE
Jeremy Stone is a
remarkable person who has
demonstrated over a lifetime
that a private citizen who is
dedicated and shrewd and uses
appropriate methods can have a
significant impact on the
behavior
of
governments.
Having known and observed
Jeremy for almost half a
century, I have no doubt that
his influence has been as great
as that of all but the most senior
figures in government.
In his second book,
Catalytic Diplomacy: Russia,
China, 1orth Korea, and Iran,
Jeremy
continues
the
recounting of his life's work,
by
which he began in his early
Morton H. Halperin
volume, Every Man Should Try:
former Director of the Policy
Adventures of a Public Interest
Planning Staff, the
Activist. Although he was leading
Department of State
the Federation of American
Scientists during the period of the
first volume and was running his own small NGO, Catalytic
Diplomacy, during the second, the continuities are clear. Jeremy has
devoted his life to conflict resolution and to ending the nuclear arms
race. He has, at the same time, gotten involved constructively in a
surprising range of interesting issues involving human rights and
foreign policy.
He has never abandoned the belief that reason and knowledge can
triumph over fear and ignorance. Nor has he wavered from the belief
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that activism can make a real difference. In this view, one needs to
develop a clear understanding of the issue, come up with some
constructive and saleable idea, and then figure out how to persuade
leaders of governments to adopt it.
The conflicts that Jeremy sought to mitigate in the second work—
US-Russian nuclear relations, China's relation with Taiwan, North
Korea's relations with its neighbors, and U.S.-Iranian relations—have
all been affected for the better by Jeremy's efforts, but they are all still
very much with us. There is much to learn from Jeremy's recent
activities, and I commend to the reader the chapters that follow and the
earlier book, which sets the stage for what came later.
Readers less familiar with international diplomacy may be
surprised and perhaps even incredulous that a private citizen can have
such an impact on the thinking and behavior of governments. My own
experience provides some reasons why this can happen.
First, government officials welcome first-hand accounts of the
internal debate within the opposing society. They often learn mainly
from reading classified intelligence reports. It is astonishing how illinformed such documents are, how much they reflect preconceived
notions, and how little they capture differences between societies. This
situation provides a perceptive activist with access to foreign officials
and, in the process, an opportunity to learn how problems are being
viewed and to propose congenial solutions.
Second, governments are often starved for fresh ideas because the
senior officials and their staffs are too busy for creative thinking.
Accordingly, brainstorming with such officials can be especially
productive.
Third, Jeremy seems to have understood instinctively something I
learned from one of my great bosses, John McNaughton. He said ideas
from outside of a bureaucracy are often too complicated or apolitical
and too difficult to implement. He said such ideas could have impact
only if they could be stated in one simple declarative sentence, and,
once stated, were obviously true. Indeed, as these Chapters show,
Jeremy often worked hard to reduce his proposals to something that
could be described on a large button which he would wear and pass out.
Finally, since complicated domestic politics play a critical role in
determining which ideas can be advanced, Jeremy was wise just to
infect sympathetic officials with his proposals and leave it to them to
fine-tune and advance the ideas. This viral approach is something he
first wrote about, forty years ago, in his book: "Strategic Persuasion:
Arms Control Through Dialogue". General George Marshall was said
to have observed that there is no limit to what one can accomplish in
Washington if only one does not want the credit. The success of
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Jeremy's approach shows that this is true in the international arena as
well.
Many Washington insiders have been aware for many years of the
invaluable role that Jeremy has played on many issues. The blurbs for
this and his previous book, are just a small window into those views.
Now that his travels are in the past, Jeremy has wisely decided to share
the details of his efforts—and his techniques and methods—in part with
the hope of advancing a related school of thought under the banner
"Catalytic Diplomacy". For his willingness to do this, and for his life's
work, all who care about the future of the human race are deeply in his
debt.
Morton H. Halperin
Senior Advisor, Open Society Institute
Director of the Policy Planning Staff
Department of State (1998-2001)
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AUTHOR’S FOREWORD
In the fall of 1999, in my 65th year of life, I announced my
retirement, to take effect in June 2000, as the President of Federation of
American Scientists (FAS). My life memoir, Every Man Should Try:
Adventures of a Public Interest Activist, covering thirty years of service
as the FAS President had just been published. It revealed, in 30
chapters, a wide range of peace activities that surprised my friends and
colleagues. Copies can be purchased, while they last, from Second
Story Books at www.secondstorybooks.com.
I decided to continue working. I designed a new modus operandi
which involved giving confidential advice to governments (foreign as
well as my own) without, of course, payment from them and without
acting at their direction. The idea was to get them to act at my
direction!
In effect, I decided to try to implement the principles uncovered in
my book of three decades before—“Strategic Persuasion: Arms Control
Through Dialogue” (Columbia University, 1967). The basic notion was
to push policies aimed at avoiding war by shaping and advancing them
in forms that domestic and foreign bureaucracies and constituencies
could accept. And it continued the basic theme of my work and life that
a small entity—a butterfly flapping its wings, for example—could,
from time to time, have a major effect.
Accordingly, I founded an organization, Catalytic Diplomacy—an
atom-sized non-governmental organization—with a Board of three of
which I was one. It was supported by a web of contacts I had made
over the years. And I began immediately, in the fall of 1999, to
undertake visits abroad as its President and to work on war-peace issues
involving Russia, China-Taiwan, North Korea and Iran. These were the
four arenas which seemed most likely to lead to major war.
Each of the following seven years (1999-2006) was even more
productive than those of the 30 years revealed in Every Man Should
Try. This was, perhaps, because the modus operandi was so powerful,
the competitors so few, my thinking and skills had matured and, also, I
had no administrative responsibilities to distract me. In the end, I had
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exciting adventures (successes and near-misses) at about twice the rate
of my FAS period of 1970-2000.
I made up for the absence of organizational standing—no longer
backed by 57 Nobel Prize winners!—in part by passing out copies of
Every Man Should Try. But I was already well known in three of the
countries being worked on (Russia, China and Iran).
In fact, the Russians and the Chinese considered me to be the
inventor of the most important arms control treaty of the Cold War—
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972. The Chinese also considered
me to be the catalyst of renewing Sino-U.S. scientific exchange in 1972
and a person who had tried to save the life of Premier Zhou En-lai. (In
addition, I was the inventor of the 1996 Northeast Strategy for peaceful
reunification of the Mainland with Taiwan.) And the Iranians knew I
had restarted scientific exchange between Washington and Tehran in
1998-1999 by bringing representatives of the Iranian Academy of
Sciences to Washington and making them available to the National
Academy of Sciences where they reached agreement. So I had
considerable standing.
With the passage of three years since this phase of the work of
Catalytic Diplomacy terminated in 2006, it seems possible now, in
2009, to reveal what was done. At the time, it was reported only to the
small handful of foundations who supported my travel (Favrot Fund,
Edgerton Foundation, Armington Fund and the Rockefeller Family
Office), to colleagues in the work and, of course, to the U.S.
Government—to the extent its employees wanted to know. Especially
important, this publication fulfills an educational obligation to report
publicly on lessons learned.
In 2006, I stopped making trips abroad for Catalytic Diplomacy
and, instead, began making grants for travel to selected individuals who
were doing important work in conflict resolution, albeit using different
but effective methods. This is discussed in an afterword.
I want to take this opportunity to thank colleagues who served on
the Board of Catalytic Diplomacy: Alton Frye, its first Chairman; the
late Townsend Hoopes, its second Chairman; Michael Mann, its third
Chairman and Steven Aftergood, a key Board member—all of whom
provided splendid advice. I am indebted to Celestine Arndt for
sustained encouragement without which, in particular, this second life
memoir would not have been written.
Jon Howard copy-edited an early version of the material (but is
not responsible for any errors that have crept in later). Especially, I
want to thank Matt and Deena Warner of Deena Warner Design LLC.
Matt and Deena combine superb designing skills with excellent
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editorial judgment and worked on this project in a loving and faithful
way.

HOW I GOT STARTED ORIGI1ALLY
In 1961, a Soviet ultimatum concerning Berlin raised the specter
of world war so concretely that American children were being trained
to “duck and cover” under their desks in case of warnings of an
imminent nuclear attack.
A college roommate, the distinguished economist, Sidney Winter,
suggested I put aside my new Ph.D. in mathematics and Stanford
Research Institute employment and go to work on war-peace issues at
the Hudson Institute, then being formed by his RAND colleague,
Herman Kahn.
I was so interested in saving the world from nuclear war that I
agreed to work for this influential man whom many of my friends and
relatives considered evil for his readiness to prepare for, and even
threaten, nuclear war.

Failures Followed
After two years at Hudson Institute—learning in a school of hard
knocks that I could not much influence Herman or Hudson—I resigned
and spent two years at Harvard’s Center for International Affairs
writing two related books: “Containing the Arms Race” (MIT, 1966)
and “Strategic Persuasion: Arms Control Through Dialogue”
(Columbia University Press, 1967).
Seeing no prospect of my becoming a scholar, I tried but failed to
return to mathematics by teaching at Pomona College for two years. A
subsequent effort to become an economist through post-graduate work
at Stanford University also failed. And a later one-year fellowship at
the Council on Foreign Relations revealed mainly that I had no further
book in me but only a Foreign Affairs article.

The Federation’s Success
I finally found myself, in 1970, by descending from the Executive
Committee of the then almost defunct Federation of American
Scientists (FAS), founded in 1945 by original atomic scientists,
becoming its first paid CEO since 1948.
In the 30 years that followed, I built the Federation into a
significant force for peace and became reasonably famous myself. For
example, already in the mid-eighties, the Washington Post summarized
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my activities in an unusual full-page profile—calling me a “Foreman in
an Idea Factory” (Appendix 1), and my alma mater, Swarthmore
College, was giving me an honorary degree.
During the thirty years from 1970 to 1999, I enjoyed a wide range
of exciting adventures in peace-related public policy and
entrepreneurship, which are summarized in Every Man Should Try:
Adventures of a Public Interest Activist (PublicAffairs, 1999) and
presented on this website by permission. One reviewer of this book
called me “Zelig” for my tendency to be found in photographs with
famous political actors. In case bound copies run out at Second Story
books, the book can be run off from the website at www.catalyticdiplomacy.org.

Catalytic Diplomacy’s Success
When I started Catalytic Diplomacy, I was, happily, the sole staff.
I came to count leaving the Federation as a blessing. The next eight
years, from 1999 to 2006, were the most exciting of my life. Indeed,
without any staff to administer, my productivity—measured in chapters
with exciting results—doubled, i.e., instead of 30 chapters drawn from
a 30-year period, as in my first life memoir, I generated about 15
chapters in the eight subsequent years!
It turned out that I did not need the backing of a star-studded
organization with 57 Nobel Prize winners to be effective. I was treated
with great respect wherever I went and my quiet advice was taken very
seriously indeed. The reports of this period are found in this book,
which is posted on the same website.

Catalytic Diplomacy Travel Grants
By 2006, some of my projects had run down. There was not much
more I could do for Russia and arms control. Taiwan had a new (KMT)
administration that was not provoking the Mainland but was, in fact,
applying some of the peaceful unification techniques I had advocated.
There was nothing more that I could imagine doing with regard to
North Korea. And the Khatami Administration in Iran, which had
provided an opening for dialogue with Tehran, had been replaced.
At this point, I focused on a third phase of my career. Could
others be motivated and helped to work for conflict resolution with
similar techniques and for the low cost of travel? It seemed worth a try
to see if Catalytic Diplomacy was a discipline that could be spread. Of
course, there were other activists doing various forms of what one
might call track 1.5 diplomacy. But almost no one was doing it both
full-time and in my fashion—certainly not without salary.
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At my request, the foundations backing me agreed to a three-year
experiment to see if we could identify suitable persons and projects
deserving of relatively small expenditures for travel. This last, still
continuing, phase of my work is not discussed here.

How to Read This Book
For introductory reading, the four sections have short summaries,
and the chapters in each summary start with an italicized synopsis of
what the chapter contains.
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SECTIO1 1:
1UCLEAR WAR WITH
RUSSIA

RUSSIA SECTIO1 SUMMARY
Chapter I (Truncate the Sword) relates Stone’s success in
personally persuading Russian Prime Minister Sergei Vadimovich
Stepashin of the Yeltsin Administration to propose to President
Clinton, in July 1999, in the White House, a grand bargain in arms
control. Under the agreement proposed, both Russia and America
would reduce their deployed arsenals to 1,000 warheads and the United
States would be permitted a small anti-ballistic missile system designed
against North Korea.
Chapter II (Trying Again With President Putin) relates Stone’s
continued efforts to draw the attention of the Russian Government to
the stabilizing advantages of reducing arms on both sides to 1,000. In
the course of three visits to Moscow, he elicited a surprising affirmative
private response from President Vladimir Putin, of March 5, 2001, that
the Russian Government had ordered intensive investigation of “your
ideas and proposals for reductions that would preclude first strikes.”
Chapter III (Mothballing the ABM Treaty) summarizes an effort
in 2001 to keep the ABM Treaty going for an additional five years with
the proviso that its rules on testing would not be enforced. The Chapter
shows that Stone’s proposal was first flatly rejected by the White
House, then treated as something “unlikely to be accepted,” then
accepted by the Russian Government. Unfortunately, when it was later
accepted and, indeed, proposed by the Bush Administration, a Russian
last-minute amendment was made leading to a breakdown in the
negotiations and the Bush Administration cancellation of the Treaty.
Chapter IV (Russian Civil Society) describes the situation in
Russia in 2004 when Stone kicks off the Russian publication of his life
memoir Every Man Should Try in Moscow’s Andrei Sakharov
Museum. He summarizes Russian-related aspects of his career,
describes some ingredients of his success, and provides the audience
with a reverse twist on Andrei Sakharov’s famous Nobel-Prize-winning
injunction that weapons of mass destruction could not be controlled
unless the countries possessing them had a certain level of human
rights.
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By contrast, Stone proposed that the opposite was also true:
“Without the control of weapons of mass destruction, the threat of their
use by terrorists will undermine civil liberties everywhere.”
Chapter V (Political Jujitsu for Arms Control) describes Stone’s
effort to put deep cuts in nuclear weapons on the agenda of the
Slovakian Summit. It contains a vignette of Stone’s address to the
newly created Public Chamber and shows the rising anti-Americanism
in Moscow that made these kinds of efforts for arms control much more
difficult.
[The above arms control achievements of Chapters 1-3 rest upon
earlier efforts and successes chronicled in the following chapters of
Every Man Should Try: 1, 2 and 3 (on the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty); and 20 and 21 on SALT and START Treaties. The discussion
in Chapter 4 above on Andrei Sakharov is related to Chapters 14-16 in
Every Man Should Try on Andrei Sakharov. Chapter 22 of that book on
forging a CIA and KGB connection is also relevant.]
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CHAPTER I:
TRU1CATE THE SWORD A1D THE
SHIELD BECOMES HARMLESS
A Russian Prime Minister
offers
President
Clinton
Russian agreement on a small
U.S. ABM if the President will
agree to major reductions to
equal levels of 1,000 warheads
each.
Stone was instrumental in
the making of this historic
offer—a high-water mark in
Cold
War
disarmament
Prime Minister Stepashin
proposals. His efforts went
Wearing Stone's Button
through three stages, ending
with a 90-minute talk with the Prime Minister just prior to the proposal
being made.
It started with Stone’s effort from 1998 to 1999 to use missile
disarmament as a quiet method of eliminating dangerous U.S.
disarming attack options that could be removed in no other way. Later,
in the summer of 1999, it was packaged with an effort to eliminate
Russian objections to a small U.S. anti-ballistic missile system.
Stone proposed to resolve both problems with disarmament to
equal levels of 1,000 warheads. At such low and equal levels, the
Defense Department believed it could not maintain a disarming attack
option, partly because such attacks required superiority in numbers.
This would solve the first problem.
And if the disarming threat were eliminated, the Russians would
not have to worry about the effectiveness of a small U.S. ABM in
intercepting a small number of surviving Russian missiles, thus solving
the second problem. In addition, this would permit them to take their
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forces off the high alert necessary to deal with disarming attack
threats. The potential for accidental and inadvertent nuclear war would
be reduced—thus solving a third problem.
In a ninety-minute meeting in Moscow with Stone, in July 1999,
Prime Minister Sergei Vadimovich Stepashin is persuaded to make
Stone’s grand bargain proposal to President Bill Clinton. In the next
week, in a meeting in Washington in late July, the Prime Minister does
just that.
But President Clinton rejected the idea, saying, “Unfortunately,
Gore is running for president, and he doesn’t want any trouble.”

ORIGI1S OF THE PROBLEM
A1D SOLUTIO1
From the early 1950s through the 1990s, which includes the Cold
War and the decade beyond it, the United States maintained war plans
designed to expand any Soviet aggression in Europe to Soviet/Russian
territory in a massive disarming attack. This was based on a theory that
conventional Soviet attacks in Europe could be deterred in no other
way. It was called “extended” deterrence
to distinguish it from deterrence of
attacks on our homeland. (As of 2009,
nothing has changed. The Secretary of
Defense
still
extols
“extended
deterrence” and the disarming attack
option is still maintained along with the
necessary forces on high degrees of alert,
e.g., 15 minutes for submarines.)
By the end of the Cold War
(roughly 1989), it was hard to imagine a
wartime crisis to which this disarming
attack, involving full-scale nuclear war
between
superpowers,
was
even
theoretically relevant. But the strategy
was now embedded in the U.S. strategic
Robert Gates &
plan and hard to remove. Worse, it
Extended Deterrence
increased the chances of inadvertent war
due to accidents or misunderstandings.
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Unfortunately, major political problems were involved in getting rid of
the option.1

How Low Could One Go Without
Changing This Strategy?
In internal bureaucratic discussions about the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty, START III—a proposed follow-on to an already
negotiated START II, signed in 1997—-it became evident to insiders
that the U.S. Defense Department felt it could not carry out these
disarming attack options with fewer than 1,500 strategic warheads;
indeed, it was resisting going below 2,500.
So it seemed plausible that the U.S. Defense Department would
abandon the disarming attack option and stick to deterrence of attacks
on the United States if disarmament levels went to 1,000 warheads or
lower.

REDUCTIO1S THROUGH DE-MIRVI1G
In retrospect this entire campaign had its roots in a brief telephone
conversation I had with Bill Arkin, a well-informed expert. He
mentioned, in passing, that if one wanted to end first-strike threats, the
simplest solution was to eliminate the multiple warheads on the
missiles of the U.S. submarine force (i.e., to eliminate all but one of the
warheads on each submarine-based missile). Since MIRV referred to
missiles with multiple independently targeted warheads, this proposal
could be called “de-MIRVing” the submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMs).

1

By SAC standards, adequate deterrence of attacks on the United States
was easy–especially because nuclear missile-firing submarines could not be
destroyed by Russia in an initial attack. Rather it was counterforce disarming
attacks by the United States on Russia that dictated the size of the force.
In particular, this option kept U.S. nuclear submarines on fifteen-minute
alert, stationed with fifteen-minute or lower flight times to Russian targets.
Thus it maintained the ability for a surprise attack.
The threat of such a surprise attack kept the Russians on alert and
encouraged them to expand their strategic forces. By February 1999, as the
Russian strategic forces deteriorated, Russia was losing even its early-warning
defense against missile attack because it could not replenish the array of
satellites it needed to monitor U.S. missile silos and submarines.
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I had never thought of this; what a simple solution! I reflected that
the START II agreement, signed on September 26, 1997, already
included de-MIRVing the land-based force. From a political point of
view, why not launch a new complementary campaign to de-MIRV the
sea-based force?
Paul Warnke, former head of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and a disarmament ambassador, joined me to co-write and
publish “The Next Nuclear Step: DeMIRV Submarines” (Washington
Post, January 22, 1998). As part of the proposal, we urged that Russian
ratification of START II, then in some trouble, be encouraged by an
American offer to reduce numbers of warheads substantially in START
III—specifically to 1,000 strategic warheads, of which 500 would be on
bombers, 150 warheads would be on land-based Minuteman III
missiles, and 336 would be on single-warheaded (de-MIRVed) missiles
on fourteen Trident submarines.
Paul and I called the current strategy an “unnecessary, useless and
dangerous launch on warning/disarming attack strategy,” which we
wanted changed to a policy of “secure reliance on a deterrent-only
force”.2
The problem was how to get rid of this disarming attack option
policy. No president would want to advertise that he was giving up a
strategic option—certainly not one to attack all Soviet forces. And none
would want to discuss strategic war and its unpleasant possibilities.
Disarmament, by contrast, was an idea that was politically correct. And
if, through sufficient disarmament, these counterforce options would
quietly disappear, perhaps the complaints could be overcome.

2
A few months later, I secured some of the usual suspects, working with
the Federation of American Scientists (FAS), to endorse the same thing that
Warnke and I had urged in an editorial in the January/February 1998 FAS
Public Interest Report entitled: “De-MIRVing Submarines Cuts the Nuclear
Gordian Knot.” (http://www.fas.org/faspir/)
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Starting second from left: Alton Frye, Townsend Hoopes,
General Habiger, Jeremy Stone, Matthew Bunn, Charles D.
Ferguson

STRATCOM COMMA1DER CO1FIRMS
OUR STRATEGY WOULD WORK
In May 1998, through the good offices of General George Lee
Butler, then a former commander-in-chief of the Strategic Air
Command, I led a five-person delegation to SAC headquarters in
Omaha, Nebraska, to review what Stratcom was planning.
At the Offutt Air Force Base in Omaha, Nebraska, we described
the FAS proposal to reduce START levels to 1,000 strategic warheads,
while de-MIRVing the U.S. and Russian forces (and securing the deMIRVing of the forces of Britain and France).
This visit confirmed the premises of the Warnke-Stone position.
The then new Commander of Stratcom, General Eugene Habiger, met
with me in private for a few minutes before the tour. I asked him about
“extended deterrence,” which was the underlying rationale for
maintaining a disarming attack option.
General Habiger readily agreed that at sufficiently low (and equal)
levels of strategic forces on both sides, the United States would lose its

24

Catalytic Diplomacy

ability to maintain extended deterrence. Other talks confirmed that the
level was believed to be 2,000. And the Strategic Command took the
view that they were required to maintain this extended deterrence
option by a Presidential Directive.

DOES THE PRESIDE1TIAL
DIRECTIVE PRECLUDE
SUBSTA1TIAL DISARMAME1T?
An important issue was whether the President’s directive to the
Defense Department and the commander of strategic forces really
required this option. Did Presidential Decision Directive 60 (PDD60)
specifically require first strike/disarming attacks, or not?
PDD60 outlined what U.S. strategic forces were supposed to do
and was then interpreted by the Defense Department. At the time,
Stratcom had advised the Clinton administration that it would require
new policy guidance if the projected START III levels of 2,000-2,500
were to be reduced further.
But it seemed entirely possible that the secret strategic guidance
just talked of “deterrence” and that it was Stratcom which had
expanded the meaning of “deterrence” from deterring attacks on
ourselves to deterring attacks on our allies, i.e., from needing a minimal
retaliatory deterrent to needing a massive strategic force suitable for
disarming the Russian force.
So it seemed entirely possible that
the Presidential Guidance could be
maintained and that only a change in its
interpretation was required—if the will
were there to reinterpret it.

Would the Russians Accept
1000 Warheads?
According to an important paper by
Alexei Arbatov, a distinguished Russian
analyst and parliamentarian, the
Russians were already talking about
their preference for 1,500 warheads on
each side, and even that required 50
percent increases in yearly costs for
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strategic forces “for better maintenance, overhaul and service lifeextension programs.” In other words, since the Russians seemed headed
for 1,000 or less on their force, a proposal of 1,000 on each side would
seem to be acceptable to them.
Then on May 12, for the third time, President Boris Yeltsin
referred to the possibility of going far below 2,000 warheads by
asserting that START III could see “even deeper cuts—of two or three
times” beyond START II’s limits of 3,000-3,500. Prime Minister
Evgeny Primakov had talked of 1,500, and the Russian Strategic
Missile Forces Command had talked of 1,000. According to some
analysts, the Russian nuclear arsenal “was broke and broken—with
nuclear forces rusting, breaking down, and not getting repaired”. So it
seemed in the Russian interest to agree to a proposal that would, after
all, bring the American force numbers down to theirs.
But what would persuade a U.S. administration to make this offer
against the resistance of Stratcom?

HERESY O1 THE ABM
TREATY I1 MOSCOW
In February 1999, I came up with a possible answer. The Russians
should, in return for U.S. force reductions to a Russian level of 1,000,
offer to permit the United States to build a small ABM system. I
reached this idea reluctantly, having advised both sides for a third of a
century since 1963 to oppose ABM systems.

Selling the Idea in Moscow
I decided to visit Moscow to try to sell the idea. In a “defuse-thethreat” memo dated February 19, 1999, that I carried to Moscow, I
explained the situation.
At low and equal levels, the substantial Russian force surviving
any American first strike could overwhelm the ABM system. (A trip
report was published in the March/April 1999 FAS Public Interest
Report and it included the Defuse the Threat Memo and the FAS
endorsement of this general approach.) (http://www.fas.org/faspir/)
The memo argued that at levels of 1,000, the United States would
have to abandon the option of having 680 Trident submarine warheads
on fifteen-minute alert ready to fire at Russian forces. It said such “low
START III levels of 1,000 do more to stabilize the strategic balance
than any ABM system, much less a minor one, does to upset it.”
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The memo concluded that “Russia has the leverage to ask for the
negotiation of low START III levels” because the “U.S. administration
now needs Russian agreement to modify the ABM Treaty to permit a
possible anti-North Korean missile defense.”

THE REAL 1EGOTIATORS
O1 THE SAME PLA1E
On the way to Moscow, on February 20, 1999, in a Delta Airlines
waiting room in Kennedy Airport, I ran into Deputy Secretary of State
Strobe Talbott and Robert Bell, Senior Director for Defense Policy and
Arms Control in the White House National Security Council. They
were also on their way to Moscow for strategic weapons talks—which
meant trouble for me in arranging appointments.
I buttonholed Strobe and gave him a one-page summary of the
idea that reductions could stabilize the balance. He indicated that he
would like to be briefed on how this worked when we were both back
in Washington. Meanwhile, he suggested, that I “inflict myself” on an
adviser in the lounge, whom he specified.
A briefing was later set up for Deputy
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott and
Under Secretary of State John Holum on
this subject, but, in the end, Strobe could
not attend.
In Moscow, a Russian, who had
translated for me with Andrei Sakharov
and numerous other government officials,
met the plane. She had been working up an
itinerary, but there were problems. The flu
was raging; Army Day was taking place on
Tuesday (and it became a two-day
holiday); there were a lot fewer people
interested in strategy and arms control in
Andrei Sakharov in
the 1990s than there were in the 1980s; and
1987 after release
those with influence were constantly out of
from Gorki
the country giving speeches or attending
conferences.
In the course of the week, I discussed the defuse strategy with a
number of relevant experts and bureau reporters of the Washington
Post and The New York Times. More and more experts were coming
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out for 1,000 as the START III limits anyway—a reduction from the
2,000 agreed in principle at Helsinki by Clinton and Yeltsin.
What the experts did not seem to appreciate was the strategic
significance of getting the level of U.S. strategic forces down to 1,000
to eliminate the U.S. counterforce threat, that is, to force a change in
the U.S. presidential guidance as Stratcom said it would—or in
Stratcom’s interpretation of what the guidance meant.
Of course, my idea was not entirely accepted even in sympathetic
parts of the disarmament community. It was clear that the Defense
Department would argue that a limit of 1,000 deployed strategic
warheads was not enough to maintain a war plan that included carrying
out a preemptive strike against Russian forces—while maintaining all
necessary related options and reserves. But some American experts
were not sure whether, if it had to do so, the Defense Department might
not later revise its position and figure out how to carry out the same
war plan options with 1,000.3
I asked the best expert on this that I knew, Steve Fetter, of the
University of Maryland, who promptly produced a complex and
interesting calculation that concluded, “If Russia could keep 100
mobiles roaming out of garrison, it would have a highly survivable
force.”
Depending upon how one looked at strategic realities, one could
make a wide range of arguments. At one extreme of analysis, the
Russians might keep their weapons on a high (and dangerous) degree of
alert even if the United States had too few to wipe out Russian forces
because U.S. missiles might be capable, in a crisis, of decapitating their

3

In March, I came across a glossary of terms prepared by arms race
analysts William M. Arkin and Hans Kristensen. Putting this together with
some other information, it became clear that the disarming attack option was
called Major Attack Option 1 (MAO 1) and that it was planning to maintain
680 warheads on hard (i.e., high) alert, including four Trident submarines on
fifteen-minute alert at all times. This was enough warheads to attack, with
approximately two warheads each, the 200 Russian missile silos, a few bomber
bases, a few submarine bases, and another 100 or so key targets expected at that
time.
But other forces were required to be withheld for other purposes:
warhead storage sites, dispersal and secondary airfields, hardened underground
command posts, and a reserve to deter China and to hold Russian cities hostage
against the threat of their attacking our cities. So it seemed that 1,000 might be
low enough to change the strategy. Certainly, Stratcom thought it was too low.
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leadership. Much therefore depended upon Russian attitudes. What
were they?
In fact, they may have been at the other extreme. During this visit,
one Russian general with great experience in this field said: “Jeremy,
when you talk to me about this, I feel in complete accord with you and
feel that we have been working together for years. But the big
(Russian) generals do not agree with us. They say: ‘Oh, the Americans
will never attack.’”

THE PROBLEM OF THE SMALL U.S. ABM
AGAI1ST 1ORTH KOREA
By February 1999, the problem had the additional feature that the
world was watching a U.S.-Russian crisis induced by the U.S. desire to
build a small ABM system against North Korea—a system that, if built,
would require modifying or abandoning the ABM Treaty.

Visit to Moscow: The
Defuse Strategy Plus ABM
I decided to work this crisis
into the plan. On a one-week visit,
from February 20, 1999, I
presented this defuse strategy as a
way to resolve this ABM crisis as
well as to change the war plans and
solve the de-alerting problem, to a
With Georgi Arbatov in 1999
number of relevant experts,
including: Academician Georgi
Arbatov, the founder of the Institute for Canada
Studies; Sergei Kortunov, councellor to the head
of President Yeltsin’s office; Colonel-General
Leonid Ivashov, head of the division of
international cooperation of the Ministry of
Defense; Sergei Rogov, director of Arbatov’s
institute; and Anatoli Diakov, director of the
Center for Arms Control, Energy, and
Environmental Studies at the Moscow Institute of
Physics and Technology.
The idea of using disarmament to force a
Sergei Rogov
change in U.S. guidance, and having Russia agree
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to a small ABM in return, was greeted with comments ranging from
“brilliant” to “logical” to noncommittal.

“TRU1CATE THE SWORD A1D THE
SHIELD BECOMES HARMLESS”
In the summer of 1999, I decided to visit Moscow once more to
see if this defuse strategy could be sold to Moscow. And this time, the
timing was perfect.
I came up with a catchy summary
and phrase and printed it on an enormous
button: “Truncate the Sword and the
Shield Becomes Harmless.” In other
words, if the strategic first-strike sword
was truncated, no harm would come from
the United States building a small missile
shield because the sword could not
eliminate enough of the Russian missiles
to make it possible for the shield to
function effectively. And I prepared a
letter for Prime Minister Sergei
Stepashin. (Appendix 2)
The trip started disastrously. On
"Truncate the
Friday, July 9, 1999, Aeroflot was
Sword" button
delayed for eight hours at Dulles Airport.
Flying on the same plane was the deputy chief of staff of the Russian
government, General Alexander Piskunov. I had met him at lunch the
week before with Paul Warnke—a meeting arranged by Rogov, who
was traveling with Piskunov. But
Piskunov spoke no English, and
my wife’s Russian was not up to
discussing arms control.
Then on Monday, I was too
dizzy to stand. This was
probably due to bad meat eaten
at a friend’s dacha on the
previous day, but at the time I
thought I might have some inner
ear problem. This came at a time
With Russian 1ational
when
I had also decided to resign
Security Council
as President of the Federation of
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American Scientists, and I had not yet decided what to do next.
Meanwhile, it seemed that my appointments were about to
collapse because the person arranging them, Sergei Rogov, was leaving
town. This three-way combination of a bad situation made this day in
bed in the hotel a real low point of my life and career.
But on Friday, the last day of
the trip, everything turned golden. I
met with the National Security
Council of the Russian Federation
(45 minutes); the deputy foreign
minister, Georgi Mamedov, who was
the main negotiator for this subject
for Russia (90 minutes), and even
with the prime minister (90
minutes). It was this latter meeting
With Georgi Mamedov
that offered me the best chance to
4
advance the proposal.

MEETI1G WITH PRIME MI1ISTER
STEPASHI1
Prime Minister Stepashin began reading from remarks prepared
for him that were essentially vacuous. I decided to interrupt and began
explaining my proposal.
Stepashin had been the Chairman of the Parliamentary Defense
Committee in the Soviet Union and was pretty well informed. I said his
advisers were making two mistakes. First, they worried about building
up Russian forces rather than lowering (through disarmament) U.S.
forces. Second, they worried about a new arms race rather than
eliminating the dangers created by the last arms race. In sum, they
should use START III to eliminate U.S. counterforce options by
lowering the levels.

4

But even the meeting with the deputy foreign minister was considered
so important that the Foreign Ministry put it out on the Russian wire service
TASS and the Interfax news agency, reporting, on the meeting below, that “Dr.
Stone set forth his proposals on radical reduction of strategic offensive
weapons” and that “Dr. Stone has played an important role in reaching
agreements on arms control issues (SALT-1, SALT-2, START-1, ABM
Treaties).”
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He said: “Well, what would I tell the Duma?” I said: “Tell them
you negotiated parity with the United States by forcing them down to
the level that Soviet forces were planning anyway” (i.e., 1,000 strategic
warheads). And he said: “Yes, and saved a lot of money on both sides”.
Stepashin wondered if the United States would really agree to
1,000. This was, of course, the key question. I said if they wanted a
small ABM, they would have to negotiate, and 1,000 was more than
enough for retaliation.
How, I asked, could the United States say it needed more? It
would have to admit it wanted first-strike strategies! The world would
consider this absurd. At this, Stepashin referred wryly to the recent
dispute over Serbia and said, “We already know from Yugoslavia who
will support whom.”
I said the U.S. offer, thus far, was to permit the Soviets to put
multiple warheads on land-based missiles, but this would do Russia
little good because it did not increase the number of points that the
Americans needed to attack. He looked impressed. But he twice asked
what Vice President Gore and President Clinton would say about this
proposal—would it get a “positive response”? I said the military lobby
would object.
Stepashin said, “I will talk to Yeltsin about this since he is
commander-in-chief. For my part, I’d agree now consciously.” And in
response to my discussion of the dangers of warheads kept on alert, he
said: “Yes, we have a proverb, if one leaves a rifle on the floor, it will
eventually go off.”
Finally, he said: “You have prepared me splendidly for my visit to
President Clinton and Vice President Gore next week. What can I do
for you?” I asked, “Could we have a picture?” He said “Of course.” I
had earlier given him a copy of my button. He put it on and said, “This
is for the Washington Post.” What an endorsement!
Then he said, “Well, I will have to discuss this with President
Yeltsin, who is the ‘commander-in-chief.’” I gave him reproductions of
two ancient maps of the Kremlin; he chose one and, smiling, said he
would give the other to Yeltsin because it was older.

WASHI1GTO1’S REACTIO1
Returning to the United States on July 17, 1999 I made about fifty
copies of the picture. And on Monday morning, I went to the
Department of State and started handing them out. My message was:
“You guys may not take me too seriously but the Russian prime
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minister is coming at the end of the week and here he is wearing my
button advertising my proposal.”
After a 2:00 p.m. appointment at the Iran desk to talk about my
work on U.S.-Iranian scientific exchange, I talked to Morton Halperin
at 3:00; he was director of policy planning and had encouraged me.
Mort believed that if the Russians would propose 1,000, he could get
the Defense Department to study it. In the absence of a clear Russian
proposal, the Defense Department had previously refused even to study
what they would do under that limit. At 3:45 p.m. I met with Jamie
Rubin, the press secretary for the department, and at 4:15 p.m. with
Under Secretary of State for Policy John Holum.
On Tuesday morning, at 7:30 a.m., the phone rang. It was Sergei
Rogov in Moscow. To my astonishment, he said: “It’s too much,
Jeremy, for both sides.” The Russian military was, obviously, appalled
and had pressured Rogov to call this off. I said: “It’s too late, Sergei, I
was at the Department of State yesterday and they have all seen the
picture!”
On Thursday, I had an appointment with the Deputy Secretary of
State, #2 in the Department, Strobe Talbott. He wanted me to brief
some of his staff and sat quietly while I did that. Afterward, he escorted
me down his private elevator and said: “Jeremy, they [meaning the
Russians] have taken your counsel.” I said: “Strobe, I am not entirely
sure because Sergei Rogov called me on Tuesday morning and tried to
renege.” He said, no “we have information,” they have bought it.
I left the Department with tears in my eyes. The grandeur of
Strobe’s formulation really struck home: “Taken your counsel.” It
made me sound like a wise elder of the tribe—rather than an activist
living by his wits. And it meant that something really was happening.
In Washington, at a joint press conference with Vice President
Gore, Prime Minister Stepashin said that Moscow and Washington
“can cooperate in the ABM problem not only technically, but also
politically and psychologically in order to eliminate the mistrust
between the two countries which still exists.”
And TASS quoted him as saying of his meeting with President
Clinton: “We had quite a serious discussion on issues relating to
START-2 and START-3, and the ABM Treaty. I shall brief Russian
President Boris Yeltsin on the results of our discussion.”
But what did happen about the disarmament proposal on which I
had put such store? As far as I could tell, not much. And Strobe Talbott
indicated at one point that nothing had been proposed.
The right wing did think that some kind of grand compromise was
being considered along my lines. In January, in a column in the
Washington Times entitled “Beware the `Grand Compromise,’” Frank
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J. Gaffney, Jr., accused Strobe Talbott and Assistant Secretary of
Defense Ted Warner of hoping to conclude “what may be the ultimate
bad arms control deal: A ‘grand compromise’ that would substantially
eviscerate the U.S. nuclear deterrent—for example, forcing the
elimination of one ‘leg’ of America’s historic strategic triad—in
exchange for Russian agreement to a U.S. ‘national’ missile defense
deployment in Alaska so artificially constrained as to be ineffectual.”
But on February 8, 2001, in Moscow, I met again with Sergei
Stepashin who, by then, was head of the Russian Government
Accounting Organization. I asked if he had, really, made my proposal.
He said: “Yes, I did and the reason Strobe does not know about it is
that it was made in private in the Oval Office just between myself and
the President. But his response was that ‘Gore is running for President
and he doesn’t want any trouble.’”

In sum, a very successful effort to stimulate a desirable Russian
proposal came to naught, in the first instance, because of the U.S.
election. Gore lost the election and President George W. Bush had little
interest in disarmament. He did improve the political relations with
Yeltsin’s successor, President Putin. And this improvement further
diminished political interest in disarmament. Thus Stepashin’s quiet
offer to Clinton may well be the peak serious disarmament proposal of
the Cold War.
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CHAPTER II:
TRYI1G AGAI1 THROUGH
PRESIDE1T PUTI1
Stone
didn’t
give
up
on
disarmament as a method of securing
strategic stability. And he continued to
assume that only a proposal from the
Russian government could break the
logjam between the two sides. To that
end, he made three more relevant trips
to Moscow to try to elicit such a
proposal—the second of which resulted
in a surprising affirmative private
response from President Vladimir Putin
that he would study these ideas for
strengthening
stability
through
disarmament.
"Maintaining ABM
By April 2000, the United States
Treaty & START"
was trying to amend the 1972 ABM
button
Treaty to permit a defense against 1orth
Korea without destabilizing the Russian
missile system.5 By this time, Prime Minister Stepashin had long since
been replaced by President Yeltsin. And President Yeltsin had chosen
President Putin as his successor.

5
“Documents Detail U.S. Plan to Alter ’72 Missile Treaty” (draft given
to Russians). The 1ew York Times, April 28, 2000, p. A1, Steven Lee Myers
and Jane Perlez.
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MAY 2000, FIRST ATTEMPT
During a visit in May 2000, I pitched my “Truncate the Sword…”
approach to a very high-ranking array of Russian officials and brought
along a button featuring the joint problem of North Korea.
The hawkish three-star general Leonid Grigoyevich Ivashov
called my suggestion that disarmament could preclude first strikes a
“pipedream.”
There
were
also
discussions with officials of
the
Russian
Federation
National Security Council
and the chairman of the
Defense Committee of the
Duma. These discussions
were
hampered
by
translation difficulties that
Sergei Rogov helped rescue
me from. Indeed, it was
With Major General Vladimir
Sergei who made these
Dvorkin
appointments possible, as he
had made possible the 1999 meeting with Prime Minister Stepashin.
I also met, at Sergei’s institute, with Major General Vladimir
Dvorkin, director of the Central Institute of Strategic Rocket Forces
(i.e., the think-tank for the
Russian strategic forces), and
with his retired superior, Colonel
General Viktor Ivanovich Yesin,
formerly chief of staff of
Strategic Rocket Forces.
And I met with the deputy
head of the Department of
Security and Disarmament in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Anton
Vsevolodovich Vasiliev;
With Academician E.P.
the
president
of the Kurchatov
Velikhov
Institute on Nuclear Energy
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(Academician Eugeny Pavlovoich Velikhov); and Academician Yuri
Andreevich Osipyan, director of the Institute for Solid State Physics.6 I
prepared a letter of May 16, 2000 to President Putin describing the
benefits of my approach to the war plans and had it delivered to his
National Security Adviser.
It summarized the arguments
made to Stepashin, “Truncate the
Sword and the Shield Becomes
Harmless.” (Appendix 3) It ended
by
“According
to
recent
newspaper reports, if you raise this
with President Clinton, you will
receive a sympathetic response.”
But nothing seemed to be
happening. And to show my
priority in matters ABM, I
With Yuri Andreevich
circulated—and
even
had
Osipyan
translated—a
four-decade-old
letter of December 3, 1963 showing that my ideas on avoidance of
ballistic missile defenses were being circulated to the American
Secretary of Defense (Robert McNamara) that long ago. (Appendix 4)
On June 4 I hosted some of
these
same
officials
in
Washington,
D.C.:
Colonel
General Viktor Yesin of the
National Security Council; Major
General Vladimir Zinovievich
Dvorkin, who had long been head
of the Russian strategic forces
think-tank; Rear Admiral Nikolay
Konorev and Sergei Rogov. A
newly drafted proposal, relating
Colonel General Yesin on
to START and embodying the
right at Stone's Home
grand bargain pitched by Prime
Minister Stepashin, arose from
this meeting but was not immediately accepted by either side, despite
some interest in the U.S. Department of State.

6
Outside of arms control, I met with the deputy head of the Duma,
Vladimir Petrovich Lukin, and, in the Foreign Ministry, the deputy foreign
minister for Asia.
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But I had not given up. Later in the year, I sought to bring former
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara into the fray. After organizing
an unofficial briefing of him by Steve Fetter, I organized an official
briefing for McNamara by the head of Strategic Force Command
(Stratcom), Admiral Richard Willard Mies, at 8 a.m. on November 9.
In the hope that Admiral Mies would say more in my absence than in
my presence (I had not maintained a top-secret clearance since 1962), I
decided not to attend this meeting. In any event, early that morning I
received word that my mother, Esther M. Stone, had died after a decade
of illness with dementia that required round-the-clock care. I would not
have been able to attend in any case.

FEBRUARY 2001: TRYI1G AGAI1 WITH
MO1AD DISARMAME1T
I spent February 4–10, 2001, trying
again in Moscow. During this visit, I
explored a new proposal—Monad
Disarmament—that seemed, at least in
logic, to fit the Russian situation in
which its missile-firing submarines and
its bombers were collapsing. Monad
Disarmament suggested that each side
cut back to one arm of its Triad—we
would keep nuclear-armed submarines,
and the Russians would keep their landbased missiles.
I had written to my colleague Steve
Fetter: “I know this may seem like
"Monad
spitting in the wind with the recent
Disarmament" button
comments of Rumsfeld. But having
raised 1,000 with de-MIRVing and with
de-fusing (viz., ‘Truncate the sword and the shield becomes harmless’),
I feel obliged to raise this third method of going to 1,000: Monad
Disarmament.”
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I was delighted to hear that he
thought this was a “fine idea.”7 Paul
Warnke and Alton Frye did as well. And
Sergei Rogov had written me that he
liked Monad Disarmament and thought
that Minister of Defense Igor
Dmitrievich Sergeev would too.8
Jan Lodal was also helping
independently; a pamphlet he had
written for the Council on Foreign
Relations had talked of going to a dyad
of 840 submarine-based warheads and
about 160 bombers—so we were in
some considerable degree of agreement.
Jan had worked in the Defense
Steve Fetter
Department on this subject. He took the
view, as I did, that the disarming attack option had driven the forceposture numbers.9

7
E-mails of January 12, 2001. Steve said: “I think this is a fine idea.
Many of the folks who have been pushing for deeper reductions in nuclear
forces envision basing the U.S. largely or entirely on subs, and the number you
suggest—ten—is just right, partly because they could be based entirely at one
port, thereby saving a lot of money.”
8
An e-mail from Jeremy Stone to Steve Fetter reported: “The good news
is that Sergei Rogov likes Monad Disarmament very much and says Minister of
Defense Sergeev will also. So Sergei is willing to help me with this and this
means a good deal. And Sergei Ivanov is talking about lower cuts and
Yakovlev, I read, is talking about an ‘ABM tariff’—which means lower
levels.”
9
Others said: “No, the posture is driven by the guidance requiring a
‘significant’ amount held hostage of the stuff Russians are presumed to hold
dear.” And “significant” and “held dear” were sometimes interpreted as
including command-and-control and could mean every last Communist Party
local headquarters.
I asked one analyst about this and he replied:
The real answer is that we have what we have, and
justifications are built up around it. I agree with Jan: the force
should be based on what would survive an attack. So if you
thought that deterrence required 1000 warheads, you have
enough force so that 1000 survived. But this is not how it’s
done. STRATCOM justifies the numbers differently. The
guidance says that they have to “hold at risk” certain sets of
targets. They look at different force levels and determine how
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But Morton Halperin disagreed and said: “I am not sure why this
monad disarmament is necessary or that it helps compared with just
having each side go to 1,000 in any form that they choose and to stand
down all but 200. In effect, this proposal forces unnecessary fights
between the Services.”10
Based on these responses, I felt the
notion was worth floating. I made a relevant
button to summarize the plan—which as will
be seen below was a critical detail. A letter
to President Putin—I had become addicted
to writing to the president as a device for
getting my proposals studied lower in the
bureaucracy—summarized the idea. And my
Moscow friend and assistant, Natalia
Shakhova, started translating it into Russian
along with a set of FAQs.
1atalie Shahova
The letter of February 5, 2001 quoted
Putin as welcoming “radical progress” and
suggested that both sides move in parallel from three strategic forces to
a “monad” by 2007. (Appendix 5)
The letter was timely and generated interest—perhaps because, as
Interfax reported, the Russian Defense Ministry and General Staff were
reorganizing. In any event, after I met with them, three highly placed
Russians offered to deliver this latest letter to Putin (Deputy Foreign
Minister Georgy Enverovich Mamedov; former Premier Sergei
Stepashin, now head of the Russian GAO but still highly involved in
strategic matters; and Deputy Chairman of the Duma Committee on
Defense Alexei Georgievich Arbatov.) I gave the original to Mamedov,
who voiced the private reservation that reduction to a dyad might be
more realistic.

much damage they can do. But that’s the full force, not the
survivable force. If you try to pin them down, they’ll say that
in a ride-out situation they can “satisfy the guidance with a
lower level of confidence.” It’s BS. To the extent that they
think about executing the SIOP, they think about going first
or launching under attack with a fully generated force. They
don’t believe in Russian bolts-out-of-the-blue. They’ll think
we’ll most likely have warning, and that’s why they don’t
look very hard at the survivable force.”
(e-mail to JJS of January 30, 2001)
10
E-mail to JJS of January 15, 2001.
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The Academy of Sciences agreed to do a study on the proposal
based on my meeting with academician Yuri Andreevich Osipyan, its
chairman. Most important, Sergei Rogov discussed the issue with the
defense minister soon after my departure.

PRESIDE1T PUTI1 RESPO1DS
After I returned home, on March 5, the Russian Embassy called
with a message from President Putin, saying that he had ordered
intensive investigation of “your ideas and proposals for reductions that
would preclude first strikes.” So this was a grand success, and the pithy
formulation (“reductions that would preclude first strikes”) showed that
President Putin knew exactly what I had in mind. (I later learned that,
under Russian bureaucratic rules, the president had to send written
messages of his through the bureaucracy but could send verbal
messages directly without that.)
On March 7, Alexei Arbatov gave a press conference that
proposed the level of 1,000 warheads plus minor changes in the ABM
Treaty—exactly the proposal I had described and had pressed upon him
in Moscow three weeks before.
So again, in Chapter II, we see ideas reaching the highest level
and being considered, in Russia at least, but not being implemented.
During the next six months, the threat of abrogation of the ABM
Treaty remained the focus of attention. I worked hard on this and came
extremely close to keeping it going for another five years. This is the
story of Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER III:
MOTHBALLI1G THE
ABM TREATY
This chapter summarizes an effort in 2001 to keep the ABM
Treaty alive with a novel approach and how each side adopted the idea
but not, unfortunately, at the same time.
Specifically, a “mothball” proposal was designed to forestall, for
five years, impending U.S. abrogation of the ABM Treaty by letting the
U.S. side test ABM systems but not deploy them. The White House
initially rejects the idea as “too good,” by which it meant that the idea
might catch on and prevent the abrogation of the ABM Treaty.
On September 11, 2001, a few hours before the 9 a.m. terrorist
attacks become known in Moscow, the chief Russian negotiator
expresses approval of the plan. Later, the White House reverses itself
and makes the Mothball proposal to the Russians, saying, in effect, “If
you do not accept it, we will tear up the treaty.” Then the Russians
reverse themselves by accepting it in an unacceptably conditional way.
The next day, President Bush withdraws from the Treaty.
Thus, in a kind of musical chairs, with the two sides approving the
idea at different times, the proposal to keep the ABM Treaty in business
became a footnote in history

BACKGROU1D O1 THE ABM CRISIS
The U.S. desire to build an ABM system produced three ABM
emergencies in four decades.
The first had originated in about 1963 with the Soviet
construction of an anti-ballistic missile system in Tallinn—a crisis that
culminated, nine years later, in the 1972 ABM Treaty banning such
systems.

Catalytic Diplomacy

This was the emergency that had led me to conceive,
independently and very early, the notion of both sides agreeing not to
build anti-ballistic missile systems (see Chapters 1–3 of Every Man
Should Try) and to work on it for a decade. This first crisis was
terminated by the 1972 agreement on an ABM Treaty.
The second ABM crisis was touched off by Ronald Reagan’s
1983 “Star Wars” speech. This raised questions in Soviet minds of
whether Reagan was going to abandon the treaty in favor of building a
very effective such system. Accordingly, they wondered whether it
would be safe for them to reduce, through disarmament, their stock of
ICBMs.
This second emergency was
overcome through a device I had
invented—the
Bear-hug
strategy—a device that Andrei
Sakharov had pursued in a
different form, albeit one that
was not, in the end, adopted, the
so-called Sakharov finesse. (The
picture shows Sakharov, Elena
Bonner and the Stones in 1987
shortly
after Sakharov was
Andrei Sakharov, Elena
released
from
Gorky; at that time,
Bonner, and Stones, 1987
Sakharov
heard
Stone's
proposal—which he called "very reasonable", amended it to ignore
testing and made his version of the idea public the next day. This is
discussed on page 233 of Every Man Should Try and below.)
The bear-hug proposal was the suggestion that the Russians put
aside their fears about Reagan’s visions and continue disarmament with
the proviso that the disarmament would cease if the ABM Treaty were
violated.11
A third crisis arose when the North Koreans began firing missiles
that could reach Japan. The fear that subsequent missiles might reach
the United States was used by supporters of missile defense against the
continued existence of the treaty.

11

This is discussed in ibid, Chapter 21. Sakharov, in a late-night
conversation with me, had explained that he was going to propose that the
disarmament need not stop unless and until “deployment” of the ABM system
had begun—a scientific but apolitical version of the bear-hug strategy that
finessed violations involving ABM tests and that was not, in the end, accepted.
It was attempted again, however, by me later in this chapter.
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THE REAGA1-SAKHAROV PROPOSAL I1
A TRIP TO MOSCOW
During the summer of 2001, I took to lunch various officials of
the Russian Federation Embassy in Washington: the arms control
specialist Vassily V. Boriak; Deputy Ambassador Igor Neverov (June
4); and, later, Ambassador Yuri V. Ushakov, whom I had met at a
Carnegie nonproliferation conference (June 26).
At a later lunch on August 7 with
Ambassador Neverov, I suggested the
mothballing strategy for dealing with the
ABM crisis and showed him my button,
described below, for advertising the plan.
Moscow would agree to permit
testing for the next few years if
Washington would agree not to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty during President
George W. Bush’s first term. This
proposal was analogous to something
Reagan had proposed in Reykjavik.
Indeed, I had gotten the idea, I think,
from a June 7 e-mail from Stan Riveles, a
"Mothball the ABM
former member of the U.S.-Soviet
Treaty" button
Commission on the ABM Treaty, who had
written me: “What might actually make
sense is a “Reykjavik” strategy. At Reykjavik, Reagan proposed
relaxation of ABM Treaty testing limits in exchange for a 5-year nonwithdrawal commitment.”12
I also saw a Russian parallel in something Andrei Sakharov had
proposed above in 1987. I had spent three successive evenings with
him after his release from Gorky. When I proposed that missile
disarmament go forward as long as the ABM Treaty was not violated

12

E-mail of June 7, 2001. He went on to say: “At the end of 5 years the
Treaty goes away; each side is free to deploy. Negotiated relaxation of testing
limits, embedded in a deal that includes a term-limited non-withdrawal
commitment PLUS offensive reductions might make sense.” I did not adopt the
notion of linking the testing relaxation to programs of offensive reductions
because that would have sunk the idea immediately in a morass of offensive
weapons negotiations.
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(in any way), Sakharov had said that this was unnecessarily rigid. In his
view, the Russians could afford to continue in bilateral offensive
missile disarmament until such time as the United States went beyond
violations of the testing of an ABM system and went on to violations of
the ABM Treaty that concerned deployment. So it could be argued, I
felt, that Sakharov would have supported the Mothball plan because it
permitted only U.S. testing violations—and he had considered these
irrelevant.

MOTHBALLI1G THE ABM TREATY—THE
REAGA1-SAKHAROV APPROACH
With this in mind, I had decided to give the plan a high-level
bilateral moniker and call it the “Reagan-Sakharov Approach.”
The week of September 8–15 seemed an appropriate time to visit
Moscow to push this idea—appointments could be made during
September 3–7 after Moscow officials got back to work from their
summer vacations. The Russian Embassy said it would get the Foreign
Ministry to make the appointments for me with high officials. Catalytic
Diplomacy could arrange the rest itself.
A large button with a moth on it had been designed in August
(“Mothball the ABM Treaty—The Reagan-Sakharov Approach”) and a
letter was drafted to President Putin that could be circulated to officials
giving me interviews; it described a backup “Interim Strategic Accord”
that would combine the “Interim Strategic Accord” (i.e., the Mothball
plan) with parallel reductions and agreements on strategic stability.
(Appendix 6)
As a run-up to the visit to Moscow, the Mothball idea was first
discussed with the U.S. bureaucracy. The plan was described on August
13 to three medium-level State Department employees (James Timby,
Lucas Fisher, and Steve Rosenkrantz).
On August 23rd, at 4:30 p.m., I met at the White House for 45
minutes with then-Deputy National Security Adviser Steve Hadley, and
we had a full discussion. He made a number of objections to the plan,
but I had strong answers. Finally, he said: “Look, the problem is that
the idea is ‘too good.’” It would give us ‘no grounds to object’ at home
and with the Europeans, and we want to tear up the treaty; we believe
we have won the intellectual debate. We don’t want to leave this issue
to some later Administration that might not want to eliminate the
treaty.” He said: “Please do not advise the Russians that we could
support this.” I said: “Of course, I would not.”
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On the morning of August 30, I met with two key arms control
staffers at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee who worked,
basically, for Senator Joseph Biden (D-DE). One was the legal expert
for the committee, Brian McKeon, and the other was the arms control
specialist Ed Levine. They saw no insurmountable legal problems and
expressed interest in the idea.
The next day, on August 31—perhaps as a result of the
conversation with the Foreign Relations Committee—Steve Hadley
called me at home and said that he had discussed the matter further at
the White House and wanted to emphasize that we “probably” would
not accept the Mothball plan. He told me that Condoleezza Rice had
said, in a friendly way, “Jeremy is trying to put us in a box.” I assured
him that this was not so. I just wanted the idea given a chance.
I further assured Steve that I would never tell the Russians that the
White House favored the plan; I was not even planning to tell them that
I had consulted with the White House, which would have required me
to go into detail about what was and was not said in a then-sensitive
conversation.
What Steve may—or may not—have realized was the reaction of
Catalytic Diplomacy to his use of the word “probably.” Working on
intractable problems, as was my permanent fate, I considered his shift
from “we don’t agree” to only “probably we would not agree” as if it
were an open door to heaven. It seemed to signify a live possibility that
should not go unpursued—and in this, history showed, I was quite
right.
As a good lawyer, and one understanding the rights of Americans,
Steve had not told me not to go forward in discussing it—we both
knew that was the right of a private citizen. But his intervention made
me feel that this should be discussed carefully. I talked to Alton Frye,
then chairman of Catalytic Diplomacy’s board, about whether we
should go forward at all.
But Alton and I both thought it was too important a proposal to be
abandoned—and this turned out to be right. So it was decided to
identify this option to the Russians anyway. After all, White House
staffers could not know, themselves, what would or would not be
accepted in a volatile situation until the president himself decided what
to do. And it would certainly bring the parties closer if they considered
this approach.

46

Catalytic Diplomacy

BACKUP “1EW STRATEGIC
FRAMEWORK”
On September 2, I began drafting a backup plan (the “New
Strategic Framework”) to propose if the Interim Strategic Accord (i.e.,
the Mothball plan) was, in fact, rejected. It called for the involvement
of China, France, and Great Britain and even lower strategic force
levels. And so the Putin letter, conveying these possibilities, grew from
two pages to five. Most important, as it turned out, was a two-page
draft communiqué showing just how the Interim Strategic Accord
would sound if the two sides agreed to it. Encouraged by Alton’s
reaction to this, I sent it to Natalia to translate.

THE TRIP TO MOSCOW
As the trip began, on Saturday, September 8, the print media were
reporting the amazing news that the Senate Armed Services Committee
had passed, by a narrow margin, a motion not to fund any ABM tests
that violated the ABM Treaty even if the president withdrew from the
ABM Treaty. This seemed to reorganize the entire ABM negotiating
game.
Arbat Hotel, the former headquarters of the Soviet Central
Committee, is immediately behind the Russian Foreign Ministry, and
from it one can walk to the Defense Ministry, the Institute for the USA
and Canada, the Russian General Accounting Office, the Arbat
shopping areas, and, no less important, the home of my oldest friend in
Moscow, Natalia Shahova. A young girl of 13 when we met in 1966,
she now runs a translation service and had carefully translated the Putin
letter in advance of my arrival.
(In addition, she had prepared a
translation of six relevant
chapters of my book, Every Man
Should Try, to distribute to
Russian officials.)
Monday
was
spent
arranging appointments, and in
the evening I met over dinner
with Andrei Kokoshin, former
deputy defense minister and,
Andrei Kokoshin
later, the national security adviser
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to President Boris Yeltsin. After holding these extremely high
positions, he had become a key member of the Duma.
I knew Kokoshin quite well from the mid-1980s, when he
surfaced as a deputy to academician Evgeny P. Velikhov. I had hosted
both of them on a series of visits to the United States. Kokoshin had
been playing a most active behind-the-scenes role in improving U.S.Russian relations at the highest level—between Bush and Putin—and
had attended key meetings with President Bush that led up to the
critical Slovenia Summit, where Bush famously said that he had
“looked into Putin’s soul.” He gave his reaction to the Mothball plan,
and it was reasonably positive.

Meeting with the Chief Russian 1egotiator
On Tuesday, at 11 a.m., I met with Deputy Foreign Minister
Georgy Mamedov, the chief negotiator for the Russian Federation on
the ABM issue. We met privately, without an interpreter, for two hours
and had a warm and close conversation. He began by advising me that I
had “single-handedly” changed Russian policy on offensive weapons
and that the other high officials knew it. He said it was rare that anyone
could change the policies of his own government and it was remarkable
that I had changed their government’s policy.
When I identified the idea and showed him the button, it turned
out that something like this had been tried out on Undersecretary of
State John Bolton in Mamedov’s negotiations—which were supposed
to be continued in two days’ time in New York. But it turned out that
Russia was proposing this “privately,” which, of course, was getting
nowhere since the Bush administration in general—and Bolton
especially—preferred no treaty to a partial treaty, for ideological and
political reasons.
Another option was that President Putin make this proposal
publicly. But it became clear that the Russians wanted—as people in
political life so often do—a no-cost solution in which they would not
have to admit that they were permitting any change to the ABM Treaty
at all. (Such admissions would draw criticism from the communists in
the Duma as well as from the Chinese.)
So the Russians preferred to say quietly that they would be
“flexible” in interpreting the Treaty but not to countenance publicly any
amendment. And they feared that any concession they made would lead
to new pressures to make further concessions. They seemed to be
drifting, and they seemed in denial about the reality that the Bush
administration was serious about abandoning the treaty.
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The Academics Seem Less in the Game
On Tuesday evening, I had dinner with academician Yuri
Osipyan, former vice president of the Russian Academy of Sciences
and now chairman of its arms control committee. It was at his office at
5 p.m. Moscow time that I saw on television the September 11 attacks
that had just occurred in New York.
He said the committee’s last important work was on plutonium
disposition. But he said that the MacArthur Foundation was no longer
going to fund the National Academy of Sciences counterpart committee
(run by John Holdren, then a professor Harvard University and Director
of the Woods Hole Research Center; more recently, the Science
Adviser to President Obama), and, accordingly, he was not sure how
well the collaboration would continue. (The American side had been
funding the travel to the United States of the Russian delegation).
He saw no problem with my plan. But one gets the feeling that the
Russian committee is not really “in the game” in the way that Catalytic
Diplomacy is. They were doing studies, at best. He said, with a smile,
that the members of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on
International Security and Arms Control (CISAC) had all disagreed
with Bush’s ABM plans and wanted, instead, cooperative deployment,
but they did not know if the Bush administration would accept that. It
sounded like he felt that CISAC was not in the game, either.
On Wednesday evening, I had dinner with Evgeny Velikhov, the
major nongovernmental player in arms control in the 1980s for the
Soviet Union. As president of the Kurchatov Institute of Nuclear
Energy, he is still an important player and can see Putin. He was very
supportive of Catalytic Diplomacy’s plan and had ideas of his own on
energy/nonproliferation policy, which I agreed to help with. (He wants
to manufacture reactors in Russia, float them on barges to foreign
countries, and then lease them out, with the energy produced used to
pay for the leases. Russia would then take back the spent fuel and,
eventually, the entire spent reactor.)
On Thursday noon, I met for an hour with former Prime Minister
Sergei Stepashin, now chairman of the Government Accounting Office,
the Russian auditing agency. As noted earlier, as prime minister, he had
carried our idea “Truncate the Sword and the Shield Becomes
Harmless” to President Clinton in September 1999. Later, in February
2001, he had related to us what had happened.
He was happy to discuss this newest idea, and after some spirited
discussion, he said he would discuss it with Defense Minister Sergei
Ivanov if I did not get an appointment. He was obviously supportive,
but he worried about “reaction in Russia” and how Congress would
react.
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I left Mamedov with the original copy of the Putin letter, the draft
communiqué, and some other material. My meeting seemed to
galvanize Minister Mamedov. He indicated he was shifting some things
he was going to say on Thursday at his meeting with Bolton but did
not, of course, show his hand. He was eager to stay in touch.

Meeting with Russia's #2 General, General Baluevsky
Major General Vladimir Zinovyevich Dvorkin, who had recently
retired but whom I had tracked down and called out of friendship, had
come to the institute to exchange ideas. To my amazement and
satisfaction, he turned out to be working, in retirement, for Marshal
Sergeev—the main person I wanted to see whom the Foreign Ministry
had not produced. He looked at the Draft Joint Communiqué and said:
“This is a very important document and I will send it at once to
Marshal Sergeev.”
After 45 minutes with
Dvorkin, I met for 45 minutes
with Sergei Rogov. He liked the
idea of the Mothball plan and the
Interim Strategic Accord but
would have liked more of it to be
processed through the U.S.
Senate and made a protocol to
the ABM Treaty. He said that if
the Republicans offered this, it
Baluevsky in Stone's
would certainly pass. And their
basement on August 9, 2001
doing so would stop the drift to
unilateralism and to informal
agreements. (I told him that he underestimated what the traffic would
bear and that the Republicans did not want this treaty and, certainly, did
not want to use the Congress.) He said this was, however, a detail—in
the context of general agreement
with our idea. He said we could
talk about it and that he would
be in the United States the week
of October 7.
A short walk away, at the
Defense Ministry, I enjoyed two
solid hours with two three-star
colonel generals. One was
General Y.N. Baluevsky, now
Audience for Baluevsky
number-two in the General Staff
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and very warm in his welcome as a result of the reception Catalytic
Diplomacy had thrown for his delegation in Washington on August 9—
the day his delegation had reached Washington to discuss the fate of
the ABM Treaty—to meet nongovernmental arms control experts.
He was joined by Colonel
General Victor Ivanovich Yesin,
former head of Russian strategic
forces and now head of the
Department for Military Affairs of
the Security Council. He also had
been at an earlier reception at my
home (on June 4, 2000), and he also
was very warm in his greetings.
Baluevsky chatting in
On the day of our dinner on
Russian with Rose
August 9, the Russian press had
Gottemoeller—now a
criticized
Baluevsky
as
not
U.S. negotiator for
competent to head a delegation to
strategic weapons—on
Washington on strategic affairs. So I
Stone's couch
was interested to have this lengthy
chance to talk to him. He opposed the idea. Indeed, he was so opposed
to permitting tests that he said that collaborating in the demise of the
treaty would hurt his “self-esteem.” In this context, he seemed weirdly
relaxed about U.S. withdrawal, saying that if America withdrew, “We
will continue to work with America on a new strategic framework.”
This had been taken in the Western press as an indication of the
softening of the Russian position.
I said: “During the 1960s, the Russian side said ‘no, no, no’ to my
ideas for halting the development of ballistic missile defenses. Now
you are treating the ABM Treaty
as holy writ and saying that not a
word can be changed.” I also
mentioned that, as a general, he
should
understand
that
sometimes one had to sacrifice a
regiment to save the army itself.
He was unmoved by this.
Equally amazing, General
Baluevsky
was
completely
uninterested
in
what
Americans
Stone talking to Baluevsky
would
have
considered
the
across table in Moscow.
strategic
implications.
When
I
Yesin is on Baluevsky's
began explaining the arms
right.
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control and stability implications in terms of targeting and such—which
have been a key part of the ABM debate forever—he said, “You are
deviating from the agenda”—by which he meant ABM was the agenda
and not the strategic balance. It seemed from this that the ABM issue
had become political rather than substantive. The Russian military
seemed not to care about the treaty’s capacity to maintain “stability”
but just wanted to be sure that America could be blamed, if the treaty
ended, for its demise. The whole debate had changed and the ABM
issue was of diminished significance—a sign that the treaty’s time had
come.
General Baluevsky agreed that Bush wanted out of the treaty, but
his theory on why was far off the mark. He thought America had a
budget deficit and wanted to spend heavily on military expenditures to
restart the economy. He also seemed a political general who had never
led troops. But he was very highly placed, took complete notes, and
wanted to stay in touch. Everywhere, I was treated as the godfather of
the ABM Treaty, and they keep saying: “You just want to keep your
creation in business.”

Getting Home with Kennedy Airport Closed
My plane back on Saturday was not flying because Kennedy
Airport was closed due to the September 11 bombing, but my wife,
B.J., got me reservations on Monday through Baltimore. This was just
in time, as this day turned out to have been the last day of my visa and I
would not have been allowed to leave without going back for a visa
extension.
The reports to my handful of foundation backers showed that the
costs of the Catalytic Diplomacy trips were minimal. The three-star
Arbat Hotel, though marvelously convenient, costs only $150 per night
with a sitting room and free breakfast. I paid only $200 to Alla
Orekhova for car and driver (and loan of a mobile phone) because little
was needed except airport pickup. With this conveniently located hotel,
I was able most of the time to walk to my destinations. Natalia
Shakhova served as a secretary as well as translator and left me
independent of the logistic help from the Institute for the Study of the
USA and Canada. The total cost of the week in Russia talking to key
officials was only $3,300.
And when former Prime Minister Stepashin asked me with whom
I was meeting, his response to my answer was: “Those are certainly the
right people.” So for a very small amount, Catalytic Diplomacy was
able to reach the Russian decision makers with new possible options
and to get their point of view. During my off time, I spent time with
Natalia’s family, which now included four of her grandchildren. Five
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generations of this family have befriended my wife and me over a 35year period.

A FAILED CO1TRIBUTIO1 TO
PHILA1THROPY
Inventing PIPM as a Contribution
to the War on Terrorism
On September 18, after my return home from Russia, the board of
Catalytic Diplomacy met to receive my report, and we discussed what
contribution Catalytic Diplomacy might make in the post-9/11 world.
I was struck by a thought. The executive branch, the legislative
branch, and the media were all mobilized for the war. On November 9,
in fact, President Bush had referred to “new responsibilities, both for
the government and for our people.” But would the philanthropic
community respond? In the foundation world, we seemed to be seeing
business as usual.
I began to think of creating a Web site on which all grant-seekers
dealing with peace issues could post their proposals—changing them at
will as often as they wanted. Access to all proposals would be given
only to funders and foundations that would search among the proposals
for ones they wanted to submit to their foundation boards. The Website
was built, but interest in it failed.13

13
An organization was formed to do the work, called the National
Security Foundation, Inc. (NsecF); the state of Maryland accepted its articles of
incorporation on November 13. Its initial board was composed of me, Alton
Frye, and Wade Greene of the Rockefeller Family Office.
NsecF was designed not to provide funds to others but to encourage and
facilitate the provision of such monies. Its goal was: “To strengthen the
national security of the United States by encouraging and facilitating charitable
giving to relevant non-profit groups working on national security broadly
interpreted.” Catalytic Diplomacy funded the preparatory activity in building
the Web site. A patent was initiated for the invention and process called
Proposal-Centered Internet-Facilitated Philanthropic Matchmaking (PIPM).
The Rockefeller Family Office provided the funds.
We felt that no one would take the idea seriously until we had a Web site
built that could show, in practice, how the system would work. In the end, the
Web site was built, at a cost of $20,000, but no person or organization could be
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Prospects for Success Seemed Good
It was now more than 38 years since I had begun writing papers
on the ABM issue, and as far as the press was concerned, it was hotter
than ever. Almost every day there was something. The Russia e-mail
list of David Johnson, which provided a dozen translations of Russianlanguage articles a day, had an ABM article daily.
I was optimistic that the Mothball strategy was going to work.
More and more articles, based on administration leaks, suggested this.
Even the White House, in the person of national security adviser
Condoleezza Rice, seemed to have adopted the idea, even though the
White House had, as noted above, tried to discourage the idea in
August.
For example, The 1ew York Times of Sunday, October 28, had its
major article (left-hand column above the fold) headlined: “Bush
Adviser Says Russia Is Warming to U.S. ABM Tests.” Amazingly, the
same White House that was worried that the Mothball strategy was
“putting the administration in a box” was hawking the idea. The second
and fourth paragraphs of the story and a much later paragraph read:
“Ms. Rice’s assessment of the negotiations with Russia’s
president, Vladimir V. Putin, marks the first time that an
administration official of her rank has suggested that Russia is
dropping its objections to the Pentagon’s proposed testing plans.
...
“Interviews with several other administration officials
indicated that they were now working on an assumption that
Russia may agree to permit the tests—and that Mr. Bush, in turn,
will postpone any decision on abandoning the 1972 Antiballistic
Missile Treaty, which Russia views as a cornerstone of arms
control.
...
“If Mr. Bush strikes a deal that lets the Pentagon move
forward on its schedule of tests, both sides will have grounds to
claim success.”

Paul C. Warnke Dies
On November 1, Paul C. Warnke died after an illness of some
months. The papers gave him the warm obituaries he deserved. In a

found that wanted to own the site and I decided it was not something that
Catalytic Diplomacy could do without giving up its other efforts. So it never
got started.
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discussion with Paul before he died, he had expressed the view that the
efforts to build the ABM would come to naught in the long run. Paul
Warnke had given me wise counsel for 30 years and helped the
organizations I was running through many crises. His loss to the peace
community was very real.

Would Putin Make a Unilateral Statement?
During discussions in Russia, it had become apparent that
President Putin was planning to address a joint session of Congress,
and it was obvious to me that this would have been an excellent place
to assert, quite unilaterally, that Russia would not object to tests. I had
some hope that this would occur.
And when former Prime Minister Stepashin had asked me on
September 13 in Moscow how President Putin could deal with those in
the Duma who would be angry if tests of ABM systems were
permitted, I had opined that, in the light of the attacks of September 11,
he could say that he did not have the heart to deny the United States
any efforts it might wish to make to defend itself. And Stepashin
readily agreed that the September 11 bombing might help ease along
the Mothball strategy.
By early November, in Washington, it was clear that no such joint
session of Congress would be held. On the other hand, Catalytic
Diplomacy received an invitation to join in a dinner reception in
December at the Russian Embassy at which President Putin was going
to present a statement before going to Texas the next morning to
President Bush’s ranch in Crawford, Texas. This, I felt, might be it: a
unilateral assertion of the Mothball strategy.

The Washington Party for Putin
On November 15, a Russian Embassy party for President Putin
was held. Most of the people attending were newspaper reporters,
former and current U.S. officials related to the Soviet Union or Russia,
and a few senior senators such as Senator Carl Levin (D-MI), chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, and Senator John Warner (R-VA),
the ranking Republican on the committee. The U.S. arms control and
scientific communities were not really represented there, and it made
me realize how far I had graduated in standing when I stopped “playing
a scientist on TV” at the Federation of American Scientists and began
working in our 21st-century organization, Catalytic Diplomacy.
General Baluevsky had come with Putin—a further sign of the
influence of this number-two Russian general, and he showed me, in
the corridor, a communiqué that had recently been agreed upon; but
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one had to be a real insider to
read anything into it at all. While
the
audience
waited
for
President Putin, I charged the
podium to find out what was
really happening. There, Deputy
Foreign Minister Mamedov
chatted with me briefly. He said,
“We adopted your idea and it
bought us time but the
administration still won’t agree.”
There was some hope that an
agreement could be worked out
at the president’s ranch the next
day.
My hopes were dashed. I
said that U.S. officials in the
audience had told me that the
problem was that Russia would
not agree to permit “all” tests.
But there was no time to get to
the real bottom of this, as Putin
was about to speak. Putin’s
statement was bland. It was
apparent that he was not about to
embarrass his friend President
Bush by making any unilateral
statements in public.

Russian Delegation Arrives
In the first week of December,
Sergei Rogov, director of the
Institute for the Study of Canada
and USA of the Russian Academy
of Sciences, came to America with
three very high military officers:
Colonel General Victor Yesin,
former head of Russian strategic
forces, and Vice Admiral Nikolai
Konorev, then the second-ranking
admiral in the Russian Navy, had
been entertained by Catalytic
Diplomacy before at my house.
The third officer, Vice Admiral
Valentin Kuznetsov, was about to
become the Russian military
representative to NATO; I had met
him a year before in Moscow.
We organized a reception
dinner at my home on December
5. Included among the guests were
former Undersecretary of State
John Holum; Major General John L.
Barry, director of strategic
planning for the U.S. Air Force;
Rear Admiral (ret.) Eric A.
McVadon; and Ed Levine, the chief
arms control advisor to the
Senator
Foreign
Relations
Committee. A very pleasant and
relaxed evening was held.
Later, on December 7, the
Russian
Embassy
threw
a
reception for the visitors, and we
attended that. A very firm basis
then
existed
for
Catalytic
Diplomacy’s communications with
the Russian military that—in
theory at least—should be of
continuing usefulness. It could be
useful on the issue of a new
strategic framework for U.S. and
Russian strategic forces.
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BUSH WITHDRAWS FROM THE TREATY
A1D PUTI1 JUST ACK1OWLEDGES IT
On December 12, Bush announced his intention to withdraw from
the ABM Treaty on six months’ notice.14 The next day, President Putin
complained of the creation of a “legal vacuum in the sphere of strategic
stability” and urged that the “current level of bilateral relations”
between the two sides should “not only be retained but also used in
order to work out the new framework of a strategic relationship as soon
as possible.” The person most upset in Russia seemed to be Alexei
Arbatov, who said that the United States “has spat into that extended
hand” of Russia and that the treaty withdrawal was a victory for an
“extremely conservative, very arrogant” faction in the United States.
The 1ew York Times ran a summary of the negotiations on
December 13 and said the talks failed because the Bush administration
was unwilling to discuss each test in advance with the Russians and
because Russia refused any change that would allow unrestricted
testing.
On the same day, the Washington Post revealed that National
Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice had, indeed, made the Mothball
proposal to the Russians on November 12, saying quite bluntly,
according to the Post, that Russia would have to allow the United
States to test missile defense systems without restrictions, or else the
Bush administration would withdraw the United States from the ABM
Treaty.15 (This was, obviously, an offer to refrain from withdrawing
from the treaty if Russia would not object to tests. In other words, Rice
had put forward the Mothball proposal in what logicians would call the
contrapositive—a logically equivalent formula with two negatives that
canceled each other out—but a formulation that expressed the idea in a
more forceful way.)
The Russians said they wanted droit de regard—a right to review
each test before agreeing to it. I had warned them that “if you so much

14

See 1.Y. Times, Friday, December 14, 2001, pg. A12 “From Bush,
‘Formal Notice’ of End of Pact... He said, “I have concluded the ABM treaty
hinders our government’s ability to develop ways to protect our people from
future terrorist or rogue-state missile attacks.”
15
“ABM Withdrawal A Turning Point in Arms Control,” December 13,
The Washington Post, pg. A1
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as burp, the administration will withdraw from the Treaty.” But perhaps
they were not sufficiently afraid of the withdrawal to be so cautious as
to follow that advice.
At bottom, the situation in 2001 was not dissimilar to that in the
late 1980s, when Moscow calmed down about the Star Wars threat
posed by President Reagan and began to negotiate my bear-hug
strategy. In this case, Russia saw the ABM problem increasingly in
political terms—especially after President Putin met President Bush in
Slovenia. After that summit, President Putin explained, in a subsequent
press conference, that if President Bush was going to treat him as a
friend, then many other problems such as the ABM and NATO
expansion could be dealt with. The ABM Treaty, and strategic stability
generally, had apparently become a political issue to be used and
manipulated for political purposes.

And What of Offensive Weapons?
The Bush administration had, early on, talked of very substantial
reductions in strategic offensive weapons—in part to offset the
hawkishness of its policy on the antiballistic missile. When the time
came, it could not persuade the Defense Department to go more than 10
percent below the START III levels of 2,500 that had been agreed upon
in principle long before. Instead of a range of 2,000–2,500 (with the
Russians on the low end), the Bush administration began working on a
range with the Russians of 2,250–2,700. (These ranges are designed to
permit the two sides to claim a false equality, i.e., that they are both in
the same range, although both sides know that the United States intends
to stay at the high end of the range and the Russians will be at the low
end.). And then it finally agreed on a treaty, the Strategic Offensive
Reductions Treaty (SORT), that had no verification or destruction
provisions and terminated in 2012. In short, under John Bolton’s
influence, the arms control urge to negotiated reductions just petered
out.
What is the significance of this? It means that the U.S. Strategic
Command had no need to change the war plans as I had hoped this
maneuver would accomplish. My campaign, since late 1998, to sell the
slogan “Truncate the Sword and the Shield Becomes Harmless” had
failed.
That approach was designed to leverage the ABM crisis into a
solution, at least, of the danger of first-strike options. It was designed to
have the Russians call for substantial reductions to equal levels as the
price of permitting America to build a small ABM while maintaining
the essence of the ABM Treaty.
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Accordingly, my life experience with the ABM problem—dating
over 38 years—was two wins and two losses. The ABM Treaty of 1972
represented a success for the view that ABMs were a bad idea, and the
bear-hug strategy of the late 1980s served to keep the treaty in business.
But “Truncate the Sword.” failed to be implemented, as did “Mothball
the ABM.”
But all four of these campaigns succeeded in the sense that the
Russian
Government
was
persuaded to propose them.
Each was based on a very
simple logical idea. But each
required considerable work to
move it from an idea into a
proposal by a superpower.
In January 2002, the
Russians sent Colonel General
Yuri Baluevsky to Washington
with a delegation to discuss
what new strategic context
Baluevsky in Stone's
should replace that context that
basement
had been dominated for 30 years
by the ABM Treaty. On the one
free evening of this delegation, Catalytic Diplomacy held a dinner
reception for the delegation to permit it to meet with some senior
members of the American strategic community.
The guest acceptance list included
not only former Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara but also Secretary of
Defense William Cohen (who in the end
could not come), and a very interesting
evening was held. Robert McNamara
seized the opportunity to grill General
Baluevsky in such a determined way that I
announced: “Now, General Baluevsky
knows how Prime Minister Kosygin felt
at Glassboro” (where, of course, thenSecretary
of
Defense
McNamara
expounded to Kosygin, at President
Lyndon Johnson’s request, on the evils of
antiballistic missile systems).
Bob Mc1amara
A week later, on January 30, I met
talking to Baluevsky
over a private breakfast with Deputy
in Stone's basement
Foreign Minister Mamedov, here to
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pursue the same talks with the foreign minister. By this time, I had put
together a draft treaty on which the two sides might be able to agree.
(Appendix 7)
Mamedov looked at it and said, “Impressive! I will steal from
this.” And he agreed to receive some suggestions about public relations
with which Russia was—always, we agreed—in need.
In the end, however, in May 2002, the two sides agreed on the
SORT Treaty, mentioned above. The unwillingness of the Bush
administration to commit itself to just about anything in treaty form had
won the day.
.
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CHAPTER IV:
RUSSIA1 CIVIL SOCIETY
In this Chapter, Stone goes to Russia in 2004 to kick off the
publication in Russian of his 1999 book Every Man Should Try. At the
Sakharov Museum, he summarizes parts of his life’s work and receives
some comments. And he talks to people about the problems of
publishing and of human rights in Russia.
Later, in January 2005, he returns to Russia and addresses a new
creation of the Putin Administration: the Public Chamber. The Public
Chamber, a conglomeration of public interest groups, was the
Kremlin’s attempt to control the public interest sector. Stone tried to
find some useful function for it. Its Secretary-General made an effort to
urge the Public Chamber to work with Stone, but this failed due to
rising anti-American attitudes in Russia.

On March 8, 2004, I visited
Moscow to give a speech at the
Andrei Sakharov Museum on the
occasion of the publication in
Russian of my life-memoir,
Every Man Should Try. The visit
turned out to be—as most such
visits
do—unexpectedly
successful. Useful conversations
were held on human rights and on
Stones speaking at Sakharov
North Korea. And on arms
Museum
control, a potentially important
new project was started. Further, an interesting formulation was
invented, and presented, relating weapons and arms control on the one
hand and human rights on the other; it appears in my speech.

Jeremy J. Stone

RUSSIA1 SITUATIO1
At this time, the economic situation in Russia has gone from
“horrible” to “bad,” as one commentator put it. Putin had balanced the
budget, given people their back wages, got the oligarchs under control
and was getting things done. This was possible partly because of higher
oil prices. He goes to church, which enthralls the believers (including
40% of the population), and he provides the sense of strong leadership
and state security that the Russian people have always wanted. In a poll
of the greatest politicians of the 20th century, Putin got 60%, Stalin
20%, Gorbachev 2%. Lenin was nowhere. It looks like Putin will be
running Russia for a very long time.
In the process, however, freedom to speak is going backward, as
is freedom of the press, and the TV media is under tight control. One of
my translators admitted to me, after a conversation in the restaurant,
that—for the first time in ten years—she had hesitated to translate
something until the waiter moved out of earshot. And she was shocked
to realize that she had acted in this way. Those who care about such
things are worried. But most don’t care. They go to the polls by habit
and out of fear that their absence might be noticed.
In the countryside, development is very uneven. If a town has a
good mayor who figures out how to bring in outside investment, the
town may prosper. In the alternative, it may be filled with beggars who
run after any car that turns up. Some places look as they did after
World War II.

The Run Up To the Book Release
I prepared a speech to kick off the publication of the book. Human
Rights Press had sent out 500 invitations, and I was not sure how many
people would attend. I summarized my achievements in human rights
(especially the defense of Sakharov) and on arms control.
On the way to the airport in Washington, I suddenly realized that
a formulation of the linkage between human rights and arms control
that, in a way, won Andrei Sakharov the Nobel Prize was now
outdated. But it could be usefully “reversed.”
Sakharov had taught that human rights were a critical adjunct to
the control of nuclear weapons. In an age of fears of nuclear war,
human rights were necessary to control the nuclear weapons.
Today, in an age of terrorism, the control of weapons was
essential to the maintenance of human rights, especially civil liberties.
This is especially clear in Russia and in America, where terrorism is

62

Catalytic Diplomacy

giving security advocates the upper hand over advocates of civil
liberties.
Over breakfast in Moscow, an old friend told me that Russia was
not particularly concerned about the China threat and was ambivalent
toward close ties with Europe—which would require changes in the
situation in Russia. It was true that there was a shift backwards from
the freedoms of the 1990s, but it had not gone too far. He did not
believe the KGB had been behind a grenade attack—that failed—on a
woman journalist because that would have been too “unclever”. The
concerns about American encirclement were passive. I did not agree
with much of this.

The Andrei Sakharov Museum
The
Andrei
Sakharov
Museum, backed by one of the
oligarchs, is sited near the
apartment where Andrei and
Elena Bonner lived. It has an
impressive display contrasting
socialism realism in the Soviet
Union (parades, etc.) with the
reality of socialism in Russia (the
concentration camps). About 50
people filled the room for my
Audience at Sakharov
speech.
Museum
After starting to speak, I
turned over the floor to B.J., who had prepared a short speech in
Russian saying:
I am glad to have been able to share in some of Jeremy’s
Russian adventures. Forty years ago, Vassily Emelyanov
suggested that Jeremy learn Russian. Instead, at Jeremy’s urging,
I studied Russian over a period of several years in order to be of
some help to him. I achieved only modest success, and I have
forgotten much of what I learned, but it gave me great pleasure to
become acquainted with your beautiful language. We were
privileged to be able to work on the greatest danger that mankind
has ever faced….

At this point, the poignancy of the situation overcame B.J. and she
broke up. She was warmly applauded.
(Later at home, describing this moment to several acquaintances
in America, I discovered, to my horror, that they often said: “Very
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interesting, Jeremy, but what was that ‘greatest danger’?” How quickly
they forget!!!)

The Speech
In the speech, which can be found in its entirety in Appendix 9, I
observed that Academician Velikhov’s introduction had asked the
question how:
. . . Jeremy could compete—in influencing the political life of his
own country and of the whole world—with the most powerful
entities and with non-governmental organizations whose budgets
were many times higher than his own.

The answer, Evgeny had
said, lay in my belonging to a
network of highly intelligent and
well-placed,
and
wellintentioned, people. Evgeny was
certainly one. He was the only
scientist inside the Soviet system
that we could find who had the
political courage and skills to
make the politically sensitive
decisions
needed for the best of
Speaking at Sakharov
our
suggestions.
Museum
I mentioned the many
famous people and dangerous situations in which I had been
involved—one reviewer had called me Zelig. Besides the Soviet Union
and the Russian Federation, I had become involved with Premier Zhou
Enlai’s illness; President Nixon’s Watergate; China’s effort to reunify
with Taiwan; the threat posed by two super Maoist groups—the Khmer
Rouge in Cambodia and the Sendero Luminoso in Peru; the struggle for
freedom of the Albanians in Kosovo; free press in America; false
alarms of an earthquake; Reagan’s interest in astrology; stopping an
illegal CIA operation; and the World Court’s decision on nuclear
weapons.
But, above all, I had had the honor to work, for 40 years, on the
greatest danger to mankind the world has ever seen—the U.S.-Soviet
arms race, with its related threat to destroy the planet if nuclear war
were unleashed... And as part of that campaign, I worked on human
rights in Russia and strove to improve common understanding between
the leaders of the two sides.
In the speech, I reviewed the four international ABM crises and
what I had tried to do about them—as noted in earlier chapters (or in
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Every Man Should Try) —but emphasizing aspects of special interest to
the Russian audience:
a). The beginnings of the ABM campaign in 1963, with a letter
my superiors sent to Secretary McNamara about it;
b). The presentation of the ABM Treaty idea by invitation, forty
years before, in 1964, to a very senior private group of American and
Russian officials—including Henry Kissinger and Academician
Millionshikov. At the meeting, Vasily Emelyanov compared me to a
Texas sheriff who hated Communists so much that he beat not only
communists but even “anti-communists”. He said I was beating
“missiles and anti-missiles alike”. He was right.
c). The 1985 trip to Moscow to try to resolve the Star Wars threat
to the ABM Treaty with a “bear-hug” strategy, i.e., Moscow would
agree to begin disarmament in START II so long as the United States
did not violate the ABM Treaty. This would hold the ABM Treaty
hostage to disarmament. When, with the help of Academician
Velikhov, I briefed forty famous people about this in Moscow in April
1985, Academician Georgi Arbatov told me that Moscow could not
accept the bear-hug because there would be “blood all over the floor”—
so alarmed was Moscow about Star Wars.
But Andrei Sakharov calmed Moscow down. In February 1987,
after we discussed this idea in his apartment, Andrei Sakharov set forth,
in a Moscow forum, his own more scientific—but less political—
version of the bear-hug strategy, in which the Soviet Union would
agree to disarmament even longer than I suggested. It would continue
so long as the United States did not begin to deploy an ABM. Over the
subsequent months, Sakharov’s great scientific authority persuaded
Moscow that the ABM was not as dangerous as it feared. And, working
through the State Department official Paul Nitze, especially, I promoted
the bear-hug in Washington.
In the end, Moscow and Washington accepted the bear-hug
strategy. It accepted the more political form and not Andrei’s more
scientific form. Nevertheless, it was correctly said, at Sakharov’s
funeral, that Sakharov’s efforts to promote the so-called “Sakharov
Finesse” had made START II ratification possible. In any case, in this
way, I had the honor of working in parallel with Andrei Sakharov on
the world’s most important missile disarmament treaty—START II.
d). The effort, in the spring of 1999, to turn an ABM crisis into a
disarmament opportunity with the slogan: “Truncate the Sword and the
Shield Becomes Harmless”;
e). The 9/11/2001 effort entitled: “Mothball the ABM Treaty: The
Reagan and Sakharov Plan”.
I had these conclusions.
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Some Ingredients of Success
Taking Roads Less Traveled: Looking back, one ingredient
of success was taking unpopular roads. In particular, while
hundreds of analysts and experts talked to one another in
Washington, I began going to Moscow in 1966 and talking to
Russians.
Benign Strategic Infection: In 1966 my book “Strategic
Persuasion: Arms Control through Dialogue” developed the idea
that organizations of all kinds—institutions, bureaucracies,
political parties, governments, international institutions—could
not be influenced very successfully from the outside. All these
institutions had defense mechanisms. They repelled outside ideas
much the way your skin repels foreign particles.
Instead, the study argued, one should find some person
inside the organization who was generally sympathetic, infect him
with the idea at issue and let him move the levers of power inside
the organization. This notion, which might be called “benign
strategic infection”, has served me very well in producing change
in a number of arenas.
The Power of Ideas Conveyed in Simple Terms: In
retrospect, much of such success as was achieved was secured by
generating political solutions to problems and reducing these
solutions to slogans, metaphors and analogies that could be put on
buttons or bumper stickers or explained in a paragraph. I was
often described as a scientist—indeed, for thirty years, described
as a President of a very distinguished group of scientists. In fact, I
rarely used a scientific formula and normally used the kind of
public relations human skills we can all develop.
Every Successful Idea 1eeds An Activist Carrier: But ideas,
even reduced to simple explanations, are not, by themselves,
normally sufficient to achieve change. A university professor who
writes a learned article or a newspaper column will not normally
secure acceptance of his or her idea by a government. On the
contrary, the idea has to be driven home, developed, explained,
managed and/or placed in the system by some activist who
desperately wants to get it accepted. And an idea published
rapidly becomes everyone’s idea and, hence, no one’s idea.
Of special importance, in U.S.-Soviet arms control, activists
were in short supply. And this is one reason the activists involved
had room for success.
Establishing Warm Friendships: In general, people will
work with you if they like you and they will not work with you if
they don’t. And since you can’t make change entirely by yourself
you have to develop the necessary friendships. In this, it is
important to remember that there are good people within all
organizations, even within very bad organizations.
Security and Human Rights: During the active phase of the
U.S.-Soviet arms race, Andrei Sakharov’s writings taught us that
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weapons of mass destruction could not be controlled unless the
countries possessing them had a certain level of human rights. In
other words, arms controllers needed help from human rights
campaigners.
Today, however, the opposite is true. Human rights
advocates need help from arms controllers. Without the control of
weapons, the threat of terrorism will undermine civil liberties
everywhere.
Therefore I want to conclude this speech by drawing
attention to a conclusion for our time that is parallel to, but
different from, that of Andrei.
Today, no country can be assured of having civil liberties
until all countries have them. And the general achievement of
civil liberties will require the security gained from the control of
weapons.
In sum, all countries are now tied together in their security
and their civil liberties, all must help each other and none must be
abandoned.

After the talk, one commentator, the editor of a human rights
publication, said: “We really lack such people” as Jeremy. He said that
before the 19th century, the role of personality in shaping history was
well understood.
Roy Medevev then spoke. Now 80 years old, he was one of two
identical twins, both of whom we had befriended in Moscow in the bad
days. Roy had been thrown out of the Communist Party for writing a
history of Stalin that was too advanced for its time. He had subsisted
for years on foreign commissions and on writing books. His brother
Zhores, exiled in London, was a famous expert on the theory of aging.
Roy said my book had a lot
of “eye-opening” things and he
planned to reread it many times.
It was interesting to see
someone trying to protect
Andrei. Most people had not
understood how important all
this was. When he had reviewed
the archives, he himself was
astonished to see how often the
bimonthly meetings of the
Politburo
had
discussed
With Roy Medvedev seated
Sakharov, Solzhenitsyn, Elena
Bonner and even smaller dissidents. Wasn’t it strange to have them
discussing whether Solzhenitsyn should be registered as a voter in
Moscow or Elena Bonner given a visa to go to Italy? This was, he felt,
because American politics were involved. When Senator Kennedy had
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come to Moscow, the first thing he had said was: “Give us Sakharov”.
(Of course, this idea was suggested by me, and worked on for two
years, and is discussed in a chapter of my book.)
Roy felt that Russian politics had been heavily influenced by
scientists. It wasn’t Brezhnev alone who did things. Indeed, Brezhnev
was a fool. Once he picked up his red phone—the one designed to give
the signal for nuclear war—and asked the person on the other end, what
is this phone for? When told by the contact on the other end, he said: “I
never knew why it never rang.” The role of scientists was very high and
Sakharov had said: “Nobody can make his decisions without us.” Roy
said: “History flows like a river, historians think. But at some critical
points, when things are broken, one person can do a lot.”
After my speech, and the comments, I asked for questions. In fact,
there were none. People are not accustomed to standing up and
exposing their thoughts. In the back, one person was filming the talks
and grinning in a way that suggested he was KGB.

Don’t Forget that Russia and America are 1eighbors
In the evening, I met with a well-informed diplomat. China was
keeping Russia on a rather “short leash” with regard to Taiwan—
complaining by diplomatic note if Russian officials met with
Taiwanese officials at parties, etc. Accordingly, my plans to involve
Russia in Taiwan-Mainland peace efforts will require the agreement of
China (which I think I can get).
There is a kind of working group between the upper chamber of
the Russian parliament and the U.S. Senate. I gave this official an old
idea that I had generated in the ’80s when I was working on
parliamentary exchange. It was to use the fact that Russia and America
had a common border at the Bering Strait. This was important because
the U.S. Senate and House take the view that they want standing
committees on exchanges only with Mexico and Canada on the grounds
that these two countries have common borders and other countries do
not.
But in my effort to get “equal time” spent on Russia, I once
remarked that Russia has this common border. And I seemed to recall
that Reagan had been persuaded to mention this in a speech. The
official thought this interesting and so I am now trying to find the
speech.

Human Rights and Arms Control
In the morning, I met with Valentin Gefter, director of the Human
Rights Institute, to discuss what, if anything, I could do for the Russian
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human rights movement at this time. His biggest problem, he felt, was
the ambiguity of his position vis-a-vis the authorities. Sometimes he
would protect what an official was doing in one of the official’s
capacities while appealing to the same official in some other of the
official’s capacities.
The human rights movement was not now in “confrontation” with
the authorities, and the dialogue with them was “uneven”. They were
talking about prisons, socioeconomic issues, orphanages, public control
of certain activities. A major issue involved immigrants and internally
displaced peoples. A lot of Afghans have moved into Russia and there
were many children without parents. They had no rights. And it was not
just a problem of ethnic minorities; Russians in the surrounding CIS
countries had limited rights.
There were about 30,000 human rights groups of different kinds,
functioning, really, often like unpaid social workers. Sometimes they
needed Western support. After 9/11, the pressure from Western
countries decreased and public opinion about this subsided. But the
Russian government is more sophisticated now and violations are not
as bad, numerically.
Another problem involved the victims of political persecution:
oligarchs, researchers. Another problem involved public apathy. The
public considered all Russian authority figures to be the same—in or
out of government. Accordingly, they really did not trust the human
rights groups either.
I asked if he could secure information from the public—through
some kind of poll—and use the information to encourage change and,
then, use the change to encourage public interest. I talked of how to get
factory workers to believe in union activity.
He said the people thought they needed these groups only when
they got into trouble. The distrust of the public for the groups is even
greater than it is between the groups and the Government. Nobody
believes in law and justice. They look at human rights experts as if they
were from a different planet. They hope Putin will help them and don’t
think much about rules and democracy. Many still believe in Stalin.
Asked how I could be helpful, he said the “level of influence from
outside is less now”. Another problem was that, if anything did happen,
the groups would not get the credit but the Government would.
I suggested he needed people of an organizing mentality and that
he should find a topic that would encourage public protest but not be
something that Putin would oppose. Later, a friend in Russia suggested
“conscription” and the issue of a volunteer army would be good. I have
passed this along. As for corruption, people are so used to it, they don’t
have to be asked for bribes, and they just pay.
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Lunch with Roy Medvedev
I asked Roy to have lunch with me. He had just completed a
biography of President Putin and presented me with a copy. (The
Embassy in Moscow has translated it, but I am trying to get a
translation.) He viewed the future positively and said things had been
getting better quickly during the last three years. In terms of civil
liberties, things were better than ten years ago. [I don’t believe this for
a minute.] He said, “We feel very free and this period is better than any
other period.” He even said that public speech was freer here than in
Britain. [This is absurd, of course.] He had sent copies of an article of
his that was critical of America to many publications. But it was only
printed in the Washington Post, through the help of Bob Kaiser, his
friend. This proved, he said, that the Europeans were afraid to print
criticism of the U.S. [Under the present circumstances, this is a
fantastically silly assertion.] The failure of the article to be printed in
Britain confirmed to him that “there was strict control of articles in
Britain, at least among major newspapers. [This is also absurd.] Still
more astonishing was his comment that I had treated Sakharov and
Elena Bonner “on the same level” in my book. How he reached this
conclusion, I do not know.
In Russia, he said there was no direct censorship now but only
non-direct control. Putin takes with him on trips only reporters he likes.
All TV channels are loyal. The state budget for these news activities
makes for more control.
Roy likes Putin. And he
thinks he will stay in control
beyond his second term, perhaps
by becoming head of the political
party that puts up the next
candidate. Gorbachev expresses
support for Putin, Roy says. Roy
is not worried about the “KGB
mentality” in so many of the
people around Putin. We “don’t
have better people”, he said, than
With Gorbachev in
“the ones that Putin is choosing.”
retirement
Roy is not worried about
China or about problems with
America. He says America interferes too much abroad. Russian
students were not interested in politics but were passive.
Following this conversation, I passed by Russia’s General
Accounting Office, run by former Prime Minister Stepashin. I left off a
copy of my book in Russian. He is having his problems. Most of
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Russia’s high-level bureaucracy is handing in their resignations as part
of Putin’s reorganization. So he may lose his position. And, according
to reports, many people are calling him for help even though he may
not be able to help himself. Worse, Putin evidently holds Stepashin
responsible—along with a former Defense Minister—for saying that
the Army’s invasion of Chechnya would be quick and easy.
At Carnegie, I spent an hour with Alexei Arbatov, son of Georgi
Arbatov, who figures so much in my book. Alexei was Chairman of the
Duma Defense Committee, but his Yabloko party was defeated in the
polls and he left the Parliament. We reviewed issues such as reducing
the danger of inadvertent nuclear war. I raised one old possibility—
putting U.S. and Russian military observers in each other’s command
posts. But this seemed not too fruitful.
I remembered an idea of Mort Halperin’s called “stand-down,”
which was his effort to improve on approaches used by Frank von
Hippel and Bruce Blair in their approach to selling “de-alerting”. I
pitched this to Alexei. After some prolonged discussion, he seemed
open to the idea of tacitly coordinated bilateral stand-downs, so I
proposed that we both work on this. [But nothing came of it.]

Publishing in Russia
B.J. and I toured a new cathedral and went to an art fair and had
dinner with a friend. Later, I met with my Russian publisher to sign an
agreement in which I paid for 1,000 extra copies (twice his print run)
and he agreed to send them to a menu of places: human rights
organizations, libraries related to science, military officers, arms
controllers and political scientists, etc.
I asked the publisher what I could do for him and his Human
Rights Press. He is supported 80% by grants and sells books at far
below the marginal costs of producing them because the market will
not stand more. He wants to start a new magazine publication called
Civic Society, but the U.S. Government-funded National Endowment
for Democracy—which subsidizes such things—says his existing
publication is enough for him. For this he needs $40,000 a year to send
the magazine to 2,000 libraries. He also wants $20,000 to republish
Sakharov’s memoirs at $10 a set. Elena Bonner, a usual source for
finding money for this, seems uninterested except to say that, if it is
republished, she wants royalties.
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CHAPTER V:
POLITICAL JUJITSU A1D
PUBLIC CHAMBER
One afternoon, on December 16, 2004, at the Center for American
Progress, I was listening to Robert S. McNamara speaking forcefully
and emotionally of the danger of nuclear war and the importance of
further progress in disarmament. My admiration for what he was saying
was undermined by a sense that his talk seemed so apolitical—what
hope was there for further progress?16
Suddenly, I had a thought—there might be a way. I had read that
the Administration was in the process of deciding to press President
Putin on democracy in Russia. What, I thought, would be the logical
Russian response? Just as Americans take as their touchstone,
democracy, Russians take as their greatest concern, security. In a flash,
I thought of a way.
Perhaps Putin could be persuaded to respond to Bush charges
about democracy in terms of their mutual responsibility for world
security—and to urge further disarmament. I decided, at that very
moment, to go to Russia.
In the course of preparation, I learned that the Slovakian Summit
would bring the two together in a few months and this would provide
an occasion for them to discuss disarmament. And the Summit, as
always, forces the countries to think about an agenda. I felt I was on a
roll already.
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The goal of the trip then would be to persuade the Kremlin staff to
put disarmament on the Slovakian Summit agenda as a riposte to
Washington’s determination to raise the question of democracy.
A letter to Putin, dated January 20, 2005, was drafted, pulling
together various elements of preceding proposals and urging deMIRVing of missiles on land and sea with a limit of 1,000 warheads on
missiles and bombers. It reiterated the irrelevance of ABM systems at
such low and equal levels. And it pointed out that Bush was calling
Russia “a friend” and saying that the U.S. military had put “cold War
practices behind it, and now plans, sizes and sustains its forces in
recognition” of that. This, I said, was not at all true. The war plans had
not changed a bit. (Appendix 9) To ensure that it might be read, I
persuaded Bob McNamara to provide a cover letter to Putin. (Appendix
10)

FEBRUARY 2005: THE PUBLIC CHAMBER
Shortly after making plans to visit Russia in January 2005, I
happened, by accident, to see that President Putin had created a new
arm of the Russian Federation—a “Public Chamber” composed of 126
distinguished persons representing public interest groups and organized
into 17 Committees. The Public Chamber, formed on January 22, 2005
as a new arm of the Russian Federation, was supposed to ride herd on
the Duma (the Russian parliament) and the bureaucracy, supplying
opinions on what the Russian body politic wanted and analyzing bills.
It was not entirely clear at the time what would result. In the
Kremlin, on January 22, at its first-ever plenary session, President Putin
had admitted that neither the executive nor the legislative branches of
power were enthusiastic about the Public Chamber coming into being;
he said members of the Public Chamber “are not welcome anywhere.”17
But he thought it might become “an authoritative organ that can prove,
by its deeds, its effectiveness and firm commitment to principles”. He
had earlier chosen 42 initial members, who had elected 42
representatives from Russia’s national public associations, who then,
together, elected a remaining 42 representatives from regional and
interregional public associations—for a total of 126 members.
According to a report from the Carnegie Endowment’s Moscow
Center, this development was part of a pattern of Kremlin efforts to
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control Russian society. Starting in the fall of 1993, the Kremlin had
established new rules for elections that had thinned the ranks of the
political parties and weakened them to the point where a new law on
political parties had put them under complete control.
But, according to this report, “Much of Russia’s political life has
gradually shifted from its political parties to networks of
nongovernmental organizations.” The problem was how to get these
“under its thumb, too”. But the report admitted that “Regardless of how
minor a role the Public Chamber actually winds up playing…setting up
the chamber and choosing its deputies may present serious problems
for the Kremlin.”18
Another cause of its creation was a chain of events that began in
the Ukraine after the “orange revolution” had forced a new election.
The campaign to force a new Presidential election in the Ukraine had
been led by a host of civil society groups in the Ukraine, many of
which were funded or inspired by the West. Later, a similar upheaval
had occurred in Kyrgyzstan.
The Russian government (and the Chinese government) became
concerned. From their points of view, this was a new tactic by the West
to overturn and reshape foreign governments. The Duma response was
to pass a bill regulating Russian NGOs and preventing them from
receiving monies from abroad. Under Western pressure, this was
rescinded, but controls over groups with foreign connections were
tightened and much depended upon how vague provisions of the bill
were interpreted and implemented by Russian prosecutors.
The foreign press attacked the Kremlin actions as anti-democratic
and anti-civil society. In reaction, the Government decided to set up
this captive mother-of-all NGOs formed from 126 prominent members
of Russian non-governmental society.
In any case, at its first meeting, it had elected, as its Secretary,
Academician Evgeny Pavlovich Velikhov, President of the Kurchatov
Institute; it was he who had written the introduction to the Russian
edition of Every Man Should Try and had worked closely with me in
earlier years on arms control. (Appendix 11)
So I wrote Evgeny asking “How can I help?” and telling him I
was coming to Moscow. In response, he invited me to address the
Council of the Public Chamber (the leaders of the Committees) in an
after-dinner speech.
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The Public Chamber Dinner
The Public Chamber decided to have seventeen Committees and a
Council of the Public Chamber was formed, composed of the seventeen
Chairpersons. I became the after-dinner speaker at the second meeting
of this Council, Thursday,
February 9th, 2006.
The dinner began at 9:30
p.m. after a long day for the
Council members. The members
were happy and enthusiastic. A
Russian language copy of my
book, Every Man Should Try,
had been distributed to the 126
Council members along with a
speech I had prepared and
Banquet of the Council of
translated into Russian. But most
the Public Chamber
had had no time to read the book.
The speech suggested that Americans and Russians work together
on governance much as American scientists and Russian scientists had
worked together on the Arms Race. It
made ten suggestions. (Appendix 12)
In particular, it suggested “Creating
a Society in Which One Man Can Make a
Difference”—something I knew was
much on Academician Velikhov’s mind.
He had urged me to “talk about
butterflies”—meaning talk about the
theme of my book, Every Man Should
Try. In an earlier radio interview, he had
said: “Now, we must bring into society
what it has been lacking, namely social
activity, the spirit of freedom and
enterprise…our job is to be a catalyst for
With Velikhov
civil activity.”19
standing, at dinner
Speaking in response, an audience
for Council of the
lawyer said he liked the speech and the
Public Chamber
woman in charge of the Committee on
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Education said she had enjoyed reading my book.
But then a man arose and, speaking English perfectly, started to
translate his own remarks. In English, he said, basically and politely,
that Russia had to solve its problems itself. In Russian translation,
however, he was saying things more like “Americans should keep their
nose out of our business”. (Of course, Russians who did not speak
English would think that he had taken this very hard line right in front
of the American!).
The man who did this was Vyacheslav Alekseevich Nikonov,
grandson of the Foreign Minister Molotov, and the Chairperson of the
Commission on Foreign Policy
and Public Diplomacy. After an
exchange of e-mails, he invited
A recent book, Unarmed
me to a 100-plus-member
Forces, observes that, already
meeting
of
his
future
in 1966, Russian experts were
Commission.
Nikonov
is
calling the still undrafted and
friendly and warm in person.
unratified ABM Treaty “Jeremy
But in the atmosphere then
Stone’s proposal.” Accordingly,
running in Russia, it was de
any ideas concerning the ABM
Treaty
from
Catalytic
rigueur
to
confront
the
Diplomacy’s president were
Americans and show that one
treated in Russia as coming
was not a lackey of the West.
from an ultimate authority.
At one point, I had
suggested to the group that
“politeness” would be a good
place to start. I felt a politeness campaign in which bureaucrats and
politicians were enjoined to treat people, and each other, more politely
might provide an early success for the Public Chamber and a basis for
future dialogue between the public and bureaucrats.
Still later that afternoon, I went to a meeting of Nikonov’s
Committee that featured about 100 groups. Many leaders of these 100
groups spoke for a few minutes each. Edward Lozansky—who had
lived in a room in my two Federation of American Scientists buildings
in Washington when he had no other home after immigrating to
America—was explaining that there were 3-6 million Americans of
Russian descent that could be used to “influence U.S. . . . policy”. (He
used the word “us” and told me, later, that he was living most of the
time in Russia now.)
A Russian friend told me that it was “in our blood” to respond to
fear campaigns and that an anti-spy campaign was going on. A British
diplomat had been caught with a recording device that looked like a
rock. In the morning a great-granddaughter of Khrushchev was
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defending freedom of speech against supporters of Stalin. It was an
echo of the past carried on by the children of the elites of the past.
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CHAPTER VI:
EPILOGUE: LESSO1S LEAR1ED
The existing United States war plans against Russia evolved from
an Eisenhower-era doctrine of massive retaliation to deter Russian
conventional attack against Western Europe. In over half a century, the
basic notion has not changed. Now, in an age of nuclear-armed
missiles, and with Russia a capitalist state, we still plan to deter
Russian aggression by the threat of general nuclear war against the
Russian homeland.
Nothing is more unworkable, more unrealistic, or more
inappropriate, and the situation is dangerous. But changing these plans
is extremely difficult. And so this Rube Goldberg doomsday machine
stays in existence, with U.S. nuclear-firing missile submarines ready to
fire at 15 minutes’ notice, backed up by Minuteman missiles that can be
fired immediately thereafter. They target Russian missiles, bombers,
and submarine bases with a view to disarming Russia in some future
cataclysmic crisis.
Ever-new commissions study the issues and are caught in the
same verbal and mind-set deadlocks. And Presidents, with much on
their plate, see no reason to take on the political costs of fiddling with
the nuclear machinery.
My hope was to finesse the political problems by eliminating the
disarming option as a quiet collateral result of a fair-minded
disarmament agreement to equal levels, e.g., 1,000, that would require
U.S. strategic planning to be reorganized while eliminating Russian
objections to a small U.S. ABM.
When Prime Minister Stepashin accepted my idea and proposed it
to President Clinton, the timing was not right because Vice President
Gore was running for President. And soon Stepashin was replaced.
Meanwhile, the Russian military were not sufficiently concerned about
this threat to back the plan, even though it required, really, that the
United States come down to the projected Russian level. So perhaps
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none of this ever had a chance. Someone called it “Pickett’s Charge”,
in reference to a famous Civil War Confederate attack, by which he
meant perhaps that it was futile or, perhaps, a high-water mark—the
latter is what I thought.
President Putin understood the basic idea quite well, as his
message to me shows, but whether he can ever prevail on the Russian
generals to bestir themselves is unclear. And, for both sides, tinkering
with the force levels without really doing much provides the political
cosmetics that each wants without spending the political capital that
everyone wants to maintain.
The latest treaty, the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty
(SORT) of June 1, 2003, requires both parties to limit their nuclear
arsenals to 1700–2200 operationally deployed warheads each by 2012
but without requiring excess warheads to be destroyed and without any
verification provisions. The Bush Administration did, in fact, cut
deployed weapons levels by 50% but avoided going below levels, such
as 1,500, that might require rewriting the war plans.
On July 9, 2009, President Obama and President Dmitry
Medvedev agreed to a target of cutting deployed nuclear warheads to
levels of 1,500 to 1,675 each. They were motivated by trying to find a
follow-on to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START-1),
which expires on Dec. 5 and has verification provisions.
But these cuts would be only 25 operationally deployed warheads
below the lower range of 1,700 to 2,200 range of the SORT treaty.
All this shows that the disarmament game is played on the
margins of existing strategic planning. And it shows that—so long as
there is no willingness to force the Department of Defense’s strategic
planners to abandon U.S. disarming attacks on Russia—there will be no
real progress in nuclear reductions despite adoption of goals such as
zero nuclear weapons.
With regard to extending the ABM treaty, I had a much better
chance of success and got much closer to it. And the effort seemed to
show the value of pushing an idea through a foreign capital. Countries
like Russia have fewer players and fewer political restrictions. Getting
their leadership to endorse an idea seems easier. And once it is
proposed by the foreign capital, Washington has to consider it.
In any case, by the time the Treaty died, interest in it was mainly
ideological and the abandonment of the Treaty seems to have just
removed a hot topic from the political debate.
In both major ideas in this section—Truncate the Sword on the
one hand and Mothball the ABM Treaty on the other—I was energized
by felt pride of authorship of the idea and personal management of the
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campaign. By contrast, ideas published in op-eds become everyone’s
idea and, in that regard, no one’s idea.
And I had much standing, in both cases, because the Russians
thought I was the inventor of the ABM Treaty and a great expert and
innovator. My standing was much lower in America, where I was
considered just one among tens of competing experts.
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SECTIO1 2:
SI1O-U.S. WAR OVER
TAIWA1

CHI1A-TAIWA1 SECTIO1
SUMMARY
Chapter I (Finger in the
Dike) covers the period October
1999 to May 20, 2000. It
describes how Stone met
presidential candidate Chen
Shui-bian in October 1999 and,
subsequently, in November 1999
met with the highest Chinese
officials concerned with Taiwan:
Vice Premier Qian Qichen,
Chen and Stone after Chen's
Chief Negotiator and former
2000 election
Shanghai Mayor Wang Daohan
and General Xiong Guangkai. He describes the “secret strategy” of
Taiwan to Qian with a Chinese fable and is wished “good luck.”
In Taiwan in January 2000, he persuades Chen Shui-bian to agree
to discuss the One-China Principle with Beijing with an approach Chen
calls “creative, visionary and helpful in breaking the stalemate.” In
March in Beijing, he meets again with Qian, and the Deputy Director of
the Taiwan Office of the State Council makes a proposal for opening
talks. In June, while Stone is in Taiwan, Chen agrees to the minimal
condition for opening talks—the 1992 Consensus—but is forced to
withdraw it under political pressure.
Chapter II (Eighteen Months of Brainstorming) covers the period
November 2000 to April 2002, which includes three trips to each side
of the Taiwan Straits. In this period, Stone has lost his anonymity but
his standing in China rises where he is called “unique” in providing not
just ideas but memoranda and his efforts are publicly called “very
highly appreciated” by a Chinese official. Meanwhile, in Taiwan, he
continues to meet with the highest leaders, including President Chen
Shui-bian and James Soong. A host of proposals are made to each side.
Chapter III (Opposing Separatism) covers the period August 2002
to June 2004 and includes five trips to either Taiwan or the Mainland. It
begins when an alleged envoy from Taiwan’s Presidential Office meets
with Stone in Washington and asks for Stone’s support for aggressive
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and provocative policies—which he promptly reports to the U.S.
National Security Council. He hurries to Taiwan where President Chen,
discouraged with his effort to negotiate with Beijing, is pushing the
dangerous “two-countries policy.”
In Beijing, Stone prepared and proposed a U.N. General
Resolution that would reestablish the unity of China. Among other
proposals, he invents and begins pushing “One China Principle Talks”
in which the talks would be based on the One China Principle even if
the negotiators themselves have not personally accepted it. This may
have been accepted by the Mainland.
Later, he proposes “insulating” the three links from political
issues, subsidizing of first-time visits of future leaders of Taiwan and a
hotline between the two leaders.
In Taiwan, he pushes his idea—“Multilateralizing the Cross-Strait
Confrontation”—which had earlier found some preliminary favor in the
U.S. National Security Council. It also found interest in the KMT.
Finally, in Beijing, he proposed a “democratic-finesse” idea in which
the Mainland would treat the Taiwanese public as the “real Taiwanese
authorities” and, if the worse came to the worst, put the issue of
negotiations up to the Taiwanese public.
Chapter IV (Blowing the Whistle) covers the period August 2004
to August 2005. Stone receives information that the Taiwanese have set
up a high-level secret committee to investigate the feasibility of Taiwan
becoming a nuclear power. Informing the National Security Council,
which is alarmed and begins to investigate, he sets out for Taiwan and
immediately confirms, in a number of ways, that the rumor is true.
He invents the idea of embedding Taiwan’s international
obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty into domestic
Taiwanese law to discourage atomic scientists from participating in
cheating. He persuades the Chairman of the Parliamentary Defense
Committee to consider this idea and to raise the nuclear issue in
hearings.
He cancels a follow-on trip to China, returns to Washington, and
provides a memorandum to the National Security Council with his
conclusions on condition that it not be shared with State or Defense—
which would have immediately leaked this to Taipei.
In November, in Beijing, without informing Chinese officials of
his nuclear discovery, he makes seven relevant suggestions to the
Central Committee. On his return, he discovers that Taipei is
pretending to throw in the sponge on the nuclear committee but with a
meaningless formal statement interpreted favorably with background
briefings.
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In May, in Taipei, the Chen Administration refuses Stone
appointments, angry over his blowing the whistle. He nevertheless
invents and places a “Northeast Strategy” idea for economic
integration. And in August 2005, in Beijing, he puts forward seven
suggestions to the Taiwan Office of the State Council.
[These chapters are related to the following chapters in the earlier
memoir, Every Man Should Try: Chapter 12, in which he helps catalyze
scientific exchange with China and tries to save the life of Prime
Minister Zhou En-lai, and Chapter 28, in which he invents a new
method for unifying China, the “Northeast Strategy”—now being used
by the two sides after the election of Taiwanese President Ma.]

84

CHAPTER I:
FI1GER I1 THE DIKE: OCTOBER
1999–MAY 20, 2000
In late 1999, Stone meets Presidential candidate Chen Shui-bian.
In Beijing, subsequently, in 1ovember, the Deputy Director of the
Taiwan Office of the State Council describes to Stone principles on
which Taipei-Beijing talks could be started. Stone then has a
memorable discussion with Vice Premier Qian Qichen, makes a
number of successful suggestions, and “predicts” the possible election
of Chen Shui-bian. He meets with China’s chief negotiator, former
Shanghai Mayor Wang Daohan and with its most Taiwan-relevant
General, General Xiong Guangkai.
In January, to encourage talks, while in Taiwan, he persuades
Chen Shui-bian to agree to discuss the One-China Principle with
Beijing. In March, after Chen Shui-bian is elected, he returns to
Taiwan and meets with the new President and Vice President, Madame
Lu.
Later, in Beijing, he meets again with the Vice Premier for a long
talk. And the Deputy Director of the Taiwan Office of the State Council
makes a proposal for opening talks.
On June 27, 2000, while Stone is in Taiwan, Chen Shui-bian
accepts the 1992 Consensus—thought to be a minimal condition for
getting talks started—but, under domestic political pressure, is forced
to withdraw his acceptance.

BACKGROU1D
In Taiwan, the half-century rule by the Kuomintang was being
challenged, in an upcoming presidential election, by a Democratic
Progressive Party calling for formal independence from China.
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China had repeatedly indicated a readiness to wage war to
prevent Taiwan’s independence. Based on political and cultural ties,
and on the Taiwan Relations Act, the United States would be drawn
into any fighting between China and Taiwan. Thus many observers saw
in this March 2000 election a serious possibility of a slide to a
disastrous war between China and the United States.

STO1E’S STA1DI1G I1 CHI1A
Catalytic Diplomacy’s standing to deal with this issue derived
from the fact that in 1972, its president, Jeremy Stone, took the first
scientific delegation to China and importantly helped catalyze U.S.Chinese scientific exchange. In the process, he made efforts to help
save the life of Premier Zhou En-lai, then suffering from multiple
cancers. The Chinese had a long memory for such things and these
were, in any case, discussed in Stone’s book Every Man Should Try.
Later, in 1996, Stone developed a method for organizing the
reunification of China (called the 1ortheast Strategy) that was
discussed favorably at the time by officials both on the Chinese
Mainland and in Taiwan. These matters, discussed in Chapters 12 and
28 of Every Man Should Try, were well known and well remembered in
both Taipei and Beijing. (In 2008, the 1ortheast Strategy was being
used by newly elected Taiwan President Ma.)
Before the March 2000 election, meeting with the DPP
presidential candidate in October 1999, and in January 2000, Stone
persuaded him to offer publicly to “discuss” One China with Beijing to
see what kind of policy might be agreed if, indeed, he were elected.
Subsequently, Stone began a kind of shuttle diplomacy, meeting, among
others, with China’s chief negotiators, with the relevant vice premier in
China and with a highly influential general.
DPP’s Chen Shui-bian is elected, as Stone had warned China he
might be, and a tense period occurred. During this period, from 1999
to April 2000, Stone made five country visits in an effort to find some
solution and to avoid conflict. During this peak period of fear of war,
Stone became a key interlocutor between the two sides—even
inaccurately termed an “envoy” from Taiwan to China in The
Washington Post.
Under pressure from the U.S. government, the Chinese
government and the Taiwanese population, Chen Shui-bian had been
careful, in his inaugural speech and in his first month, not to take
provocative steps toward independence. But China made no move to
start dialogue. Accordingly during Stone’s fifth trip to Taiwan, on June
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27, Chen Shui-bian’s offer to “discuss” the policy having failed, he
suddenly accepted China’s minimum condition for dialogue.
Unfortunately, immediately thereafter, he was forced to withdraw the
acceptance by political pressures.

THE CO1TEXT:
CROSS-STRAIT RELATIO1S
In 1949, the Chinese Communists completed their revolution on
the mainland of China by capturing Beijing, but their opponents, the
Kuomintang (KMT), led by General Chiang Kai-shek, still had control
of the island of Taiwan to which they had fled.
Chinese Chairman Mao Tse-tung was
preparing to invade Taiwan to complete
the revolution, and Washington had no
intention of intervening. But, in 1950, the
North Koreans invaded South Korea. The
U.S. military advised President Harry
Truman
that,
under
these
new
circumstances, Taiwan would be essential
to U.S. military activities in the region, as
a kind of unsinkable aircraft carrier.
Accordingly, President Truman ordered
the Seventh Fleet to interpose itself to
prevent the Chinese from invading
Taiwan. This situation has remained
basically unchanged for six decades.
Chairman Mao at
During this period, Beijing has
Tiananmen Square
maintained that it was working toward a
peaceful solution for unification. But, at the same time, it asserted its
sovereign right to use force someday if necessary. More recently, it
listed a few contingencies in which it would indeed use force: Taiwan
attempting to build an atomic weapon; Taiwan declaring independence;
chaos on the island; foreign intervention and efforts to take over the
island.
Meanwhile, it built up its military forces—-specifically hundreds
of missiles aimed at Taiwan from across the Taiwan Strait. And
because China has now completed securing the return to the Mainland
of Hong Kong and Macao, it looks toward Taiwan as the last problem
of reversing colonialism and foreign intervention. On this subject,
Chinese public opinion is loud and nationalistic, and no Chinese leader
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can easily compromise on this goal—much less give it up. Moreover,
the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) supports making every effort,
including military threats, to resecure Taiwan.
During this period, Taiwan evolved from Chiang Kai-shek’s
dictatorial rule to the somewhat more relaxed rule of his son, Chiang
Ching-kuo and then to the democratic practices of the elected President
Lee Teng-hui. As it did so, U.S. opinion, particularly among
anticommunist conservatives, but also among liberals, became highly
supportive of Taiwan; today the Taiwan lobby is stronger in
Washington than any other lobby of a foreign state except the pro-Israel
lobby.
Officially, U.S. policy is in favor of any peaceful solution
agreeable to the two sides. And it supports the idea that there is only
one China as virtually all countries do. (However, twenty-some small
countries recognize Taipei rather than Beijing).
President Bill Clinton had said that while the United States does
not support Taiwan’s right of self-determination (which would permit it
to declare independence), Taiwan should not be forced to accept any
solution that its people do not approve. And American conservatives
have urged the government to announce openly that it would support
Taiwan against any military threat that Taiwan did not itself provoke,
rather than follow a traditional policy of refusing to announce what it
would do in advance.

TRIP TO TAIWA1:
OCTOBER 22-OCTOBER 30, 1999
Following an invitation to visit China in late November to discuss
the issue of peace in the strait, I decided to visit Taiwan first. Its
Republic of China (ROC) government remembered my visit in 1996—
and the Northeast Strategy for reunification that emerged from it (for
which see Chapter 28 of Every Man Should Try). It was quite ready to
arrange a visit for me and redoubled its interest on hearing that I was
preparing to visit the Mainland.
In the absence from Taiwan of the foreign minister and the
president of the Academy of Sciences, the Foreign Ministry arranged
visits with the deputy foreign minister (then David Lee), the head of the
Mainland Affairs Council (a cabinet-level minister named Su Chi), a
vice chairman of the Straits Exchange Foundation (a private group that
negotiates with Beijing’s private group Relations Across the Taiwan
Strait (ARATS)) and with representatives of the ruling KMT (the
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secretary-general) and the Independence Party (the deputy chairman of
the DPP).
I then set up other appointments and, in the end, saw experts,
businessmen, a billionaire, the mayor of Tainan, the DPP candidate for
president, Chen Shui-bian, and, separately, his campaign manager. All
in all, I had 20 interviews and, at night, read three months of back
issues of the English-language Taipei Times—from which one can
learn a lot. This turned out to be a useful and even exciting part of each
subsequent visit—catching up on Taiwan politics through reading back
issues of this paper.
The danger of conflict turned on the upcoming election of March
18, in which a three-way race for president produced a real possibility
that the DPP might win the election, which would produce a crisis in
Mainland-Taiwan affairs. China was becoming increasingly impatient
with the failure of negotiations for reunification with Taiwan, and
meanwhile, Taiwan was becoming increasingly complacent about the
danger from China—relying upon the United States to protect it.

Meeting Key Actors in October 1999
At the time of my arrival in Taiwan, the Taiwanese President Lee
Teng-hui had proclaimed the startling view, to a German journalist, that
there were sovereign countries on both sides of the strait—that Taiwan
was a sovereign state. The idea of state-to-state relations across the
strait, anathema to Beijing, would help steal the thunder of the
Democratic Progressive Party (DPP), then engaged in a hot race for the
presidency.

Su Chi—Director of the
Mainland Affairs Council
One key interview was with
Su Chi, then director of the
Mainland Affairs Council—one
of the key positions in the
Taiwanese Cabinet. With a Ph.D.
from
Columbia,
he
was
Americanized. I began to realize
With Su Chi, director of
that the Taiwanese officials were
Mainland Affairs Council
often far closer to the United
States than were the Chinese. He
knew all the American jargon and the reasoning of Harvard’s game
theorist Thomas Schelling. Clever and open, he played a key role in the
development of doctrine for Taiwan’s cross-strait policy. He had even
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invented the phrase “1992 Consensus” to paper over differences
between the two sides. He was frank in saying that, since there was
little mutual trust across the strait, all the leaders were playing it safe.
He tried to explain why the KMT was trying to put on the brakes on
cross-strait investment.

Frederick Chien, Former Foreign Minister
A second visit was with Fredrick Chien, former foreign minister
of the Taiwanese government from 1990 to 1996. Later he had been the
unofficial ambassador to the United States when the Taiwanese had
only a Taiwanese interest office called the Taiwan Economic and
Cultural Relations Office. Dr. Chien had gotten his Ph.D. from Yale in
the same class as my friend Morton H. Halperin, and we had met in
1996 when he was foreign minister. He was then, from 1999 to 2004,
head of the Control Yuan, a branch of the Taiwanese government
concerned with audits and preventing corruption.
Taiwan owed a lot to Chien. After Taiwan was ousted from the
United Nations in 1971, Chien had made a concerted effort, as
Taiwan’s representative to the United States, to meet and befriend
everyone he could. His Rolodex became larger and larger until Taiwan,
building on this, had developed a very strong base of American
support.

Shih Ming—The 1elson
Mandela of Taiwan
Over lunch, I met Shih
Ming-teh, the Nelson Mandela of
Taiwan, having served 27 years
in KMT prisons for espousing
the independence of Taiwan
when General Chiang Kai-shek
was
claiming that he still owned
With Shih Ming
the Mainland. A very logical
person, he had persuaded the Independence Party that it could claim
that Taiwan was independent even if it did not say so since, if it had
been long independent, there was no need to assert it. (This solved a
number of problems, including the anti-sedition laws of the KMT and
the danger that China would be provoked by assertions of
independence.) He was no politician and earned enemies by his
frankness, but he was periodically breaking new ground. By 2006, he
was organizing 1-million-person campaigns against the DPP President
Chen Shui-bian in order to oppose corruption and clean up his party.
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Lin Yi-hsiung, then the chairman of the DPP, discussed with me
the kind of One China that the DPP might support as consistent with its
independence policy. While I awaited the beginning of this meeting, I
saw an attractive young woman organizing things and asked if she
would have dinner with me to explain matters further. It was Hsiao Bikhim, then in charge of foreign policy for DPP. She explained a lot to
me.

Hsiao Bi-khim—A Brilliant
Analyst and Political Figure
She said the party was repositioning itself: trying to find out what
people thought and not just “appealing for help.” It wanted to be
repositioned as a guarantor of independence rather than one appealing
for it. It wanted to be respected for leadership, not just for courage. In
China policy, it wanted to shift from “hating them” to “dialogue with
them.” It was going to be more forthcoming than KMT on dialogue, on
direct links and on economic engagement—but, of course, all subject to
security considerations.
DPP has much more support from young people, more younger
people on the staff, and more women than KMT and has overtaken
KMT in local levels. Only the fear of war with China has kept KMT in
power through the transition to democracy. Chen Shui-bian will not
declare independence if elected—not directly.
Taiwan is shifting between Western and Chinese views, and a
stalemate results from the impossibility of merging Western and
Chinese ideas on negotiation and “face.” The desire for face is part of
Taiwan’s insecurity and not just a way of keeping China at arm’s
length. The Taiwanese are very proud of their accomplishments, and
this combination of pride and insecurity is reflected in the way they
deal with China. The danger was that China might try to divert
attention from instability during democratization. There could be
accidental or inadvertent war or a deliberate crisis induced by Beijing
but alleged to be a Taiwanese “provocation.”
But no one wants to take a risk for peace, so only outside
interference could solve or change the situation.
Hsiao Bi-khim got me an appointment with the presidential
candidate himself, Chen Shui-bian, translated for me at it, and
introduced me also to his campaign manager, Chiou I-jen, who chatted
with me later.

The Meeting With Chen Shui-Bian
I asked Chen Shui-bian three questions:
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Would DPP change the Constitution to say that Taiwan was
independent, if it were elected? He said: “Independence reflects a
‘historic truth.’ For the two to become unified, this would require a
plebiscite. DPP does plan to change the Constitution in certain ways to
strengthen separation of powers and to reduce the number of
congressmen and to seek a unicameral parliament. But this will take a
lot of time. And we would only put independence in the Constitution if
there were a consensus in favor of it.”
Asked if there could be an interim agreement, he said the platform
said Taiwan needed “mutual respect” and “equal footing” and China
should accept that Taiwan is an “equal negotiating partner” while
Taiwan should accept “no preconditions about the future.” DPP wanted
progress of any kind—interim or whatever. And it wanted peace not
only for Taiwan but for the whole Asian area. DPP wanted advice from
scholars and Track 2 diplomacy because the two putative NGOs
designed to negotiate for the two sides—the Straits Exchange
Foundation (SEF) and ARATS—although good, needed to be
supplemented by unofficial channels to solve sensitive issues.
DPP’s main priority was going to be domestic issues—preventing
crime and corruption and doing relief work. For five years, DPP would
be very busy. Between March 18 and a May inaugural, the DPP
candidate wanted to go to Beijing on any basis possible to show
sincerity.
Mindful of his busy schedule as a candidate, I tried to take my
leave. He responded by asking me to stay and began asking me
questions. Would an ABM system defend Taiwan? (Answer: no.) What
about the relations between North and South Korea? And so on. He
reminded me of Bill Clinton—smart and eager to learn. I was
impressed. And the meeting with his campaign manager went well,
also.

Chiou I-jen—
Campaign Manager
Chiou I-jen, then Chen Shui-bian’s
campaign manager, told me that the
candidate, if elected, could visit Beijing
and promise not to hold a plebiscite and
to emphasize economic issues. If he
were received, it would not be as
With Chiou I-jen
president, as he would not yet be
inaugurated and would not need honors. If the PRC wanted a dialogue
with him, various kinds of arrangements could be made. Beijing needed
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to be in touch with the DPP and not just with the KMT, whose
psychology is to settle the civil war, which it can’t. ARATS-SEF is a
kind of party-party contact. He said the KMT always wanted an interim
arrangement.
I realized that his DPP party might actually win—especially
because Hsiao Bi-khim had explained that, with the ruling KMT party
having split into two parts, Chen Shui-bian needed only about 37
percent to win the election.

A Chinese Billionaire & the
Straits Exchange Foundation
On Thursday, I flew to the south of Taiwan and met with a
billionaire. His house was surrounded by statuary. He was “deep green”
(i.e., a hard-line independence supporter). He said: “If the Chinese
come here, I will get my rifle and shoot them myself.” But by 2005, to
relieve Chinese political pressure on his many Chinese investments and
to save the jobs of the workers there, he was forced to renounce
publicly some of these pro-independence views.
In talking to a high official of the Straits Exchange Foundation, I
realized that he was unable to give any important reason for cross-strait
agreements, saying only that they “build confidence.” It dawned on me
that the Taiwanese government had little interest in improving
relations.
Apparently, in 1992, the two sides were willing to agree on One
China as long as they could each accept their own interpretation of
what it would mean—with Taiwan taking it to mean the Republic of
China, the name of the government defeated in the civil war but whose
defeat Taiwan had not recognized.
But after 1995–1996, China would no longer accept the double
interpretation, and Taiwan had never really accepted it. Now there is a
coalition in the island to avoid “One China today” or to have two
interpretations but to agree on “One China tomorrow.”
My earlier memoir, published in the spring of 1999, had included
a graph showing the Northeast Strategy as it had been developed in
1996 and discussed with the Taiwanese. (Appendix 13) During this
visit, I was tipped off to the fact that President Lee Teng-hui had
published, in May 1999, a book with a quite similar graph. The book
was “Existence: The Essence of Taiwan’s Diplomacy.” He had
adjusted and developed my idea but changed it. His graph had four
quadrants, rather than one. (Appendix 14)
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Meanwhile, a KMT official admitted that if trade with the
Mainland were disrupted, Taiwan would go into a trade deficit. And a
high KMT official added that the United States getting involved by
proposing interim solutions was itself a form of pressure. He said that
the KMT wanted the relationship to be improved step by step, but
Beijing wanted a grand settlement.
I had learned a lot. At the November 13 FAS annual meeting—I
was not retiring until June—I reported, in passing, on these activities,
albeit on behalf of Catalytic Diplomacy. There was surprise that I had
talked to the Independence Party and at such a high level.

VISIT TO CHI1A:
1OVEMBER 26-DECEMBER 5, 1999
Two weeks later, I went back to Asia and visited the other side of
the conflict. In Beijing, I enjoyed very high-level treatment for one who
had no special standing as a present or former U.S. official.
In particular, I spent an hour in Beijing with Vice Premier Qian
Qichen (the number-two man in China in setting Taiwanese policy) and
two hours in Shanghai with the 84-year-old chairman of the Mainland’s
negotiating team on Taiwan, Wang Daohan (number-three man in
setting China’s policy). (The number-one policy setter was, of course,
President Jiang Zemin, and number four was said to be General Xiong
Guangkai.)
China has a president who is head of state and a premier who is in
charge of the government. Four vice premiers supervise the various
cabinet officials from the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Agriculture,
and so on. Thus Vice Premier Qian Qichen supervised the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, tourism, Macao, and Taiwan. He seemed kind and
rather sweet, understood English quite well, and spoke it if he wanted.
It was very revealing to see the “fine structure” of bureaucratic
operations in China, where relations between officials are subtle and
tense. In an earlier meeting at the Institute for Taiwan Studies, its
director had cautioned my guides that my “ignore words, create facts”
axiom was “too unbalanced” and that I should be “more balanced”
when talking to the vice premier. Later, before the meeting, a junior
official had counterbalanced this by saying that the vice premier
“wanted to hear all of your ideas” and asked me for a copy of my
remarks before I went. Everyone seemed to consider this high meeting
as a very important deal.
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Meanwhile, there appeared to be a good deal of interest in my
Northeast Strategy, and it was clear that China was looking for a new
approach to Taiwan.
At the Department of North American Affairs, I made an effort to
persuade the Foreign Ministry to make a second try at getting
professional advice on public relations toward the United States. An
effort six years before had failed. This one failed, also.
An evening discussion was held with the Arms Control
Directorate about missile defense and North Korea. A button the visitor
had prepared was provided that said: “ABM—Paper Tiger,” with a
ragged cat on the button to show the tiger.

Meeting with the Vice Premier
The evening before, I had suddenly
realized how best to explain what was, in
effect, the emerging Taiwanese strategy.
I recalled the story of the Chinese
emperor whose favorite horse had
become ill and the emperor’s statement:
“All efforts must be made to save this
horse and whoever announces that the
horse is dead will be executed.” The
horse died and the people were afraid to
tell the emperor.
One man—who could, I said, be
called Taiwan—had dared to deal with
the problem. He advised the emperor:
Deputy Prime
“Emperor, the horse is lying on the
Minister Qian Qichen
ground.” The Emperor said “So!” “And,
laughs on accepting a
Emperor, the horse has not eaten for
button saying "ABM
three days.” The emperor said “So!” And
— Paper Tiger"
then Taiwan said: “Emperor, we have
noticed that the horse is not breathing.”
The emperor’s response was: “You fool, this means the horse is dead.”
According to the ancient tale, the people decided that the emperor
himself had announced the death of the horse, and decided that, since
he had, he was the one who should be executed.
In sum, Taiwan was not likely to “declare independence” because
the one-China policy was a “favorite horse,” and the Mainland had
already threatened execution for anyone saying that “the one-China
policy was dead.” So Taiwan was, instead, intent on suggesting
independence and provoking the Mainland into announcing
independence through some violent response that would put the onus
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on the Mainland. Then, I said, Taiwan would proclaim itself innocent
of any provocation, put the blame on Beijing and ask the United States
for help.
After this discussion, the vice premier said that most people in
Taiwan wanted the status quo and, therefore, that there was little
likelihood of the Independence Party winning the election. I pointed out
that the KMT was splitting into two parties and that it, in effect, was
offering two candidates and there would be three in all. Thus the
election could be won by only 35 percent of the vote.
I said that, 42 years before, I had run for president of my senior
class at Swarthmore in an election in which there were two football
players (a high-status sport) and myself, a cross-country runner. The
football players had split the football vote and the cross-country runner
won. The vice premier joked: “So you think the KMT candidates are
football players.”
Here, and in other meetings, I suggested that China might find it
easier to deal with Chen Sui-bian, the Independence Party candidate,
than with President Lee Teng-hui of the KMT, for a variety of reasons.
One was the example of President Richard Nixon going to China. Also,
Chen wanted the Three Links (direct post, transportation and trade)
without any quid pro quo and was trying to show he was not a “bombthrower” like Lee.
I explained how the candidates on the right and the left were
moving toward the center as in an American election—with KMT
talking of “state-to-state relations” and DPP talking of how mature and
responsible it would be if elected. Indeed, DPP was trying to move
from being a party of “protestors and demonstrators” to being a party
that could govern.
I said China wanted to deter declarations of independence but
could not define what it meant to “declare” independence. Accordingly,
Taiwan could be warned not to change the Constitution, and it would
then respond that it was not interested in “changing the Constitution”
but was going to have a plebiscite. And if warned by China not to hold
a plebiscite, it could, someday, just elect a candidate who had a
platform that said Taiwan was already independent.
I suggested that China thought there was only one way to prevent
the independence of the Taiwanese (deterrence), but actually there was
another (benign neglect). The Chinese public should be advised that
even a Taiwanese declaration of independence would have no
significance if not recognized by other countries. And China had
effectively prevented such recognition for 20 years.
I urged China not to worry so much about Taiwan’s words and
chanted for the vice premier: “Sticks and stones can break my bones,
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but words can never hurt me.” (I had carefully secured an excellent
Chinese translation of this phrase and four other maxims—which
translation I handed the vice premier; they included: “Be flexible, not
rigid”; “Win the hearts and minds of the people.” “Seizing the high
moral ground”; “Taking the high road.” His response: “These are
excellent translations.”)
I advised letting the international community determine the One
China policy, saying “Taiwan can say it is living on the Moon but it
does not mean Taiwan is living on the Moon unless the international
community accepts that it is.”
Taiwan, I said, might have much influence in the U.S. Congress,
but it could not force the U.S. government to recognize Taiwan. There
were only two exceptions. The first alternative was if Taiwan came
under attack and made a sudden declaration of independence and called
for help. The second was if China and the United States had long since
become enemies. So it seemed that China should avoid both of these
possibilities. In general, threats against Taiwan helped Taiwanese
independence generally, and some Taiwanese leaders wanted to
provoke them.
Referring to the story of the sick
horse, the vice premier said: “If you
return to Taiwan, tell them not to use such
sophisticated strategies to do something
foolish.” And he wished the visitor “good
luck.” Later he advised his assistants,
“There was a lot there I can use.”
(At the end of the meeting, the
representatives
of
the
hosting
organization China International Culture
Exchange Center (CICEC), who felt at
bureaucratic risk because the official was
so high, were happy.)
Later, President Jiang Zemin gave a
New Year’s Day speech that picked up on
one of these points by saying, “The
"ABM Paper Tiger"
international community generally agrees
button
with the One China principle and
implements the One China policy.”20

20

“More on Jiang Zemin at CPPCC Tea Party”; FBIS-CHI-2000-0102;
January 1, 2000.
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Chinese Generals and the
Foreign Ministry’s Sha Zukang
In the morning, the visitor was taken to a think tank for the
military, the China Institute for International Strategic Studies, where
he was met by old friends. (I had dined in 1986 with the Institute’s first
director, General Wu—Chairman Mao’s favorite—and, several times,
with General Wu’s successor, General Xu Xin. The institute is now led
by an active-duty three-star general, Xiong Guanghai. Discussion was
held on Taiwan and on national missile defense.
I also had a meeting with, and hosted a dinner for, the chief of the
Foreign Ministry’s Department of Arms Control, Sha Zukang, and
discussed mainly the arms race and the treaty banning anti-ballistic
missiles systems—providing Ambassador Sha with several copies of
the button. (On January 19, six weeks later, a report from Beijing in the
L.A. Times—“China Snarls Again at ‘Paper Tiger,’” by James Mann—
shows Sha and others repeatedly taking the line of the button that the
ABM was a paper tiger: “Using Mao’s words, it’s a paper tiger—fierce
enough to frighten away cowards only.”)

Former Mayor Wang Daohan—
China’s Chief 1egotiator
From 9:30 to 11:30 a.m., the next day, in Shanghai, I met with the
84-year-old former mayor of Shanghai, Wang Daohan, who was
charged with negotiating with Taiwan as chairman of the officially
private ARATS. He was the counterpart of the Taiwanese organization
SEF chaired by the 81-year-old Dr. C.F. Koo.
The mayor felt that President Lee really wanted independence for
Taiwan, as did some people in America. He felt that the “one country—
two systems” strategy of China
had been maligned. Taiwan
could keep its armed forces and
not pay any tax. And no officials
would be sent to Taiwan. China
would and should be patient with
one exception: the declaration of
independence. He agreed that a
military threat by China would
induce a provocation by Taiwan.
The mayor thought Lee
With Wang Daohan, China's
might try to stay in power despite
1egotiator with Taiwan
the election. He said Lee’s book
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tried to show that the Mainland was threatening Taiwan. He thought
Lee’s desire for space was a step toward independence, and that Lee
wanted to divide China into seven pieces.
I reminded the mayor that in ancient times, Vietnam had assuaged
the demands of the Chinese emperor for sovereignty over Vietnam by
paying tribute. What if Taiwan were willing to provide $1 per year in
“rent” to China for the right to have quiet occupancy of Taiwan? He
responded, in English, “good idea, good example, good suggestion”—
something he repeated on another occasion. He put name cards in a
copy of my book in three relevant chapters to remind himself where to
find references to three ideas I had proposed.
When I asked if he had advisers who spoke English, and with
whom the visitor could stay in contact, he mentioned two whom I
would meet later at lunch and dinner. There was discussion of the
mayor’s coming to Washington next year. I said, “After the election in
Taiwan, we need a peace offensive.” The mayor said, “Good idea!”
After leaving the room, the visitor sent his translator back in with
instructions to give the visitor’s name card to an adviser of the mayor
who had been sitting in the background (this was Gu Ming). Discussion
broke out anew. One person said: “Stone is not going to be president of
Federation of American Scientists much longer.” But another said: “He
is starting a new organization called Catalytic Diplomacy.” The
mayor’s response was: “Wonderful, this is what we need.” And he told
my interpreter: “We badly need his help; you can be the third conduit
through which he could pass ideas.”
I was stunned by the success of all this. Given 20 minutes off
before lunch, I went out and bought, as a souvenir of the meeting, a
small silk rug with a peace dove in the middle of it.

The Red Carpet in Shanghai
The red carpet was rolled out, including lunch with the Shanghai
Institute for International Studies and a dinner with the Taiwan Affairs
Office of Shanghai and a visit to the third highest building in the
world—the highest in Asia—with 88 floors. In its department store, I
bought an example of Chinese scientific genius—a replica of a machine
built in China 1,000 years ago to detect the direction from which
earthquakes were occurring. It featured eight dragons, each with a
small ball in its mouth and each pointing to a different direction of the
compass. When the ball was found in the mouth of a frog below the
dragon, it meant that this dragon was reporting that the earthquake was
in the direction that dragon faced.
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It was December 4 on arrival home—after a trip of ten days.
Three days later, I was already making plans to return to Taiwan in
January.
One encouragement was a handwritten letter from a Chinese
insider who encouraged me to visit Taiwan again with these thoughts:
1) We won’t intervene with Taiwan’s election;
2) We are considering using force if Taiwan tried to change their
Constitution, or work out a new Constitution such as a “basic law”;
3) If Mr. Chen Shui-bian ever won the election, the ties of the two
sides would be even worse;
4) The superiors would like to open talks with the new president
on the issues of reducing the tension between the two sides;
5) Try to promote the mutual visits of military forces between
China and the United States after or before the election;
6). Try to catalyze the mutual visits of scientists.
Meanwhile, in late November, I received a letter from Taiwan’s
chief negotiator, C.F. Koo, in response to my having left a copy of my
book for him. He called it a “masterpiece” and said Chapter 28 about
“possible reunification” was “particularly enlightening. You are to be
commended for the work you have done.” So now I had warm relations
with the chief negotiators on both sides of the strait.

TRIP 3: TAIWA1—JA1UARY 7–14, 2000
On December 9, I received a note encouraging me to visit China
again: “Your successful visit in Beijing and Shanghai ... was thought a
really important and helpful visit by both our government officials and
experts from Chinese NGOs.” The note indicated that high officials
were thinking about what I might do on a next visit. A special report
was being made on my next visit, and I was to expect a fax on “timing,
schedule, order of places, peoples” I might meet on that trip.
I was being encouraged also on the Taiwanese side. The
President’s Office in Taiwan sent me two New Year’s Eve statements
made by the president and asked my opinion of them. I warned that the
Mainland would not see the speech’s emphasis upon “cultural” factors
as a sufficiently major change. I emphasized that the Mainland did
seem interested in developing a dialogue with Lee Yuan Tseh and
urged that this be considered.
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Second Visit to Taiwan: January 7–14, 2000
On my second visit to Taiwan, January 7–14, 2000, everything
started well. The morning of the first day, I met with Taiwan’s most
important minister, Su Chi, chairman of the Mainland Affairs Council.
He was for incremental progress, wanted both sides to “pretend to
ignore each other’s (hostile) statements,” and hoped that China’s
negotiator, Wang Daohan, could visit Taiwan. I liked him.

Three Hours with Taiwan’s
Chief 1egotiator: C.F. Koo
In the afternoon, I had an
unprecedented three-hour meeting with
C.F. Koo. Koo was a perfect example of a
Confucian gentleman—very polite and
experienced in putting people at ease. He
With C.F. Koo,
was a wealthy man and a collector of
Taiwan's negotiator
Chinese artifacts. He was from a powerful
with China
family in Taiwan that had been close to the
Japanese and then switched to the KMT when he was arrested in 1945.
He pulled at his cheek to emphasize the point and said, “It is all
about face.” He said: “We can talk if they will agree to talk on the basis
of parity.” When advised that they have done so by referring to
“equality,” he said they have not done so “in their heart.” Koo said:
“The Chinese people will do anything to save their faces but they do
not want to resolve the real issue.” He thought they should agree to
disagree.
He talked a bit as if negotiations would not be productive “until
the status of Taiwan was resolved.” When I said “Taiwan is drifting out
to sea”—a Chinese fear—he argued that this was not so. He wanted the
United States to work against Chen Shui-bian winning the election and
seemed upset that it was not. He feared an internal upheaval in Taiwan.
When he had been in China, he complained, there was “no table”
for him to sit across. These were the kind of negotiating hang-ups that
constantly bedeviled Taiwan-Mainland negotiations. The table would
have indicated parity. Instead, he was seated in parity next to his host
as, indeed, the Chinese conduct their meetings with all important
foreigners.
He said that they had no answer when he told them that Taiwan
was a country, although unrecognized—just as China was a country
before it was recognized. He did not think my proposal on rent would
fly because even symbolic payments might not be accepted in Taiwan.
He said he hoped to see me again.
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Presidential Candidate James Soong
Next I met with the presidential candidate James Soong, who had
split the KMT by forming his own party. This is what provided the
three-way race in which Chen Shui-bian was running. Soong wanted to
democratize the party and learn from
the European Union. He called the two
sides—Taiwan
and
Mainland—
“relatively sovereign entities.” With
regard to the key ideological issues, he
thought the One China existed in the
past and might in the future but did
not now. He did not accept President
Lee’s state-to-state relations but
referred to “quasi state-to-state
relations.”
On Monday, I had a meeting
with the chairman of the DPP, Lin Yihsiung. This turned out to be quite
KMT headquarters
important because it prepared the
ground for points made to Chen Shui-bian. Lin was said to be on the
“green” side of the DPP party. But still he thought people would not
oppose a “common market” or, perhaps, a “commonwealth.” He said:
“We want to solve functional matters first; the people want stronger
ties. The rest can be decided later.”
I met over lunch with Hsiao Bi-khim, always a source of great
wisdom.
On Tuesday, January 11, at 2 p.m., I met with Lee Yuan Tseh, a
Nobel Prize winner and head of the Taiwanese Academy of Sciences,
the Academie Sinica. He had worked at Berkeley for three decades, and
talking to him I felt he was just like the other 37 Nobel Prize winners
that the Federation had at the time. We were obviously on the same
wavelength. Later in the day, I met with the campaign manager of the
KMT candidate Jason Hu and, the next day, with a high official of the
KMT, Deputy Secretary General Yu-ming Shaw. Still later, I met with
Vice Foreign Minister David Tawei Lee.

Meeting with Presidential Candidate Chen Shui-bian
We met in a small room at campaign headquarters and Bi-khim
translated. Chen Shui-bian said, if elected, he would go to China. I
pointed out that this was a pretty empty promise because Beijing would
not invite him with his present opposition to any One China. I
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suggested he say that, if permitted to visit China, he would “discuss”
the issue.
I said there must be “some kind” of One China they could agree
on. Observing that his DPP Chairman Lin had admitted that he could
accept a common market and, perhaps, a commonwealth, I asked why
Chen Shui-bian could not discuss the issue of One China with the
Mainland to see if there were not some kind of One China on which
both sides could agree. After all, I said (optimistically), the Mainland
can hardly insist on your agreeing to One China before any discussions
of what the phrase would mean. (In fact, this is exactly what the
Mainland was doing.)
He called my approach creative visionary and helpful in breaking
through the stalemate. He said I was a wise and great scientist and
could be their adviser on cross-strait relations. He said, “My
administration wants creativity and wisdom; we feel your remarks
show that.”
He said he had three principles: cooperation, open up to each
other, and competition. As Taiwan’s new leader, he would have to take
a proactive role. The Koo-Wang talks were stalemated. And something
new was needed to enable cross-strait relations. China’s views must be
taken into consideration—assuming sovereignty is not hurt. He would
be open to any creative solutions.
He said my ideas could be put into his inaugural statement, and he
would invite me to hear him say them. I pulled out a piece of paper and
started diagramming the political situation. I said: “Why wait until the
inaugural? You could win undecided KMT voters by seeming to
discuss some kind of One China. And the ‘deep green’ supporters of
yours who did not want to discuss any kind of One China would have
no place to go—they could hardly vote for the KMT.”
He said nothing more but he seems to have accepted that
argument. On January 26, 13 days later, Jim Mann of the L.A. Times
had an interview with Chen Shui-bian and reported:
Indeed, astonishingly, the DPP candidate said he was
willing to talk with top Chinese leaders about their bottom-line
demand that Taiwan’s future be settled under the rubric of One
China.
“We do not exclude any possibility,” Chen said. “For
example, what exactly does ‘one China’ mean? What’s its
content? And what are the benefits of ‘one China’ for the
Taiwanese people? I would be willing to hear from...(Chinese)
President Jiang (Zemin) ... I think we can discuss one China.”
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So it seemed that I had changed the line and, indeed, persuaded
Chen Shui-bian not to wait until the inaugural to say so. I felt very
engaged and heartened.
I returned home at the time of the Wen Ho Lee case in which Lee,
a Los Alamos researcher, was being accused of espionage. I sent Lee
Yuan Tseh, president of the Taiwanese Academy, a January 9 article
from The New York Times saying that Wen Ho Lee had “remotely
accessed the file he had (improperly downloaded) while he was visiting
Taiwan.” He responded on January 24 that “so far as I know, Taiwan is
neither engaged in the development of nuclear warheads, nor is there a
plan to do it in the future.” But this issue came up later.

TRIP 4: MEETI1G WITH THE PRESIDE1TELECT: MARCH 26—31, 2000
Invited to come to China for a second visit on cross-strait relations
(the first was in late November), I decided to visit Taiwan from March
26 to March 30—the second week after the landmark election of the
Independence Party candidate Chen Shui-bian. His election had
become possible only because the KMT party had split, with a new
party organized by a KMT defector, James Soong, and the older party
proposing Lien Chan. Of special importance, in the last days before the
election, Taiwan’s only Nobel Prize
winner, Lee Yuan Tseh, had opted to
support Chen Shui-bian in a press
conference with some industrialists. (This
seems to have provided the critical margin
of victory.)
At the last minute before the election,
the Chinese premier, Zhu Rongji, had
made a threatening speech, which
predictably had been counterproductive
and had further helped Chen Shui-bian. In
the speech Zhu said “every possible
With 1obel Prize
treachery” was being used “to get the one
winner Lee Yuan
who is for Taiwan independence to win,”
Tseh
and he warned the Taiwanese not to act on
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“impulse” or they will “regret it very much and it will be too late to
repent.”21 (The Politburo had apparently asked Zhu Rongji to give this
speech because it decided that an earlier speech by President Jiang
Zemin—saying he did not want “war”—had been used to tranquilize
Taiwanese voters into thinking there was nothing to fear from China.)
Chen Shui-bian had won the election for president with a popular
vote of 37 percent against two KMT candidates, Lien Chan and James
Soong—just as Bi-khim had predicted to me and as I had warned Vice
Premier Qian in Beijing. It was an amazing vindication for the DPP and
was, worldwide, deemed proof of the strength of democracy in Taiwan.
A ruling party in power for 50 years had been overthrown in a free
election without violence.

Fears of War
The rise to power of the Independence Party raised fears that its
president might suddenly just “declare independence.” On March 16,
The Washington Post had a news article typical of the period entitled
“Taiwan: Crisis in the Making?” Former Defense Secretary William
Perry was quoted, “We’re heading toward a collision course on this
now.” CIA director George Tenet had testified that his agency saw
“high potential” that the election could be “the catalyst” for “another
military flare-up across the Taiwan Strait.” Interviews with more than
three dozen U.S. officials and scholars “found a broad consensus that
the next three to five years will be a period of heightened tensions and
potential crises.” Chas. W. Freeman Jr., a former assistant secretary of
defense, had said, “It’s very likely the United States and China are
going to have a war on this issue.” And Henry Kissinger, talking of
U.S. and China, worried that “we are talking ourselves into becoming
each other’s principal enemy.”22
A key factor in this election was Lee Yuan Tseh, president of the
Academy of Sciences. As noted, Dr. Lee had joined some businessmen
at a press conference about a week before the election and had, to the
amazement of many, endorsed Chen Shui-bian. He considered it
essential that the future economy of Taiwan be cleaned of corruption.
The KMT was known to be corrupt, and he believed that Chen and the
DPP would play a more honest role. Dr. Lee, the only Nobel Prize

21

Associated Press, “China’s Premier Warns Taiwanese,” March 15,

2000.
22

The Washington Post, “Taiwan: Crisis in the Making?”; Robert G.
Kaiser and Steven Mufson, March 16, 2000, A22.
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winner in a society that venerates education and learning, had rock-star
visibility and enjoyed great respect. Even in advance of the election,
newspapers were predicting that this endorsement was worth several
points. If so, Dr. Lee determined Chen’s election.

Hsiao Bi-khim and Lee Yuan Tseh
I had decided to arrive in Taiwan a week after the March 20
election with a view to surveying the situation and then traveling to
China. On March 27, I had breakfast with Hsiao Bi-khim, still director
of the International Affairs for the DPP but soon to become, also,
assistant to the president. A graduate of Oberlin and a brilliant analyst
and speaker, she had performed better than her elders at a Council on
Foreign Relations meeting on February 14 in New York. After the talk,
I had accompanied her to the Midtown bus station and worked up a
new idea: Chen should take representatives of the other two parties
with him on his post-election visit to Beijing. The next day, I had
written candidate Chen developing this idea.23
That morning, the Taipei Times said Chen wanted Lee Yuan Tseh
to join the government and lead an “inter-party team to handle crossstrait issues.” Chen said, “There is practically no room for mistakes.”24
During this period, the outgoing President Lee Teng-hui was promoting
the notion that “special state-to-state” relations should exist between
Taiwan and the Mainland. But the Mainland was promoting “one
country, two systems” with Taiwan permitted to continue its way of life
under a different system than the Mainland.25

23
Finally, after the meeting, I had a private discussion with Bi-khim and
suggested a possible second stage in DPP policy toward Taiwan-Mainland
talks. In brief, it involved announcing that if DPP won the election, he would
take the two defeated candidates (or their representatives) along to Beijing in
the pre-inaugural period for initial discussions on the One China policy. This
would make it easier for China to accept a DPP president in Beijing, would
protect DPP against charges of having overly private talks with China, and
would assure Beijing, and others, that Taiwan was talking on a basis of national
consensus and not on the basis of DPP policy alone. (If DPP did not win the
election, the other parties might adopt this policy and take DPP along in their
visit to Beijing.) Letter to Chen Shui-bian of February 15, 2000.
24
“Cross-strait Ties in Honeymoon, but Nerves Taut,” Taipei Times,
March 27, 2000.
25
“Jiang Zemin Outlines Principles on Taiwan Issue,” FBIS, October 25,
1999 (Beijing Zhongguo Xinwen She in Chinese 0706 GMT 25, October 99);
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I arrived on a Sunday night but still managed to see Lee Yuan
Tseh on Monday for three hours, in a meeting that included lunch. And
all this was on a day when the entire press was asking whether he was,
or was not, going to accept the premiership offered by President-Elect
Chen Shui-bian—something he did not want to do.
Lee had been to China about 20 times and had received the first
honorary degree of the Chinese Academy. (This, of course, was while
he was at Berkeley.) More recently, he seems to have been the target of
the phrase “betrayal” by the Chinese premier in Zhu Rongji’s effort to
influence the election. The Chinese saw that Lee—one they considered
a friend—had decisively influenced the election.
Actually, Lee’s motives were as pure as the driven snow. He
thought China should make some friendly gesture to the Taiwanese.
We had a most friendly chat and discussed Taiwanese politics and
cross-strait relations. By the end of the week, he had, indeed, been
made head of a group formulating cross-strait relations.

Meeting with the President-Elect
The next day, Tuesday, at 5 p.m., I had an hour with Chen Shuibian himself, who was looking exhausted from the nonstop strain, as
were his assistants.
He said he was “touched by your interest” in helping Taiwan. He
said he had “taken your idea” about breaking the stalemate by saying
he would “discuss” One China. And he had made it a “creative point”
in his campaign and it had helped him. But, he said, “We don’t think
the One China matter is a principle, just an issue.” Of course, he could
not agree to anything for the Taiwanese; the people had to agree, so
discussion was essential. He asked what further ideas I had for breaking
the deadlock.
Asked whether he preferred a long-term interim agreement or
moving straight to an agreement, he said it “depended on
circumstances.” I mentioned some ideas. (One was the plan, earlier
mentioned to China’s negotiator Wang Daohan, in which Taiwan
would symbolically rent Taiwan from Beijing for $1 as an interim
measure. Another was the plan in which Taiwan would give up the
pointless annual campaign to enter the UN in return for China ceasing
to veto Taiwan’s participation in a wide range of international and

“Taiwan’s DPP Candidate Says Not to Seek Independence,” FBIS, January 30,
2000 (Taiwan Central News Agency in English 0838 GMT 30 January 2000).
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regional organizations and banks that do not require sovereignty for
participation.)
He urged me to tell the Chinese that his offer of “willingness to
discuss” was satisfactory and, indeed, had been suggested by me. (I
said I was reluctant to assert parentage for such an idea, but I would say
I agreed with him.) He said it was necessary to think and be creative,
and he hoped I would come more often. He reiterated that he was not
accepting One China as a precondition. He said I was an “excellent
political adviser” and hoped I would attend his inaugural as a VIP.
He gave me a copy of his autobiography and inscribed it
“Ambassador of peace across the strait.” Afterward I had tea with Bikhim, who had translated, and she said she thought the UN campaign
was too popular to be given up except in the assurance of a response
from China.

Meeting with Vice President Lu
On Wednesday, I met with Vice President-Elect Annette Lu—a
very tough graduate of Harvard Law School. At an early stage, I
learned, she had told Chen Shui-bian that he should choose her as a
running mate and that, if he did not, she would attack him and he would
never be nominated at all. She had been a student of Jerome Cohen, and
I showed her, in a picture in my book Every Man Should Try, that he
had been on my delegation to China in 1972. (She said: “But you all
look so young!”)
She spoke in banalities, such as “no one wants war; we need more
creative wisdom and better language; let’s shake hands, meet and
convey our….” To my surprise, she was not insistent about sticking
with the campaign to enter the UN—she had started it—because she
thought Taiwan entering the UN should occur after it had settled its
issues with China. But when asked what was wrong, then, with my
bargain to suspend the UN campaign in return for China’s sponsorship
of Taiwan in many international organizations, she said: “But the UN
campaign has become consensual now and is hard to give up; what can
we do.” We parted in friendly fashion.
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Other Meetings
On Thursday, I visited Bi-khim and gave her a copy of my letter
to the president, typed early that morning, March 30. It urged “Triple
Track Diplomacy.”26
On this trip, I also talked to, or met with, the Deputy Secretary
General of the KMT, experts on cross-strait relations, officials in the
Mainland Affairs Council, wealthy Taiwanese businessmen, high
officials in the Taiwan Foreign Ministry, and an important three-star
general. I had an appointment with the defense minister, but on the day
it was to have occurred, the defense minister was named premier and
became much too busy. One important scholar and longtime
acquaintance, Tien Hung-mao, had e-mailed me in Washington
offering an appointment but, unfortunately, was planning to be in
Washington exactly the week I was in Taiwan. This was particularly
unfortunate because, by the time I got back from China, he had been
named the new foreign minister.

The March 2000 Visit to China
On Friday, March 31, I flew directly to China via Hong Kong,
leaving at about noon and arriving at 6 p.m.
In Beijing, I was told that I was the only one who predicted that
Chen Shui-bian would win (In fact, I had not quite predicted it) and that
their experts had said Lien Chan would win. I learned that people were
thinking over what to do but were not sure. I was advised that I was
considered a brilliant scholar who was the only one who can tell them
what to do and that I am considered the only one who can help them
contact Lee Yuan Tseh. It seemed that the Central Committee thought
that Wang Daohan was too soft and that Jiang was making all the
decisions. Observers thought that the disaster (war across the strait) will
come in four to eight years. Further, people were angry about Chen

26
The idea was to organize three teams of negotiators and to negotiate
with the Mainland on three bases simultaneously. Team A would accept the
One China principle as the Mainland saw it (i.e., local government with a high
degree of autonomy) to determine what was China’s best offer. Team B would
negotiate on the basis of One China as Taiwan preferred to see it (i.e., cultural
One China, economic One China, commonwealth, etc., with the two entities
sharing the sovereignty of a greater China). Team C would try to negotiate a
50-year interim agreement. Letter of March 30 to the President-Elect.
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being elected and blamed the Taiwan Affairs Office. Students were
upset because they had heard bad things about Chen.
It seems that Beijing was more suspicious of me than Shanghai,
which was the reverse of 1972, my first trip to China, when Zhou Enlai’s Beijing was more friendly and the Gang of Four was controlling
Shanghai.
Asked what would happen if Taiwan would not accept the One
China principle, sources said that an interim agreement would be the
next best thing, but they did not like the word “interim” because the
Americans used it.

Washington Post’s Pomfret
On Friday, shortly after my arrival at the Beijing Grand Hotel, I
received a phone call from a Washington Post reporter based in China
named John Pomfret. How he knew where to find me, I was not sure
and am not sure now. He said he knew whom I would be seeing (and
mentioned some names) and said he believed I was working for the
U.S. government. I laughed. I asked if we were speaking on the record
and was reassured that we were not. I said that there was no story here
and that I had learned in Washington that the best thing to do when
reporters call is just to get off the phone, which is what I did.

ACTIVIST SCHOLAR BECOMES E1VOY
By Saturday morning, Pomfret had blown this up into a major
story, which The Washington Post ran under the headline “Envoy
Reaches Out to Beijing for Taiwanese.” To give the story color,
Pomfret invented a quotation (“Please allow me to fade back into the
woodwork”) and said I had arrived “unannounced” (What on earth does
that mean?) and had been reached at a “small” hotel. No one,
obviously, would have given the “woodwork” quote on the record since
it is self-defeating, and I certainly did not give this quote at all. Nor was
I at a small hotel; the Beijing Grand is adjacent to Tiananmen Square,
with the best location, and the oldest history, in Beijing.27

27
“Envoy Reaches Out to Beijing For Taiwanese; American Scientist’s
Unofficial Visit Coincides with Policy Debate in China,” Washington Post,
March 31, 2000. He quoted a Chinese source as saying I was an “unofficial
representative” of Taiwan but also quoted Hsiao Bi-khim as saying, “It’s not
like we’ve asked him to carry a message for us.... What we’re trying to do is to
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The story produced a crisis in Taipei and Beijing and, certainly, a
crisis for Catalytic Diplomacy. The Taipei government denied that it
had sent an envoy, and the Beijing government denied it had received
one. My hosts had a meeting and decided that the leak had come from
Taiwan. (They said Taiwanese reporters sometimes followed people
from Taiwan to their hotels.) I wrote to The Washington Post denying
that I was anyone’s envoy and asserting that, by inventing quotes and
violating off-the-record rules, the reporter was not maintaining the
basic journalistic rules that the Post claimed to uphold. The Post edited
out the charge that the reporter had acted unethically. (Evidently, it
won’t print charges against its reporters unless you can “prove them”—
or so Katherine Graham explained to me later at a party.) And I
declined to permit the altered letter to run without the charge.
My hosts said the Taiwanese often come saying they represent
Chen Shui-bian, but the Mainland was not sure they did. In part
because they not know for sure if the Taiwanese were authorized, they
rebuffed them. In my case, they said, they thought of me as “old friend”
who had good ideas.
It is possible that the Taiwanese Presidential Office had tried to
make some political hay out of my existence and interest in going back
and forth across the strait. There is some indication that some had
asserted, “We have a way to get our ideas across the strait” even though
the Mainland was refusing to talk to the DPP until it stopped talking of
independence.

THE FAILURE TO GET A VISA
TO GO TO CHI1A I1 FEBRUARY
Beijing’s refusal to give me a visa to come to China in preelection February, I was told, stemmed from a fear that Chen Shui-bian
supporters might use my entry as political proof that their election
would not lead to war and that they had a “channel.” If so, I was
innocent of all this. From my point of view, I was just a citizen-activist
trying to help both sides reach agreement and was nobody’s envoy.

find ways to communicate.” It then said: “Whatever his status...” and went on.
The article also claimed that I and Lee Yuan Tseh had been “friends for years”
—which was false—and that Lee had “played a role” in encouraging me to
“make this trip”—also false.
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Certainly, Catalytic Diplomacy was not the only organization playing
this game—although, at this time, we may have been by far the most
centrally placed.28
I had not been able to travel to China in February, which would
have been my normal pattern after a trip to Taiwan. No visa had
arrived. Apparently, both Vice Premier Qian and Mayor Wang Daohan
had wanted to see me in February, but others feared that admitting me
might influence the March 20 election in Taiwan. (A similar problem
arose in 2004 with regard to a visit to Iran; I was deported lest I
influence their presidential election in favor of Rafsanjani rather than
Ahmadinejad.)
I was told that Beijing had rejected my plan for a UN resolution
that would reiterate a general principle against “changes in borders”
because they had border rectification problems themselves. My hosts
wanted to know Lee Yuan Tseh’s real thinking. They agreed that China
might break up if the Taiwan issue was not settled.
I decided to write a letter to President Jiang Zemin.

TA1G SHUBEI—DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF
THE TAIWA1 AFFAIRS OFFICE
Meanwhile, I met on Monday morning with a key policymaker for
90 minutes; it was Tang Shubei, deputy director of the Taiwan Affairs
Office of the State Council. He was often called the “chief negotiator”
of China for Taiwan, issues much like Mayor Wang. (The difference
was that Shubei was an official of the government and Wang was head
of the nonofficial ARATS—which was supposed to negotiate with the
nonofficial SEF of Taiwan.)

28

On May 29, 2000, the Taipei Times ran an article titled “MAC Chief to
speak on China Links” that said: “In addition to using semi-official government
channels to conduct negotiations, the new government will focus on track two
and a third channel to increase cross-strait communication and contact.” This
will “create the conditions for direct dialogue between officials on both sides in
the future” according to the report. Who the third channel was, I have no idea.
A Taipei Times article of July 20, 2000, “Secret Talks, Invisible Groundwork,”
said: “Shortly after Chen’s election, it was rumored that Jeremy Stone,
president of the Federation of American Scientists, and Shen Chun-shan,
former president of the National Tsing Hua University, were acting as secret
envoys for Taiwan to Beijing. But these rumors were never confirmed.”
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Tang felt China could not give up on the One China principle, but
its content should not be limited and could be discussed. His personal
opinion is that we should find a way to
discuss the context.
Catalytic Diplomacy goes nowhere
without buttons advertising a slogan
underlying its proposal. The discipline of
reducing one’s main idea to a button—or
a bumper sticker—is a healthy one. In
this case, my button said on the top:
“Combine Theory and Practice”; and on
the bottom: “Don’t Pick Up A Rock Only
To Drop It On Your Own Feet.”
Using the button as a talking point, I
would explain that Chairman Mao’s ideas
on combining theory and practice
suggested focusing on practice. And the
existing practice between Taiwan and
"Combine Theory
China was quite successful (Taiwan liked
and Practice" button
its life and China liked the fact that no
one was recognizing Taiwan). My view was that one should shape a
theory of One China that would satisfy both sides and protect the
existing reality. This seemed to go down well.
Shown my button, Tang said any theory should be tested. His
compromise was that: We don’t give up the One China principle, but
we discuss the content, and while we discuss it the other side does not
oppose it—it’s a personal scenario. No provocation during discussions.
In particular, the people he had in mind who would not declare
independence during the discussions were: Chen Shui-bian, Premier
Tang, the foreign minister, and the chairperson for cross-strait relations.
He specifically did not include the vice president, he said, because “we
noticed that Chairman Lin said Madame Lu did not speak for the
government.” (What they had noticed was, of course, that she would
never agree to keep quiet.)
Asked about the proposal of trading Taiwanese entry into some
international organizations in return for Taiwan ceasing to try to enter
the UN, he said he had thought about this for some time and that, under
the One China principle, this could be discussed for “some”
organizations involving economic, cultural, and social issues. It had
been discussed, he said, by Qian on January 28 and, also, in the White
Paper. But such discussions would await Taiwan “either clearly
committing to the One China principle or agreeing not to say anything
provocative.”
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I suggested that China was in a weak position and made other
comments. He said, “To some extent, your comments makes sense. I
have studied this problem for 12 years, and visited Taiwan twice but
not met as high officials as you have.” We would like to see a high
degree of autonomy in Taiwan.
He had noticed that, in this campaign, all candidates said they
wanted to improve relations, so maybe the military exercises in 1996
had had some effect. He was concerned about my UN proposal that
Taiwan be allowed to become an observer, because he felt observers in
the UN could later become sovereign states. He talked of Palestine—I
said it was not a sovereign state; he said they considered it one. He said
that, according to the UN Charter, if a country sent two observers, it
might become a member of the United Nations. In any case, the UN
proposal would dramatically increase the space of Taiwan, which he
was apparently against. Accordingly, he was willing to consider the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and others as
organizations that Taiwan could become an observer to, but not the
organizations under UN control. Later he tried to have this UN
proposal removed from a draft of my letter to Jiang Zemin.
I said they sounded like China was moving the deck chairs around
on the Titanic. He said they would like to make concessions and they
had little time.

MEETI1G A SECO1D TIME WITH
THE VICE PREMIER
I prepared the letter to President Jiang from 6:30 to 8:30 a.m.,
delivered it to my host Lin Di by 9:30 a.m., and in the evening he came
to discuss it. He wanted some small changes and asked me, also, to
delete the UN proposal, which I declined to do; this was the advice of
the policymaker above, no doubt. The final letter is in Appendix 15.
In discussing my upcoming meeting with the Deputy Prime
Minister, a host hinted that I should restrict myself to telling stories
about the real feelings of the high Taiwanese officials, which, he said,
was what I had been invited for. (I resented this, of course.) And in this
way I should establish that I was really on their (China’s) side rather
than—what he felt I was doing—telling each side I was really on their
side. This was the only person who ever talked to me in this offensive
way. (I responded to this insult by ignoring it and asking how many
people were going to be in the meeting with the vice premier. He said I
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could ask for a private meeting if I wanted.) He also made a crack
about “arrogance” and said, as an American, I should cool it.
At one point he offered me a meeting with Jiang Zemin if I would
make clear which side I was on.
One host inquired, on my behalf, whether my book Every Man
Should Try could be published in China. They said it could but that
they would want some “modification of content” (deleting chapters
about Sakharov was one thing they had in mind) and a payment of
about $10,000—this was a payment for the translators, I think. I
refused to have the work censored and showed a certain contempt for
the whole idea of censoring it.

DI11ER WITH GE1ERAL
XIO1G GUA1GKAI
During the week, I had a working dinner with Lieutenant General
Xiong Guangkai, vice chief of staff of the People’s Liberation Army,
and two of the leading generals at the China Institute for International
Strategic Studies, General Chen Kaizeng and General Miao Shuchun.
This was a wonderful dinner because all spoke English and we were
able to go at it hammer and tongs. General Xiong is said to be the
number-four person in setting Taiwan policy (after President Jiang
Zemin, Vice Premier Qian Qichen, and former Shanghai Mayor Wang
Daohan).
But I think he is even more
important than that. He derives power
from being the only general on the
Leading Small Group on Taiwan Policy,
where eight people make the policy. And
because he speaks English well, he can
brief President Jiang Zemin on what the
barbarians really think—which he does in
private meetings. Further, he is the
secretary general of the Leading Small
Group and hence sets the agenda.
General Xiong bears considerable
responsibility for having erred in thinking
that the People’s Liberation Army could
fire its missiles at Taiwan in 1996
General Xiong
without bringing in American aircraft
Guangkai
carriers. But the PLA has invented
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justifying rationales of dubious significance (“We kept their aircraft
carriers back; we forced the Taiwanese to emphasize better relations in
their next election”). I learned that China was worried that Lee Tenghui, the current president, might have an unfortunate effect on Chen
Shui-bian. (In this regard, they were eventually correct.)

THE MEETI1G WITH
VICE PREMIER QIA1 QICHE1
Before leaving Beijing, I had an hour’s scheduled appointment
with Vice Premier Qian Qichen, and this hour expanded into two—
something unprecedented, according to his staff, who marveled at the
“patience” of the vice premier. This official is higher than the Chinese
foreign minister, for he oversees not only the Foreign Ministry but also
tourism and Taiwan.
I began by noting that “I confess, vice premier, that I like Chen
Shui-bian very much and think he likes me, but I do not work for him.
And, vice premier, I like you also but I am not working for you, either.”

Discussions in China Are 1ot Private
Discussions with high officials in
China are not done over a desk. They are
“mini-audiences” in which one sits on a
dais with the vice premier, and about a halfdozen scribes take notes. Because the
audience is there, the vice premier says
little. He is friendly and listens carefully,
but I talk almost the whole time.
With Vice Premier
At one point, he said something about
Qian Qichen
China entering the UN. I dared to correct
him by explaining that I discussed this matter in detail with Premier
Zhou En-lai in 1972.
Zhou had learned of China’s
admission to the United Nations while
waving goodbye to the aircraft of Henry
Kissinger. He had called for a full
investigation into why most of the Foreign
Ministry had not predicted this success.
The investigation concluded that the entry
Qian seated
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had been induced by Henry Kissinger’s visit to China!
The Foreign Ministry had recalled the rebellion of Chiang Kaishek’s generals against Chiang Kai-shek many years before when they
had taken him hostage. At that time, Chiang Kai-shek had dared to
chastise them for “talking to the Communists”. But they knew that he
himself was engaged in (secret) talks with the Communists.
By analogy, Henry Kissinger was telling the U.N. to “avoid
talking to the Communists” while, at the same time, they saw Henry on
television talking to the Communists in Beijing. I advised the Vice
Premier that he should have an investigation into why none of his
advisers had predicted the election of Chen Shui-bian.
It is hard for the Chinese to take advice from Americans in a
matter induced by American force. Without the American naval force,
Taiwan would long ago have returned to China. Accordingly, in a letter
that I left behind for the Chinese government, I told them the story of a
vast empire that refused to take foreign advice and was destroyed
because of it.
This was the case, 2,400 years ago, in which Darius the Third
called his advisers together to ask what to do about the invading army
of Alexander the Great. A Greek mercenary general gave him excellent
advice concerning an indirect method of resistance but then added:
“However, if you try to fight them directly, you will lose because your
armies cannot fight worth shit.”
At this insult to his army, Darius
said: “Kill this man.” And as the
general was dragged off to be
killed, he shouted: “Great King,
on this day you have lost your
empire”—which turned out to be
true.
In fact, the similarities go
very deep, because Persia, like
China, was ruled from the top
With Vice Premier Qian
whereas Greece, like Taiwan,
was democratic. Larger autocratic entities are often more fragile than
they look. And, of course, in this case, the United States is backing the
small democracy.
In China, I suggested that Chen Shui-bian was not a disaster but
could be the best thing that ever happened to cross-strait relations.
Being an Independence Party candidate, he might be able to bring the
Taiwanese people along to support reunification of some kind. He had
agreed to “discuss” the One China policy, had accepted the Republic of
China Constitution (a One China Constitution) and had left the DPP
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Executive Committee to rule as president of “all the people.” I handed
out Chinese-language biographies of Chen; the leadership knows little
about him.
Indeed, although there is a Taiwan Affairs Institute in every city
and village, it appears these institutes dare not say, or even think,
anything at odds with official policy—hence they cannot predict events
that require giving full faith and credence to DPP attitudes or
effectiveness. As residents in a monastery attribute all bad things to
“the work of the devil acting in mysterious ways,” these institute
researchers attribute all bad things in Taiwan policy to “the work of
President Lee Teng-hui acting in mysterious ways.”
In the case at issue, the Chinese simply repeat, ad infinitum, that
Taiwan must accept the One China principle. They feel uncomfortable
when you point out—as I did with the vice premier—that this is akin to
pointing a gun at a woman and saying: “We want to settle this
peacefully but we are growing impatient; you must accept the principle
of marrying me and, if you do, anything else—timing and place—can
be discussed.” This is not part of a negotiation but an ultimatum. And a
real problem is that China may get itself so excited that it cannot hold
back from threatening implausible violence. It was once said that
European wars occurred when European diplomats lied to the press and
then believed what they saw written about themselves.
I presented my UN proposal and handed over the letter I had
prepared for President Jiang to the vice premier. I pointed out that the
Taiwanese people could not be intimidated because they were Chinese
and, after all, the Chinese people could not be intimidated. So China
should not continue having Zhu try to intimidate Taiwan.
I asked why China seemed to be afraid to open negotiations
without prior acceptance by the Taiwanese of the One China principle;
after all, the Chinese negotiators could be depended upon not to accept
anything inconsistent with One China—so what was wrong with
discussing it? I pointed out that Chen Shui-bian had accepted the ROC
name—which was a One China name—so what is wrong with
discussing One China without Chen Shui-bian accepting it first? I
asked if there were any problems with using the phrase “Greater China”
instead of One China.
The vice premier was surprised that I was leaving for Shanghai
and, in answer to my question, said, “I have no other ideas,
unfortunately, except the One China principle.”
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RETUR1 TO SHA1GHAI:
ZHOU MI1GWEI & A PRESE1T
Besides talking to friends and some other
contacts in Beijing, I went to Shanghai and had a
number of interesting meetings—including one
at the Shanghai Institute of International Studies.
I stayed at the Peace Hotel. Of special interest
was meeting Zhou Mingwei, director of the
Foreign Affairs Office of the Shanghai
Municipal Government. He later became a key
official of the Beijing-sited Taiwan Affairs
Office of the State Council, and we worked
together.
With Zhou
My Beijing hosts were so excited by the
Mingwei
success of my meetings that they told my guides
to buy an expensive crystal globe with a world
map etched into it standing on a hand on which it rotates and to give it
to me. The implication was that I held the world in my hands.
In fact, I have deleted some extraordinary comments made from
someone I trust about the way in which my visits have been viewed.
The point is that, for a variety of reasons, I am being taken sufficiently
seriously that I worry a lot about the advice I give.
I did not see Wang Daohan on this trip to Shanghai; he sent word
that it was not through any fault of mine. Evidently, things he had said
at a closed-door meeting of March 29 in Shanghai had been leaked and
used to restrict his contact with foreigners. In the alleged Chinese
document, he was supposed to have called for “coolness and
adaptability” in a “battle of wisdom” but also urged war preparations.
He had reportedly said that Chen sent an “unidentified secret envoy to
meet him following the presidential vote.” But this was not me; I
arrived a week later.29 According to the Taiwanese press, Wang’s
“dovish” faction was having its problems. And the mood in hawkish

29

“Rumor Mill Running High Amid Tense Taiwan-China Relations”;
Annie Huang, Associated Press, April 7, 2000.
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China was indicated when this document alleged that Lee Yuan-tseh
had CIA connections—which he had long ago denied.30

BACK HOME O1 APRIL 8, 2000
I got back to Washington on Saturday, April 8, and began
preparing a letter for Chen Shui-bian, which I handed to Bi-khim on
Wednesday, April 12, when she was in Washington. I also sent a
message of June 15, 2000, to Chen Shui-bian listing three proposals.31
I am disturbed now, on writing this
book, that this letter of suggestions on
which I had sounded out the Chinese
with, I felt, some success, did not,
inexplicably, include the one proposal
made in China to start discussions! This
was Tang Shubei’s suggestion that talks
could begin if the leaders of Taiwan
agreed, during the talks, not to call for
independence. I am still upset about this.
I did relay this idea two months
later—the “No Call for Independence”
proposal was listed as point two of four
“On Getting Talks Started”—a memo
prepared for Chen Shui-bian on June 20
Kenneth Lieberthal
right before I left for Taiwan.32 By this

30
“MAC Official Tapped for Cabinet Post”; Taipei Times, April 8, 2000,
p. 3. In another article, on April 22, 2009, DPP’s chief representative in
Washington, Chiou I-jen, said: “Mr. Stone travels between Taiwan, China and
the U.S. frequently, but I don’t think he is representing anybody.” (“Chiou
Finds No Change in Beijing ‘One China’ Credo”; Taipei Times, April 5, 2000,
p. 3.
31
(1) trading the hopeless campaign to get entry into the UN for
cooperation in seating Taiwan in international and regional organizations that
did not require sovereignty; (2) a 50-year agreement to pay $1 per year to
maintain the status quo; (3) using “shared sovereignty” to find a permanent
solution.
32
It read: “2). Agree not to Call for Independence During the Talks.” One
high Chinese official had suggested, on a personal basis, that the talks could
start as long as a designated set of about five Taiwanese officials agreed not to
call for independence during the talks (president, foreign minister, defense
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time, however, as will be seen, Chen Shui-bian was prepared to go even
farther down his own path toward independence.
On April 11, I was assured that my letter to President Jiang had
“reached its destination.” After meeting with some administration
officials to suggest some ideas (Ken Lieberthal at the National Security
Council (NSC) and Morton Halperin, director of policy planning at the
State Department), I left on May 1 for a trip to Iran (to discuss
improving relations) and Russia (to discuss ABM issues and START
disarmament issues).

O1E MO1TH AFTER THE I1AUGURAL:
JU1E 22–JU1E 29, 2000
From June 22 to June 29, my wife, B.J., and I visited Taiwan to
determine what progress could be made in cross-strait relations with
China before the August meeting of the leaders of the Chinese
Communist Party at the Beidaihe summer resort where, traditionally,
important decisions are made.
The day before our arrival, President Chen Shui-bian had given a
one-month-after-inaugural anniversary press conference. In it, he
asked: “Why couldn’t (both sides) aspire to find the genuine meaning
of One China that is acceptable to both sides?”
I was worried about this trip. The publicity surrounding The
Washington Post article calling me an “envoy” had caused such a
media storm in Taiwan and Hong Kong that I had lost my anonymity.
The Taiwan Foreign Ministry had warned me that there was high press
interest. Two different newspapers (Taipei Times and China Post) had
editorialized against secret envoys—my name was mentioned in them
as an unconfirmed secret envoy.33
Furthermore, certain of my communications to Taiwan—and to
China also—had not been answered in the normal fashion, and I was
quite worried that The Washington Post article had done serious
damage to my operation. These communications failures turned out to

minister, etc.). He specifically said that Vice President Lu would not have to be
one of these five—evidently they discounted the significance of her statements.
33
“Secret Envoys Not Needed”; Taipei Times editorial, April 3, 2000, p.
8 It called the report of my being a “secret envoy” “more reliable” than earlier
reports of someone else.
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have explanations. And the press, at least for the first few days, let me
alone—more about this later since, in the end, a series of stories was
written about me on my last day in Taiwan.
President Chen had taken a surprisingly moderate position on
cross-strait relations during the election campaign, saying that he would
“discuss” the One China principle with China (albeit not as a
“principle” but as an “issue,” whatever that meant). This readiness to
discuss positions had helped him during the campaign, since a main
vulnerability of his Democratic Progressive Party, in the eyes of the
voters, was whether its election would bring war.
I had said nothing about being the source of this idea. But not
long into the week in Taiwan, I learned that sources in the Presidential
Office had been gossiping that I was the person responsible for the
president’s decision to agree to “discuss” One China. They further
stated, falsely, that I had earlier “arrived from Beijing” with assurances
that, if this decision were taken, China would open discussions.
According to the gossip, I had been misinformed or China had
“reneged.”
In November, I had predicted to Vice Premier Qian Qichen, the
key official in Taiwan policy in China, that China would like Chen
Shui-bian a lot better than it liked the outgoing President Lee Teng-hui.
Lee Teng-hui was, in fact, a troublemaker from China’s point of view.
In particular, his speech at Cornell was provocative. Worse, he had
suggested that “state-to-state” relations between Taiwan and China
were in order. (More recently, a new book of his had openly called for
independence for Taiwan.)
But Chen Shui-bian, I had argued, would be strongly motivated to
try to improve relations with China, because if this failed his party
could never become a majority party. (Most Taiwanese wanted the
status quo, as the polls showed, and do not want to risk calls for
independence—which is one reason why Chen Shui-bian won election
only as a minority president, with 39 percent of the vote).
Both Chen Shui-bian’s election and his post-election attitudes had
confirmed my prediction. His inaugural speech left American officials
vastly relieved. In particular, it said:
The people on the two sides of the Taiwan Strait share the
same ancestral, cultural, and historical background. While
upholding the principles of democracy and parity, building upon
the existing foundations, and constructing conditions for
cooperation through good will, we believe that the leaders on both
sides possess enough wisdom and creativity to jointly deal with
the question of a future ‘one China.’
I fully understand that, as the popularly elected 10th-term
president of the Republic of China, I must abide by the
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Constitution, maintain the sovereignty, dignity and security of our
country, and ensure the well-being of all citizens. Therefore, as
long as the Chinese Communist Party regime has no intention to
use military force against Taiwan, I pledge that during my term in
office, I will not declare independence, I will not change the
national title, I will not push for the inclusion of the so-called
“state-to-state” description in the Constitution, and I will not
promote a referendum to change the status quo in regard to the
question of independence or unification. Furthermore, there is no
question of abolishing the Guidelines for National Unification and
the National Unification Council.

THE 1992 CO1SE1SUS
In 1992, after quite considerable exchanges between the two
sides, some kind of understanding was reached that permitted
subsequent discussions between ARATS for the Mainland and SEF for
Taiwan, the foundations of the two sides charged with these duties. The
Mainland had been insisting on a return to this understanding, dubbed
the 1992 Consensus, as a condition for beginning talks. But what was
the consensus to which the two sides were to return? This was the rub.
Each side had its spin. In his June 20 press conference, Chen Shui-bian
said, “If we are to say there was an agreement, then it was that we
‘agreed to disagree.’”
American observers were happy to see that the new DPP
administration was not going to call for independence. The American
observers were still further relieved to hear Chen Shui-bian talking
politely and in a controlled fashion. And, indeed, Chen Shui-bian was
consulting closely with the United States officials—which is more, one
told me, than Lee Teng-hui ever did.
Accordingly, we saw the odd result of an Independence Party
victory that, nevertheless, improved Taiwan-American relations even
within the executive branch. And the DPP victory and the peaceful
transition further excited the sympathy and admiration of congressional
observers.
In response to these various comments and overtures by Taiwan,
the Mainland had simply announced a wait-and-see policy and had
declined to mention Chen Shui-bian in its media, simply referring to
the “Taiwan authorities” or the “new Taiwan leader.” (A highly ranked
Chinese official later told me that the wait-and-see policy was, really,
designed to provide time for the Chinese hawks to cool off.) China then
began a series of exchanges with persons supporting the One China
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policy. And it began party-to-party contacts between the CPP and all
parties except the DPP.

ARRIVAL I1 TAIWA1 I1 JU1E
On arrival, it appeared that the KMT had imploded. A KMT
official explained that Lien Chan had shown no leadership, and that
people were fleeing the party in droves. It was hard, he thought, to
imagine the KMT winning without Lee Teng-hui and without the
benefits of incumbency when it could not win in 2000 with both of
these.
Over dinner, a DPP aide said that KMT had no leader now and no
Taiwanese supporters (as opposed to voters descended from
Mainlanders) and was collapsing. But he feared that everyone was
pushing Taiwan toward China.
According to a source, a Presidential Office official had spread
the word during the election campaign that I was an agent of DPP in an
effort to give the impression that the DPP was able to deal with
Beijing—a vulnerable point in its armor—by showing it had at least
some operative. But efforts to find where this rumor appeared in print
failed. (So I am not sure this ever happened.) But it could explain a
view in Beijing that I should not be allowed to visit Beijing in February
before the election, lest my visit determine the election through some
newspaper article confirming that the Taiwanese had a channel to
Beijing.
The whole question of secret envoys was further inflamed when
the Taiwanese press identified two persons who had been secret envoys
for former President Lee Teng-hui.
At about this time a new appointee, Tsai Ing-wen, had been
bedeviled by questions in parliament as to whether she was
“Taiwanese” or “Chinese”—a popular question. This question was
difficult to answer for Taiwanese officials because the former
suggested “independence” and the latter suggested “reunification.”
A main contact of mine being out of town, I called a younger
assistant and discovered to my satisfaction that he had been promoted
to a very high position close to the president. We had a helpful lunch.
He mentioned the importance given to my views, and I decided to send
about ten suggestions for the improvement of cross-strait relations that
I had been working on. He said he would translate them for the
president.
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Reading the Press
Although I followed the Taiwan press each morning on the
Internet, I normally devote the first few days of my visits to reading the
last few months’ newspapers thoroughly so as to be sure I have the best
possible feel for what is happening.
It looked like former President Lee Teng-hui might move to help
the DPP against KMT’s Taipei Mayor Ma, who was the only plausible
opponent for the KMT against Chen Shui-bian in the next election. It
appeared that Lee has moved into a more strident independence
position for Taiwan than even Chen Shui-bian.
Indeed, the Mainland analysts often believed that Lee Teng-hui
consciously tried to throw the election away from his KMT to the DPP.
In the first place, Lee Teng-hui had never democratized the party
itself—just the Taiwanese election process. Accordingly, he was able to
dictate the party nominee, and he chose a weaker nominee that he
preferred to a stronger one he hated—Lien Chan over James Soong.
Second, a week before the election, when it was clear to insiders,
despite the ban on polling close to the election, that KMT would finish
third, the issue must have arisen of “strategic voting”—to whom should
KMT voters shift their vote? Many post-election KMT demonstrators
were furious that they had not been told to throw their votes to People’s
First Party (PFP) candidate James Soong, who lost by only two
percentage points, and who might have kept the presidency away from
DPP. Instead, Lee Teng-hui is rumored to have done some things that
signaled his satisfaction with DPP (e.g., he attended a DPP fundraiser).
The papers also showed that the new foreign minister, one with
whom I had met in earlier trips in his academic capacity, was calling
for “human rights diplomacy.” He was also calling for a diplomatic
truce with China in the luring, back and forth, of small countries
willing to recognize one or the other. The head of our American
Institute in Taiwan (AIT), Raymond Burghardt, was quoted as saying
that the People’s Republic of China would attack if it thought Taiwan
was slipping away. And Vice President Lu was speaking so strongly
and erratically that the joke was: “Every time she opens her mouth,
everyone around her holds his breath.”
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CHE1 SHUI-BIA1 ACCEPTS
1992 CO1SE1SUS
On June 27, while I was in Taiwan, President Chen Shui-bian
seemed to have accepted the 1992 Consensus in a form that should
have been enough to get the talks started. He did it without warning in a
meeting with a group of American visitors who had not asked about it.
But by the evening, there had been a half-step backward to these two
steps forward.34
This issue started, really, with a number of signals from the
Mainland—some provided to me but no doubt to others also—that a
minimal but acceptable signal from Chen Shui-bian for the initiation of
dialogue would be for him to announce his acceptance of the 1992
Consensus. This was based on the view in Beijing that China and
Taiwan had orally agreed, in 1992, that “both sides of the Taiwan Strait
maintain the principle of one China.” Renewing this consensus, Beijing
said, would make possible the renewal of talks.
On Wednesday morning, June 28, the day before I was scheduled
to leave Taiwan, Taiwan 1ews had a big black headline: “Chen:
Willing to Accept 1992 Consensus.” Chen had met the previous
morning with a group of American visitors from the Asia Foundation
and, without any demand or question from them, had told them “the
new government is willing to accept the previous consensus of the
Straits Exchange Foundation and the Association for Relations Across
the Taiwan Strait, which is ‘one China, each with its own
interpretation.’” This, the news reported, had been called, “the 1992
Consensus.”
Chen’s decision, perhaps because it was so momentous, was taken
without much consultation; consultation in Taiwan means, inevitably,
public controversy. It is significant that it had not been included in the
very major press conference of June 20 just six days before. Further, I
had met with two of Chen’s highest advisers the day before (Lee YuanTseh and Chiou I-jen), and they seemed not to have seen this coming—

34

On Monday, June 26, the day before, two Foreign Ministry officials
had falsely accused me of advising Chen that the Chinese would agree if he
said he would “discuss” the One China principle. I certainly thought it “might”
work, but I had given no assurances.
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they certainly did not tell me what had already taken place that
morning.35

THE PROMPT BACKLASH
Others had learned of it earlier, however, and a strong backlash
seems to have developed. Accordingly, that evening the president’s
office put out a release, which was explained in Thursday’s Taiwan
1ews. It had been prepared by his new Mainland affairs chairperson,
Tsai Ing-wen. Tsai said that Taiwan had a different view of what the
consensus was and, it seemed, Chen Shui-bian was being interpreted as
having accepted only the Taiwan version of the consensus between the
two sides.
According to Tsai, “‘One China, each with its own interpretation’
was Taiwan’s way of describing the process by which the two sides of
the strait agreed in 1992 to their own interpretations of the ‘One China
question.’” This, she said, should not be confused with China’s version
of the consensus. The Chinese Foreign Ministry had made clear on
Tuesday, she said, that its version of “One China, each with its own
interpretation” has always been explained by what it calls the ‘One
China principle.’” And Taiwan had never agreed, she said, to a
consensus on the One China principle.
In particular, the One China principle, as China saw it, required
that Taiwan be part of that China and that the PRC be the only legal
government that can represent China—something to which Taiwan
could not agree.
Meanwhile, Tang Shubei, the number-two person in the ARATS
negotiating team and the principal deputy for policy in the Taiwan
Affairs Office of the State Council, had said, “The consensus of the two
negotiating bodies was ‘One China’ but the content has not been
discussed.” (Presumably if there had been no discussion of the content
then there could be no consensus that each could use its own
interpretation.)
Accordingly, the two sides were agreeing to a consensus with
slightly differing opinions about what the consensus had been. One side

35

In a talk on June 27, with Chiou I-jen, I had made four proposals,
including: “The Taiwan security agency should stop purchasing and leaking
documents that harm personalities like Wang Daohan who are sympathetic to
Taiwan.”
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(Taiwan) said it was agreed that each side could have its own
interpretation, whereas China was saying that it had not been agreed
that each side could have its own interpretation—instead the content of
one China had not been discussed.
This difference could easily have been bridged if China had
wished to do so. For one thing, either or both of the two sides could
release the full text of all exchanges and notes taken during these
discussions. Indeed, Chen Shui-bian had said in his June 20 press
conference that both sides should work together to solve the future One
China problem “based on the existing foundation” and that “regarding
the existing foundation, I want to emphasize that any results and
consensus reached in past contacts, dialogue, or negotiations conducted
between Taipei’s Strait Exchange Foundation and the Association for
Relations Across the Taiwan Strait in Beijing constitute such a
foundation.”
Thus a “Pentagon Papers”-type solution would be just to release
all the exchanges, take them as the foundation, and move on from there.
This could finesse differences in interpretation as to what these
exchanges meant. (I had made this suggestion to each side.) This
approach is completely consistent with a proposal made by C.F. Koo,
the Taiwanese chief negotiator, that each side should return to the 1992
Consensus with everyone free to determine what that consensus meant.
In sum, Chen Shui-bian had gone as far as he could as a leader of
Taiwan. Polls showed that 75 percent did not want him to accept the
One China principle, and only 7.8 percent said that he should. And he
had gone farther, evidently, than the traffic within his party could bear.

FURTHER QUIET DISCUSSIO1S
There was some alarm. One Taiwanese analyst thought that China
would wait about six months and then, if it decided that the One China
principle was not going to be accepted, would start destabilizing
measures. He thought there were many such measures that it could
undertake.
He said that Chen Shui-bian had asked China, immediately after
the election, to invite Lee Yuan Tseh to the Mainland to assure officials
that nothing foolish was going to be done. The Mainland had said that
this would be impossible unless Lee Yuan Tseh publicly supported the
One China principle.
It turned out that the leak in the Taiwan press of remarks by
ARATS leader Wang Daohan on Taiwan policy occurred because
Taiwanese intelligence purchased the remarks on the Mainland and
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then leaked them to a Taiwanese newspaper. (This undermining of a
senior figure interested in solving the Taiwan problem, by making his
remarks public, was foolish. I complained strongly about it to a high
official in the Taiwan Foreign Ministry.) Wang is said to have offered
his resignation over the leak.
I met for a few hours with the president of the National Defense
Management College and his staff to discuss military issues and with
young staffers of the DPP to discuss political issues. A high
government official came to my room to discuss my ideas and urged
me to call him on any return visit to provide some more. I also met with
Raymond Burghardt of the American Institute for Taiwan.

1EWSPAPER REPORTS OF MY ACTIVITY
So far, there had been no mobbing of me by the press. The
Foreign Ministry had, I supposed, acted on its suggestion that they treat
my visit as “private.” It was alarming, however, to see, in reading back
issues of newspapers, how much attention had been given to my earlier
trip. I had been in the front pages twice, on April 2 and 3, and Chen
Shui-bian’s accurate denial that I was an “envoy” had been received
somewhat grudgingly.
I met in the Foreign Ministry with a high official and had a cordial
talk. I made three suggestions, and the official said, very sincerely,
“You always have some concrete suggestions for us that are simple and
clear and we, who are working 12 hours a day, simply do not have time
to think about these larger issues.”36

36

On Getting Talks Started
(1) Agree to Discuss the One-China Principle First: Tell the public that
since China considers this the most important issue between the two sides—
which is certainly true—as a concession to China, you have agreed to discuss
this item first. And since China has conceded that the two sides had—even in
1992—quite different ideas about what the principle meant, why should they
continue to insist on the acceptance of a principle whose meaning is completely
obscured as a precondition for discussing the substance of the issue?
(2) Agree not to Call for Independence During the Talks: One high
Chinese official has suggested, on a personal basis, that the talks could start so
long as a designated set of about five Taiwanese officials agreed not to call for
independence during the talks (president, foreign minister, defense minister,
etc.) He specifically said that Vice President Lu would not have to be one of
these five—evidently, they discount the significance of her statements.
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But the next morning, while meeting with an important former
official, I was disturbed to hear him note that he had read a lot about
me in the morning newspapers. I had brushed by two reporters at the
door of my elevator when I left the Foreign Ministry. It turned out that
the schedule of Deputy Minister David Lee had been posted for the
press to see; thus the reporters had been able to accost me by
prearrangement, and David Lee had spoken rather freely. (Some
months later, he referred to all this as “just a joke”.)
But later, reading translations of three Chinese language
newspapers, it seemed not too bad. In China Times, I was described as
refusing comment, but the official had confirmed that I had denied
being a secret envoy and that, indeed, “One should not look for
scientists to be secret envoys because they are creative and they do not
wish their comments to be restricted.”37 But Liberty Times, not using
quotation marks, made up some suggestions it said I had made to Lee
Yuan Tseh. (E.g., “Taiwan need not respond to Beijing’s ‘One China.’
Instead it should take the initiative to propose topics for negotiations.”)
None of this would look good in China.
The longest article was in the Chinese Daily and was entitled:
“Stone Denies He Is the Envoy for Two Sides; Looking at the
Relationship Between Taiwan and China from the Scientific Angle.
Hoping to Stimulate Both Sides to Think Alternatively.” It quoted
David Lee as saying:
Stone is a scientist; he has very unique insights into things
and is very different from politicians. Therefore high officials on
both sides are willing to listen to him and are receptive to his
ideas. And they can talk with him for a long time. For example,
last time when he went to meet with Vice Premier Qian, he talked
for two hours. Qian’s secretary was very surprised that the
meeting was that long. His meeting with General Xiong was over
an hour.” (Taiwan/China Daily article.6.28.00)

I had earlier been warned that discussion in the newspapers of my
work could be fatal to my efforts. Later communications from the
Mainland suggested, however, that these articles had not done any

(3) Offer Private Talks Between Authorized Representatives: This would
provide a string to draw in the talks on a basis that both sides could understand
and privately accommodate themselves to.
(4) If All Else Fails, Offer to Improve Relations in Economic and Other
Ways Without Political Talks.
37
“Stone denied as a cross-strait “Secret Envoy” in his second visit to
Taipei”; China Times, June 28, 2000.
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permanent harm. I continued walking a tightrope in trying to maintain
the confidence of both sides.
Our return was uneventful. But this was the one trip of 40 on
which I had taken B.J., and she developed a rash. It seems to have been
an allergic reaction to the dragon fruit that the hotel had put in the hotel
room. This fruit, a relative of the cactus family, is unknown in
America.

Subsequent Meeting at Our Home with Yang Jiemian
On August 7, we held a dinner meeting with an analyst visiting
from Taiwan. He felt DPP was in some trouble politically and that, in
the countryside, DPP was as corrupt as KMT.
On August 9, we threw a
dinner party in our home for a
visiting delegation of Mainland
Chinese led by Yang Jiemian of
the Shanghai Institute on
Strategic Studies. Dr. Yang is
the brother of the vice foreign
minister and a close adviser to
ARATS leader Wang Daohan.
Invited also were Robert
McNamara, former secretary of
defense, and Alton Frye, then
Dinner at Stone's home for
chairman
of
Catalytic
Yang Jiemian who is to the
Diplomacy and a wide-ranging
left of Robert Mc1amara
expert on foreign policy issues.
At one point I asked Yang, “Why is China not talking to Lee Yuan
Tseh?” He said, “That is a good question.” And this exchange may
have led him to get permission subsequently to ask me, in Shanghai,
“How should we get in touch with Lee Yuan Tseh?”
So as of summer 2000, the work continued to go well, and my
entree on both sides was stable or rising. An important and wellinformed official in Taiwan had said: “We owe a lot to you.”
Meanwhile, a Chinese embassy employee in Washington told me,
“Your stock in China is remarkably high.”
These reactions seem a tribute to the effectiveness of the concepts
underlying Catalytic Diplomacy. In particular, giving honest, quiet,
sophisticated advice, of a political-bureaucratic kind, to officials about
what they, as individuals, or their bureaucracy, as a bureaucracy, and
their governments, as governments, might usefully do was working.
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CHAPTER II:
EIGHTEE1 MO1THS OF
BRAI1STORMI1G
For the next 18 months, in six trips to Taipei and Beijing, from
1ovember 2000 to March 2002, Stone continues to lobby both sides to
get some discussion going—now as a more public figure and with less
anonymity because of a Washington Post article. In Beijing, a Chinese
official calls Stone “unique” in providing not only ideas but supporting
memoranda; in Washington, provoked by a Taiwanese questioner at a
press conference, he says Stone’s efforts are “very highly appreciated”
by him and his colleagues.
In 1ovember 2000, Stone begins working on the idea of Taiwan
as an “observer” in the U1, following ideas of the late Professor Louis
Sohn. Beijing’s authorities appear to have ruled that all links to Chen
Shui-bian be cut, but Stone seems to be considered as a “mediator.” In
December 2000, he delivers a letter to Vice Premier Qian Qichen
urging that the talks themselves be based on the One China principle
without regard to the preferences of the negotiators on the Taiwan
side—it was explained how both sides might be able to accept this.
In May 2001, Stone meets with the highest leaders in Taiwan,
including Chen Shui-bian and James Soong, and survives some related
press articles reminding the public that he was once called an “envoy.”
In a personal meeting with Chen Shui-bian, he proposes cultural
exchanges of officials from Taiwan and the Mainland but gets no
reaction. The next day, over a TV hookup to the Council on Foreign
Relations, in answer to a question, Chen explains—as Stone advised
him to—that Stone is “not an envoy.” Chen calls Stone just a “person
of many good ideas” whom we welcome hearing from.
In a four-hour dinner-meeting with China’s Vice Minister Zhou
Mingwei, Stone reviews a long letter to Qian Qichen and asks that it be
delivered. The letter warns China against “startling” outsiders with
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some militant act lest it catalyze a joining-together of the United States
and Russia against China. It describes the cultural roots of the United
States and draws conclusions about U.S. attitudes toward retaliation. It
suggests that the effort to contain the DPP with a peace offensive has
failed and gives reasons why China should start talks soon. It
recommends dealing with Chen Shui-bian, calls for cultural
integration, counsels patience, and makes suggestions about the ABM
Treaty and arms sales. It recommends ways of disarming U.S. hostility.
In March 2002, neither side is much interested in starting talks.
Instead, Chen Shui-bian is trying to get permission to make an
unprecedented visit to Washington to give a speech at the 1ational
Press Club, all this during the struggle in Beijing over succession of a
new president. In Shanghai subsequently, however, Stone conceives the
“jujitsu” idea—and later proposes it in Beijing—that China preempt
this trip to Washington by inviting Chen to China for a cultural visit.

TAIWA1 A1D CHI1A
AWAIT POLITICAL DEVELOPME1TS
The Trip to Taiwan
I arrived in Taiwan on the evening of Thursday, November 30,
2000. The Mainland was now embarked on a pincer-movement peace
offensive with Taiwan in which it encouraged talks with all parties and
officials who accepted the One China principle while freezing out
Taiwan’s President, Chen Shui-bian, who obviously did not.
Meanwhile, the parties in opposition to Chen Shui-bian’s Democratic
Progressive Party—including the once-ruling KMT party and the new
People’s First Party—were pretending to try to recall Chen Shui-bian in
anger at his decision not to build an atomic plant for energy.
As a high KMT official explained to me, politics in Taiwan is
much more difficult than politics in the United States because the issue
of “face” is overlaid on issues of substance—and agreement must be
reached on both. For example, most of the anger at Chen Shui-bian’s
decision to cancel the nuclear plant was generated by the fact that the
announcement was made a few hours after an important meeting
between Chen Shui-bian and the head of the KMT, Lien Chan. Thus
the action was assessed as disrespectful to the KMT because of the
allegedly offensive timing.
Watching Taiwan, the Mainland political officials may now be
learning more about democracy in Taiwan than they wish to know;
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there can be little doubt that many such officials will decide they like
democracy less as they see the Taiwanese gridlock. And the gridlock
seems likely to persist.
Politics in Taiwan is also mean. Vice President Annette Lu was
accused by Journalist magazine of trying to spread the rumor, gleefully,
that Hsiao Bi-khim, a 29-year-old female presidential adviser, was
having an affair with the president. Lu proceeded to sue the magazine.
And Taiwanese politics is full of conspiracy theory. For example,
incredible rumors swirled that Chen Shui-bian was trying to get Lu in
trouble by spreading rumors about himself!
As I arrived, Bi-khim had been urged not to quit and had been
sent to Europe for a trip. On hearing of my arrival, the president sent
his regards, and in a private meeting with a high official I presented a
new idea for starting talks with the Mainland and sent the president a
note describing it.
The note warned that the Mainland was unlikely to start talks with
him unless he was in a strong political position and was repeating the
One China principle firmly and repeatedly over time. After all, the
Mainland saw in the disarray of the DPP administration the attractive
possibility that the DPP might be decisively defeated in the next
election. And having been tricked repeatedly by previous President Lee
Teng-hui, it was in no mood to be tricked again. [This note of
December 2000 is somehow lost.]

Both Sides Are Awaiting Political Developments
Worst of all, as subsequent talks on the Mainland revealed, the
Mainland’s central government officials were involved in a delicate
leadership transition themselves. If President Jiang Zemin did anything
in Taiwan affairs that opened him to criticism, it could upset his plans
to (1) install Hu Jintao as his successor and (2) install himself as head
of the Military Affairs Council in his post-retirement career in 2002. So
really, presidents in both Taipei and Beijing were looking at elections a
year or two off while they engaged in largely show discussions of
cross-strait relations.
The Mainland’s strategy was to engage in a kind of united front
activity in which they tried to help, as friends, the “enemy of their
enemy.” Meanwhile, they sought to avoid attacking Chen Shui-bian
directly in their press. They simply demanded that the “Taiwan
authorities,” unnamed, accept the One China principle.
Cross-strait relations had a religious quality to it. Imagine the
Mainland as run by Catholics dealing with a Protestant uprising in a
distant province. The Mainland demands, as a price of opening talks,
that the leader of the province renounce his previous association with
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Protestantism and affirm that he now adopts Catholic beliefs. The
Mainland officials plan, subsequently, to examine his statements of
belief carefully in the light of Catholic doctrine, and if any deviation is
found, to denounce him as “insincere.”
The original doctrinal demands were that Chen Shui-bian accept
the so-called 1992 Consensus in which, the Mainland alleges, the two
sides agreed that there was only One China. In fact, to the extent that
this agreement was ever reached, it was only because the Taiwan
negotiating team at that time represented the KMT party, which
considered, according to its traditional doctrine, that it still owned
China itself. In other words, for the followers of Chiang Kai-shek to
say there was only One China was not so hard—they believed the civil
war was not yet over and they owned the One China.
In my April 2000 trip to the Mainland, I was urged by Mainland
officials to persuade President Chen Shui-bian to accept the 1992
Consensus, which, it was felt, would not require him to mention One
China directly but only the consensus. By November, however, it was
clear that China interpreted the 1992 Consensus as the One China
principle itself. Beijing’s position had hardened.
In fact, the Mainland was using the One China principle as a kind
of fortress wall, behind which it could lob verbal attacks at Chen Shuibian. Knowing he could not accept it without political death, Beijing
was not forced to consider making the difficult decisions that
negotiations would entail.
Examining, in Taipei, five months of newspaper back issues since
my last visit, I learned more of why President Chen Shui-bian retreated
after announcing his acceptance of the 1992 Consensus. His national
security advisers, the papers disclosed, had called on him and insisted
that he had gone too far. Thus, during my last visit, Chen Shui-bian had
tried to break out of his situation.

The Long-Awaited Taiwanese
Consensus: What Was It?
On the day after my arrival, I had a private lunch and long
conversation with Nobel Laureate Lee Yuan Tseh. After the election,
he had been charged with finding a consensus in Taiwanese politics on
the One China issue. The week before my arrival, he had released a
consensus that, he obviously felt, had been achieved by a miracle.
On the other hand, on the morning of our lunch, the Beijing press
spokesman had denounced his hard-won consensus as “neither fish nor
fowl” and said that Chen Shui-bian was “faking peace.”
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The KMT Struggles for Renewal
I dined with a well-positioned KMT official. He said KMT was
going to cut back staff sharply. But another said the KMT was locked
into a policy of supporting all who were laid off. Thus, a forest of
think-tanks was being organized to give work to those fired. And it was
not clear what expenses would be saved. The KMT, it was said, has a
budget 40 times larger than that of the DPP, and its officials are paid
about three times more. Its staff works under a seniority system that
leaves less-competent employees directing the more competent, and
this discourages new staff. Remaking the party has been left to Jason
Hu, former foreign minister and now the party spokesman. But he was
distracted by plans to run for mayor of his hometown.
Indeed, another very credible source reported the explosive story
that the KMT had lost 99 percent of all its immense assets during the
eight-year reign of President Lee Teng-hui. According to this source,
the assets turned over to President Lee in 1992 had been about $980
billion Taiwanese, but the assets turned over by President Lee to his
successor Lien Chan were only about $8 billion (about $1 billion U.S.).
I had earlier discovered that a friend, the then 95-year-old former
Harvard Law School professor Louis Sohn, had written an important
article on Taiwan. The article had concluded that Taiwan should settle
for the same kind of permanent observer status in the UN that
Switzerland had, rather than try for permanent membership. In Taiwan,
I finally located, after some months of trying, the law school dean of
Soochow University, Cheng Chia-jui, who had investigated, in quiet
discussions with the Mainland, whether a relevant agreement on
“international space” might be possible. We had useful discussions, and
professor Sohn’s article was, later, presented to a high official in China.
There was great anxiety in Taiwan. Pessimism now outranked
optimism, and people wanted to leave. The U.S.-Canada region was
their first choice; Australia-New Zealand came next. To general horror,
it had been discovered that the third was Mainland China. Shanghai
was now sophisticated enough to attract Taiwanese.

Three High-Ranking KMT Officials
In a meeting with a high-ranking KMT official, I learned that
there were real fears that Lien Chan going to China might hurt KMT
popularity. He agreed with me that China would be surprised to
discover that there was not that much difference between the parties
with regard to negotiation.
Another high-ranking KMT member described how hard it was to
stop corruption. The Taiwanese were very skillful at it. They would slip
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money into your purse or hand it out to children stopping by for
Halloween. He was not optimistic about KMT and the People First
Party (PFP) getting together.
A KMT member working in the DPP Foreign Ministry said, with
a smile, I was “part of the decision-making apparatus of the DPP” and
part of the Taiwanese family. He meant it to be friendly. This same
person said that the press ambush to which I was subjected last time by
the Foreign Ministry had been “a joke”—evidently one they had
arranged—and that I should not worry about it.

In Shanghai: Wang Daohan Isolated
In Shanghai, analysts think that China is getting more selfconfident and that time is on their side. They feel the business
community supports their point of view. The affair involving Wang
Daohan and the leak of a speech he gave to other high leaders
apparently led to his being told not to see foreigners for a year. This
further illustrated the power of the Beijing hawks. Wang’s age and the
wishes of his wife further militated against his meeting with foreigners.
So my interest in visiting Shanghai was declining.
Another analyst said that the Mainland’s wait-and-see policy had
produced a useful “stop-and-think” and had made it possible for
moderates to overcome the hawks. He seemed to think that the
Mainland would speak to Chen Shui-bian, despite all, if President Chen
said the right things, mainly because he might be re-elected and they
could not wait eight years. He saw Taiwan now as very complicated
and murky, both economically and politically.
A day’s stroll around the center of Shanghai shows how
incredibly developed and sophisticated it has become. This must blow
the minds of the Taiwanese and underlies the readiness of Taiwanese
investors to move to Shanghai with their families.

Tough Line on Chen Shui-Bian in Beijing
It appeared that the Mainland’s leading group on Taiwan policy
had ruled that all links to Chen Shui-bian be cut, and there were orders
not even to listen, and certainly not to respond, to overtures from him.
Attempted contacts were rebuffed. Weakening Chen Shui-bian looked
like the strategy. I was happy to learn that I seemed to be considered, at
high levels in the PRC, as a “mediator” between Chen Shui-bian and
the DPP, on the one hand, and the PRC on the other—but, happily, not
a Taiwanese “envoy.”
The Chinese leaders seemed to be too weak to go beyond the One
China principle, and “wait-and-see” was helpful to them. They seemed
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to be in a holding operation while they waited to see about their
transition. Jiang Zemin did not want to make a mistake at this critical
time. Wang Daohan apparently made a statement on this point that was
interpreted as a criticism of Jiang Zemin and, as a result, lost some
influence.
The Chinese leaders, one host advised, would like to hear more
gossip about what was happening in Taiwan but didn’t want to have the
private meetings with me that might facilitate this because it could lead
to charges against them.
The Mainland seemed to be worried about Taiwanese cultural
trends—anti-socialist or anti-Chinese attitudes—among the young.
They were not so worried about political or economic trends and
believed, in this regard, that time was on their side.
They were worried about the United States and the changeability
of its executive branch under congressional pressure—such as
happened with a visa given to Lee Teng-hui to visit Cornell, where the
White House had first reassured them and later caved in to
congressional pressure. And they were worried about what Chen Shuibian really thought. Some Chinese generals seemed to want Chen Shuibian to say he was Chinese as well as to accept the One China
principle.
Some people in Beijing thought me the best link to DPP. Parts of
the Taiwan-watching community considered me a “brilliant scholar”
and had obviously been given instructions to stay close to me.
There seemed to be two factions in Mainland policy—one wanted
to divide the United States from Taiwan, and the other wanted to
pressure the United States to pressure Taiwan.
The Taiwan Affairs Office looked something like this: Chen Yunlin was the director, with a deputy director, Li Bingcai, who was
involved with ARATS and the economy. Another deputy director, for
exchanges, was Wang Fuqing from the central government. Zhou
Mingwei was in charge of media, Hong Kong, Macao, and the United
States. The deputy director for research was Wang Zaixi from the army,
a hard-liner. And there were two assistant directors, Sun Yafu and
Zhang Mingqin, who do media.
A leading general said he would relay my ideas to Xiong
Guangkai, who was still, apparently, a rising force but not yet, as
rumored earlier, a national security adviser. The generals themselves
considered Chen Shui-bian too changeable. Xiong might become a vice
minister.
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Three Ideas Presented
Later, on December 11, I presented three ideas to Zhou Mingwei,
deputy director of the Office of Taiwan Affairs, a key government
official—one was on ARATS setting up a liaison office in Washington,
one on Switzerland’s observer role in the UN with a view to Taiwan
having a similar role as part of a bargain, and one on breaking the
deadlock on cross-strait relations. The last was incorporated into a letter
to Vice Premier Qian Qichen of December 9, 2000. It suggested an idea
on which I put great store. Both sides would accept talks based on the
One China principle. My letter explained how this could be done in a
politically feasible way.
China would explain that it would not discuss any issues and
points of view not based on the One China policy. Chen Shui-bian
would accepts talks based on the One China policy to determine “what,
exactly, can be negotiated with the Mainland so that the public can
decide whether this negotiated outcome is something it wants.” But
nothing would be agreed without public approval. And China would
stop insisting that Chen Shui-bian or other Taiwanese negotiators
themselves personally and sincerely accept the One China principle as
a precondition to talks. (Appendix 16)
Later, on March 5, Premier Zhu Rongji threatened Taiwan but
may have adopted this idea of basing the talks on the One China
principle rather than requiring the president of Taiwan to adopt the One
China principle. He said: “We will adhere to the ‘One China’ principle,
continue to push for cross-strait dialogue and negotiations on that
basis.” I promptly sent a confidential letter to Chen Shui-bian pointing
this out. The Chinese bureaucracy moves crabwise toward agreements
in such a way as to be able to deny, internally, that positions are
changing. So it is precisely in the context of seemingly threatening
statements, like Zhu Rongji’s, that subtly new formulations can be
introduced.
The ideas I was presenting were well-received, called by a senior
Chinese official “theoretical but also practical,” and I was commended
for “keeping punching” even though I had “less in the way of
resources”—a reference, I suppose, to my leaving FAS and working in
the smaller Catalytic Diplomacy. It was felt that the Mainland could not
compromise much further, having already said that the One China was
the sum of Taiwan and the Mainland. (This was considered a
concession rather than just a geographical fact because it put Taiwan,
from a grammatical point of view, on a par with the much larger
Mainland.) But, I was advised, my ideas would be studied and passed
on to higher authorities as I requested.
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All in all, in cross-strait relations, it seemed a period in which
neither side was likely to take new initiatives. But it was, by the same
token, a good time to propose initiatives that required study. When
political opportunities arise, especially from elections, the existence of
these ideas may shape events. So this was the situation at the end of the
year 2000.

MAY 8-23, 2001 TO TAIPEI,
SHA1GHAI, A1D BEIJI1G
After a visit to Russia in February 2001, I returned to Taiwan and
China in May. This visit greatly increased the power and reach of
Catalytic Diplomacy. And as will be seen, some of the things done may
shape not only the relations between Taipei and Beijing but also the
global triangle of Washington, Moscow, and Beijing.
As I began to read, on arrival, Taipei Times back issues of the last
five months, one could see the general talk of realignment after the next
election. DPP was expected to get 85 seats, or 31 short of a majority,
but about 20 KMT followers of Lee Teng-hui were preparing to bolt
the KMT, and about 12-15 independent voters might vote with DPP.
There were two views in Taiwan about what to try for:
confederation with China is one view, and economic integration is
another. Lien Chan, James Soong, and the business leaders prefer
confederation, while two-thirds of the DPP like the second position
(along with former President Lee Teng-hui). The DPP party elders tried
to dilute Chen Shui-bian’s efforts to start dialogue except on narrow
technical issues. They threatened to resign if he used the Mainland
Unification Council. They didn’t want anything settled. Chen Shui-bian
would push the Three Links toward the end of his four-year term, and if
he faces difficulties with the elders, he will persuade them that it was
necessary to be re-elected.
Meanwhile the business community liked former Premier Vincent
Siew and his ideas about economic integration. And Mayor Ma YingJeou of Taipei would try to run in 2008 or 2012. All of the leading
opposition candidates have U.S. degrees: Ma from Harvard Law
School; Lien Chan from Chicago (Ph.D.); and Soong a Ph.D. from
Georgetown.
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Saturday
Over dinner I learned, from a KMT official, that KMT was being
torn apart by DPP on one side and James Soong on the other. DPP got
the independence-minded people and PFP got the Mainlanders, since
James Soong is a Mainlander. Lien Chan speaks Taiwanese even
though he is a Mainlander by origin—his parents were among those
who left Taiwan in the late 1800s when the Japanese gave everyone
two years to move or stay. He said that Chen Shui-bian and Lee Tenghui campaigning together would be hard to beat. Mayor Ma was the
best person to get to chair the KMT, but he was not native Taiwanese
and was, therefore, boning up on his Taiwanese.

Sunday
I had lunch with Lee Yuan Tseh. He agreed with my main points.
His group had been dormant. I proposed he convene a new centrist
group. It looked like he had had a number of suggestions that he make
contact with the Mainland. And he appeared ready to do so if anyone
asked him to. But, earlier, requests to him to attend some meeting or
other have, in the end, been withdrawn. We agreed that secret talks
were necessary to coordinate any further concessions to start talks.

Monday
A friend called to warn me that the United Daily Herald had a
story saying that the person, Stone, who was once called a secret envoy,
was in town and meeting with Lee Yuan Tseh, People’s First Party
leader James Soong, and Chen Shui-bian. I stayed close to home to try
to figure out what to do about it and finally drafted a statement denying
that I was a secret envoy and gave it to the Grand Formosa Regent
Hotel business office and asked them to distribute it if necessary.
(Appendix 17)
Realizing that I didn’t want to hear from the press, they told the
hotel operator to screen my calls so that I got, instead, a call from them
asking if I wanted to talk to so and so. This worked well except when
one enterprising female reporter told the operator to tell me that “Mrs.
Stone is calling.”
Over lunch, in a private room at the hotel, I talked with a key
official, Chiou I-jen, who was very friendly. He kept changing jobs but
was now what we would call chief of staff to the president but was,
really, chief of staff to the executive, that is, to the premier. In this
capacity he worked on every damn thing. Earlier, when he met me, he
was the campaign director for Chen Shui-bian and, later, secretary
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general of the National Security Council. In addition, and perhaps most
important, he was the head of the biggest and best organized part of the
DPP—the New Tide faction that, along with the Justice Faction of the
president, dominated the party structure. He explained the point of view
of DPP in ways that others could not.
After this important meeting, in my hotel room, I received
Raymond Wu, main foreign policy adviser to Governor Soong. Soong
had ideas, he told me, which were obviously from Wu, that Taiwan
should be a “buffer” between the United States and the PRC. Soong
wanted negotiations on a mutual nonaggression peace accord and
confidence-building measures, and he opposed “go slow, be patient”
and wanted the three links.

Meeting with the President’s Special Assistant
Just as Raymond Wu, Soong’s assistant, was leaving my hotel
room, Liu Shih-chung arrived, the special assistant to Chen Shui-bian.
He wanted to know: (1) Will China continue to refuse to talk to Chen
Shui-bian even if he gets a majority in the Parliament? (2) Is Lee Yuan
Tseh the right person to be the special envoy? Shih-chung thinks the
cross-strait group was not successful.
I urged no more concessions without some way to determine what
would result.
It seemed, all things considered, that Chen Shui-bian was moving
two steps forward and one back. The DPP fundamentalists were dying
out and there was a new realism. DPP campaigners might not, in fact,
believe they can have a “perfect independence” but something less—
not yet defined. It looked like it was important that Chen Shui-bian said
there would be no referendum “during his term.” But DPP would not
give up efforts to open dialogue and improve relations.
DPP was sending more high officials to the Mainland and
changing small regulations of various kinds to improve dialogue and
use intermediary associations. Their idea of integration was broader
and deeper than just the common market approach. They knew that, in
the long run, China would have an important economic advantage but
that they would deal with it then.

Tuesday, May 15, 2001: Meeting with Chen Shui-Bian
Because of the Monday press story asserting that I was meeting
with Chen Shui-bian, James Soong, and Lee Yuan Tseh, I called Alton
Frye in the middle of the night to discuss the upcoming Council on
Foreign Relations video teleconference with Chen Shui-bian. And,
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early in the morning, I prepared a press release and left it with the
business office, which began screening my calls.
At 8 a.m., I had breakfast with Su Chi, former KMT cabinet
officer for cross-strait relations. He had written a brilliant paper
critiquing Chen Shui-bian. Su Chi said KMT should run a Taiwanese
for president. He explained how he had invented the notion of the 1992
Consensus as a way of packaging, really, the absence of a stronger
consensus. He said all the parties in Asia were weak, including
Taiwan’s three parties, and he wanted to know how far U.S. Secretary
of State Colin Powell would go in supporting Chen Shui-bian.
At 10:30 a.m. I met with Ray Burghardt, director of the American
Institute in Taiwan. He and his assistant confirmed the upcoming party
realignment and the possibility of Chen Shui-bian and Siew getting
together. He said Chen Shui-bian had complained about Zhou
Mingwei’s statement in New York about “war.” He thought that Zhou
Mingwei was another Zhou Enlai type. He said that the administration
had warned Chen Shui-bian not to do anything foolish and to let the
administration know in advance if he was going to do anything.

Meeting with Chen Shui-bian
After lunch, I went to see President Chen Shui-bian. I opened by
proposing that senior officials of both sides, above a certain level,
should engage in “cultural” exchanges by visiting the other side to
investigate its culture. I said this was consistent with Chen Shui-bian’s
reference to cultural integration. It would, from a Taiwanese political
point of view, put Taiwanese culture on a “par” with Chinese culture.
And it would produce a profound educational effect on many Chinese
officials—much as visits to the United States had profoundly effected
Soviet visitors during the Cold War—and would have equally useful
effects on Taiwanese who visited China. He looked completely
uninterested.
Chen Shui-bian said he was “happy to be in the Presidential
Office and thought that I was happy to see him there also.” He said
that, while it looked different from the outside, between us, we should
acknowledge that I was not an envoy. I said I agreed completely and
was distributing a press release, which I handed him, saying just that. I
also said that I thought China would not, in any case, accept an
American, who did not even speak Chinese, as an envoy. He looked
surprised. I reminded him that he would be speaking to many of my
friends and colleagues at the Council on Foreign Relations later in the
day by telecast. If asked by them—as I fully expected would happen—
what was Stone doing in Taiwan, he should just tell them that I was not
an envoy.

143

Jeremy J. Stone

He began discussing his idea of “integration” with the Mainland,
adding conditions to it of “democracy,” “party,” and “peace,” and said
that it was very important that the other side abandon the threat of the
use of force. Knowing this was a deal-breaker, I said that I had tried to
get the Chinese to do just that 30 years ago (during my visit to Beijing
in 1972) and there had been no change in the Chinese position since.
Even Lee Teng-hui had abandoned this request as a condition for
dialogue. Chen Shui-bian said firmly that he was not Lee Teng-hui and
would continue to press this point.
He said there had been chaos in governing in Taiwan but not
chaos in the population, as in some other countries. He said it was
probably hard for me to understand the mentality of the Chinese on the
other side of the strait and that it was, sometimes, hard even for them in
Taiwan to figure out what the Chinese were up to. He said that Beijing
thought it would benefit Chen Shui-bian if they talked to him but did
not look at the general benefit. He felt China was used to hearing what
it wants to hear. (I said: “Exactly, and this is why the cultural visits
could be important, they could have a political effect.” At this he
seemed to agree, although he had been very uninterested in the
proposal at first.)
I said waiting for democracy in China could be a bad idea. (It was
not just the wait that I had in mind; I believed that a democratic China
would not be able to prevent itself from attacking Taiwan any more
than the United States would prevent itself from attacking an occupied
Long Island.) He said he meant by democracy that the “free choice of
our own people” should apply.

Tuesday: 3:15 to 4:45 Meeting with James Soong
From 3:15 to 4:45 p.m., James Soong met with me in a kind of
hideaway. He was with his chief foreign policy adviser, Raymond Wu,
and a PR man who used to work for public television. He seemed intent
on impressing me.
He emphasized: never living under communism and no war; that
it was not time for reunification but important not to provoke the
Chinese; and that Taiwan should become a “buffer” and central
economic transfer point. But Taiwan should not be a military threat or
base. China faced fundamental challenges: succession; economic
problems; social transformation—and all this under the pressure of
Chinese nationalism.
I told him about the Northeast Strategy and advised him to be
“practical”—a word that appeared in the newspapers subsequently
when they reported on his meeting. They said Soong had told me that
he intended to be “practical.” I told him about Vice President Lu’s
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conversation with me and the notion of dropping the UN campaign in
return for providing Taiwan with more space.
Soong returned to the idea of having the United States work as a
“facilitator.” He wanted to settle easier cases of representation in the
World Health Organization and the World Bank before worrying about
the UN General Assembly.
He supported the 1992 Consensus approach to starting talks and
wanted a “peace agreement.” He viewed a “plebiscite as an offensive
weapon,” whereas a referendum was a “defensive weapon.” In general
he gesticulated, patted me on the knee constantly, looked me right in
the eye, and talked nonstop.

Wed.: 1ow Secret Envoy Between the Taiwan Parties!
After having some of the Taiwanese papers translated for me, I
left the hotel for the airport. A KMT friend said the newspapers were
“wrapping the secret agent moniker around you by saying: ‘secret agent
Stone meets secretly with Chen Shui-bian and is secret envoy between
the parties.’” In other words, they were trying to find some reason for
my meeting with DPP’s leader Chen Shui-bian and People’s First Party
leader James Soong in quick succession—thus “secret envoy between
the parties,” a new idea. Another said: “The legendary Stone of whom
much is written but from whom little is heard.”
From a cyber café in the Hong Kong airport, I sent B.J. a message
for Alton at 1 p.m. and, that evening, in Shanghai got from her the text
of what Chen Shui-bian had said in response to Alton asking him a
question about me during the videocast. Chen had said:
“Dr. Stone is a well-known scientist who has long taken a great
interest in this area and in cross-strait relations. He is a person of many
good ideas and we welcome his work in this area. At the same time, I
should make clear that Dr. Stone is not an envoy from me or the
government of Taiwan. I meet with many people and they could not all
be envoys. I have come to believe that the Chinese mentality would not
use foreign envoys. But we welcome the interest and thought that Dr.
Stone and others offer.”
I sent the text by fax to my Beijing hosts and hoped fervently that
it would cure the problem in Beijing of my getting so much press
attention and the charges of being an “envoy.”
In Shanghai, I had dinner with an old friend. He said Jiang Zemin
didn’t think much about Taiwan. The government was very weak
bureaucratically. Anybody could criticize anyone for not being
orthodox enough, so change was difficult. I also learned that Zhou
Mingwei could talk directly to the president and was more important
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than a vice minister. This was good news for me, because I liked Zhou
Mingwei very much.

Dinner Thursday with A Scientist
Over dinner, I met with a famous Chinese scientist whom I had
met three decades before, in 1972, during my first trip to China. We
met at a new apartment that his wife had “built” (they sell apartments
unfinished and they require a lot of work to complete). Even this great
scientist had not decoded the EP-3 spy-plane incident, and it took
considerable discussion before he said simply, “O.K., now I
understand.”

May 18, 2001 Arrival in Beijing
Everyone was nervous during this transition of power. It was as if
every bureaucrat in China was awaiting Senate confirmation and
keeping his mouth shut. Nobody underestimated the dangers
concerning the EP-3 disaster, but few knew what really happened—
unless, as some had, they had talked to the U.S. ambassador.
Two days after the April 1, 2001, incident, I had faxed a
suggestion to Ambassador Sha Zukang (director of arms control and
disarmament at the Foreign Ministry), Major General Miao Shuchun
(secretary general of the China Institute for International Strategic
Studies), and Zhou Mingwei (deputy director of the Office Taiwan
Affairs of the State Council). (Appendix 18) The suggestion called
attention to a Sino-American agreement of January 1998 (“Consultative
Mechanism to Strengthen Military Maritime Safety”), which permitted
calls for “special meetings.” I suggested calling a special meeting to
expand that agreement on maritime safety to an agreement on air
incidents.
It was confirmed that Zhou Mingwei met with the president often.
I was told: “Our leaders followed your trip carefully” from newspaper
clippings but did not appear to be concerned about them: “Not so much,
really.” I was relieved.
I was told by one aide that he and Zhou Mingwei were talking
about how to use their earlier trip to the United States, and their new
friends, and how to use “the ambassador of peace across the strait” (i.e.,
me). On returning home, I sent some suggestions to Zhou Mingwei on
a visit by him to the United States. (Appendix 19) Later I sent
suggestions for his June 2002 visit to the Chinese embassy, as I was
planning to be in Iran during that visit.
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Saturday Morning
Realizing that he was leaving Beijing, I called China’s chief arms
negotiator Sha Zukang at his home at 9 a.m. and reached him an hour
before he left for Moscow. He had complained in The New York Times
that the United States, if armed with an ABM system, might get the
arrogant view that it could push China around. I recommended a joint
communiqué in which the United States would agree that the proposed
ABM system was defensive only and not reliable enough to be used to
bully people.
From 11 a.m. to 3 p.m., I met with China International Cultural
Exchange Center (CICEC) staff. They wanted to know whether, after
the election realignment, there would be a coalition of Vincent Siew,
Chen Shui-bian, and Lee Teng-hui. Was Lee Yuan Tseh dropping out?
The situation was very
sensitive in China because
secondary leaders were being
chosen who would have much
say. The new government would
still rely on consensus, but
individuals would be more
rational. Zhou Mingwei himself
wanted to have a low posture, it
is said, for a period of
consolidation.
With Sha Zukang
They treated me as a real
expert, which I really did not feel
I was—not compared with those senior China specialists who spoke
Chinese and followed the situation very closely indeed such as Ken
Lieberthal or Mike Lampton—and asked if I was optimistic or
pessimistic. But such brief summaries of what I think could confuse
everyone, and I was not really sure what to say. I considered myself a
creator of ideas and a salesman for them.
I asked about ground rules in China for quiet discussions.
Younger people might not want to come to hotels now. I was advised to
meet younger people and not just try for high appointments. I gave
advice on the format for a CICEC conference on cultural differences. In
the evening, friends of mine expected stability, with bumps along the
road. They also wanted to know what was in the heart of the people in
Taiwan.
Meanwhile, I was typing up my newspaper articles in the hotel.
(After reading several back months of Taipei Times in Taiwan, I
normally filed them by subject and, later, summarized them in a
computer file. This helped keep the information in my mind and
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provided a record. More can be learned from newspapers in a country
with a free press than can be learned from any amount of discussion.)

Sunday, May 20, 2001; China is Tense
A friendly official thought that the spy-plane incident had
produced an anti-American atmosphere that would deter Chinese
officials from meeting with me. He said that Vincent Siew, the former
Taiwanese premier, had had trouble getting appointments on one visit
because of his past positions of “go slow, be patient.” It was
astonishing how long the memories of the Chinese bureaucracy were,
and how unrelenting.
I learned more about what
Zhou Mingwei had said at the
press conference in Washington
on February 28. The night before
I had thrown a party for thenVice Minister Zhou Mingwei on
his first trip to Washington—
something
I
had
earlier
suggested he undertake. The
(L-R) James Woolsey,
party had had some distinguished
former CIA director;
attendees: Michael Armacost
Michael Armacost, then
(president
of
Brookings);
president of Brookings;
Richard Bush (chairman of the
James Sasser, former
American Institute in Taiwan—
ambassador to China; and
our “embassy”), James Sasser
Zhou
and Jim Lilly (both former
ambassadors to China); Alton Frye (vice president of the Council on
Foreign Relations); Leon Fuerth (Al Gore’s national security adviser);
and James Woolsey (former Director of Central Intelligence).
Somehow the Taiwanese
press had learned of it. So the
next day, at a press conference at
the Chinese embassy by Zhou
Mingwei, this dialogue occurred:
Question from Taiwan
Press: Mr. Stone gave a party
last night to the delegation.
Can you tell us your
relationship with Mr. Stone,
and also his relationship with
the Chinese leadership on

Yang Jie, assistant to Zhou;
Stone; and Zhou
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Taiwan, and also whether he has passed any messages between
China and Taiwan?
Answer from Zhou Mingwei: I would describe him as a
never-give-up to promoting the peaceful reunification, to
promoting the peaceful dialogue between the two sides.... I just
got to know him in the middle of last year actually by chance....
He has very profound feelings toward the Chinese, and has quite
substantial understandings about issues related to the U.S.-China
relationship. He is anxious to contribute his ideas of how to
improve U.S.-China relations and tries to help academic
exchanges, personnel exchanges, and so on. His efforts are very
highly appreciated by me and I think my colleagues would share
my view.

On this trip, I learned that promising young officials live in a
compound where the high leaders live and, for that reason, cannot
receive foreigners. It reminded me of the famous situation of the
Embankment Building in Moscow, where the highest leaders lived in
the 1930s. They were collected together, in part, to maintain
surveillance over them. The building had walls so thick that they
permitted secret passageways for the KGB officials to walk through,
day or night, to spy on the occupants even while they might be in bed.

Monday Morning with Beijing’s Generals
I spent 9:30–11:00 a.m. talking at
the PLA think tank run by General Miao
and led by Xiong Guangkai. General
Miao was too busy to do more than drop
in, but Vice Chairman Chen and two staff
members listened as I explained two of
my buttons. One was “Coalitions Shift as
China Emerges” and warned the Chinese
not to make any tough military moves
lest the U.S.-Russian alliance re-emerge
against them. (It showed an interesting
triangular relationship in which Beijing
and Moscow were allied from 1950 to
1959, Beijing-Washington were allied
"Coalitions Shift as
from 1971 to 1989, and raised questions
China Emerges"
about what might happen if Moscow and
button
Washington got together out of fear of
China.)
I also had a button that summarized a famous book on the origins
and attitudes of Americans—Albion’s Seed, about the four sources of
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immigration to America from Britain and the consequent four sources
of morality. The button indicated that the culture of the Puritans
produced “conciliators” that ought not be frustrated. The culture started
by the Virginians should not be insulted because the Virginians felt that
honor required hitting back. And the Midwest entrepreneurs should not
be discouraged (because they just wanted to trade).
He took notes for General Xiong. They had sent me an invitation
to visit within three hours of my request to come to China, and this had
been very helpful as the rest of the (non-military) bureaucracy was so
slow to respond that one never knew if one had a visa or not. At this
meeting, the military officials suggested that I come every three
months—which was more often than I wanted. (I considered this a sign
that the military did not have to worry about criticism from the rest of
the bureaucracy on small things like this. If they considered someone
interesting, they just invited them.)

Monday Afternoon with Taiwan Affairs Office
The Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council hosted a dinner
with Zhou Mingwei. We started talking at 4:30 p.m. and talked for
nearly two hours before dinner and more than two hours over dinner.
As to the attendees, it was, really, just Zhou Mingwei and his assistant
Yang Jie and my guide and his translator (Elton Kun) and the general
director of the Taiwan Affairs Office.

Ten Ideas for the Vice Premier
I offered the Taiwan Affairs Office two bags full of my markedup and torn-out articles from reading the last five months of the Taipei
Times since I had, by then, just finished typing up my notes. Zhou was
suitably impressed, and Yang Jie was grateful.
I gave Zhou a letter to the vice premier of May 20, 2001, with ten
points and suggested we discuss the points and he could send it on to
Qian with his comments. He seemed startled but agreeable. (Appendix
20)
The letter provided a perfect format for discussion. And because
the letter was fully drafted, Zhou did not have to take extensive notes.
So the work went very efficiently.
Where I may have made a mistake, in retrospect, was in “gilding
the lily” or, as the Chinese say, “painting feet upon the snake.” I had
found that afternoon, in completing my workup of the Taiwan material,
some especially interesting clippings that related to the various articles,
and on discussing the ten points, I pointed at the articles for
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substantiation. And I even put a number on each article from one to ten
showing which point it related to.
As he left the dinner, Zhou said he would translate the letter and
attach the clippings at appropriate points. Because of a crack made the
next day at lunch by a guide (“We are not interested in clippings but
first-hand knowledge”), the clippings may have made the whole thing
seem less “inside dope or special analysis.” I have to be more careful
and, perhaps, should have vetoed his suggestion of having the clippings
attached.
Anyway, I felt the letter was good; I wrote it after arrival in China
in two hours, and if they didn’t like this letter, then they didn’t like me.
This letter warned that, if China took any positions that seemed
militant, a “U.S.-Russian alliance might re-emerge”—a button I
brought with me advertised this possibility. With another button
(“What Rouses America...), I explained the different cultural attitudes
toward honor and violence in the United States. (This was taken from
an interesting article, “A Risk of Misreading America” by James C.
Bennett of April 9, 2001, of United Press International. (Appendix 21) I
made some points about what was happening in Taiwan, urged dealing
with Chen Shui-bian, and called for “exchanges of officials on cultural
tours.” I called for coordinating a halt to the Chinese missile buildup
and the U.S. sales of weapons to Taiwan. I urged inviting American
officials to China. And I urged patience.
During the dinner, Zhou asked me how to build on his visit to the
United States, which he credited me with scheduling. I suggested that
he come back with some attractive proposals and talk to Powell and/or
Condoleezza Rice about ways to improve relations.
He expressed discouragement; he found abrasive the discussions
he had with Americans. I suggested that he “act like me.” He looked
startled. I explained how I operated and mentioned my book on
“Strategic Persuasion.” I said one could not persuade governments
from the outside but had to find someone on the inside to talk to who
was sympathetic and would be the “carrier” of the idea. He could find
some high officials to talk to. Like me, he would find greater and
greater respect as time went on and would have more “penetration.”
Like me, he would leave the quarreling to the ambassador and be the
“good cop” in putting forward “yesable” propositions. At this point, he
clinked glasses. And he looked happy.
I also gave him a pep talk: 1 billion Chinese were relying on him.
China was much respected in the United States, and his personal
manner was perfect. Accordingly, whatever happened, he would be
much respected. Jiang Zemin was a mentor for Zhou.
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Zhou thanked me for introducing him to people like the very
conservative Woolsey, something he said was “a first,” since he usually
only got invited to talk to like-minded people.
The other questions he asked were: (1) Does America need an
enemy? And (2) Does all this military preparation make any differently
(i.e., the changes in America dispositions toward preparations to fight
in Asia)?
This total four hours—in which I got my letter passed along and
Zhou accepted my encouragement about his future—was so exciting
for me that I had to take a hot bath that night to get to sleep.

Tuesday Morning: Trouble in the Foreign Ministry
I met with Zhou Wenzhong at 3 p.m. at the Foreign Ministry.
There was something quite cool and distant about the way the meeting
started, to such a degree that I said: “Have I antagonized you in some
way?” He said “no,” without explanation. I introduced myself as an old
friend of China. He stated his view of the spy-plane incident. He asked
coldly if I wanted to discuss it. I began to realize that he was the chief
negotiator on the Chinese side for this incident and had been party to
putting out all the highly misleading and inaccurate Chinese
information. He knew quite well my position—which I had described
to a number of people who would certainly have passed it along to him.
And he was spoiling for a fight.
I pointed at the clock and said there would not be time. I asked if I
could say more about my career in introduction since this was a
courtesy call. He said something like, “If I didn’t agree, perhaps he
should repeat his point of view.” Adding to the unsettling affair, the
room had been set up with an enormous floral arrangement between us.
So we were sitting side by side—on adjacent thrones, so to speak, in
the Chinese fashion—but without being able to see one another even if
we turned. I wondered if this was done to signal hostility. In addition,
although I had arrived suitably early and been placed in a room waiting
for him, he turned up in a different room and had me escorted there; it
made me feel as if I had come late and he had been kept waiting. I
wondered if all this was done to keep the foreigner off balance.
Later, he became the ambassador to the United States and I was
not invited to Chinese embassy receptions. But it did not make much
difference to my operation. I had normally bypassed the embassy since,
I felt, contacts with them would just short-circuit, in memoranda from
Washington, the points I wanted to make in person in Beijing during
my visits. And when I had something to urge or suggest that was more
urgent, I found lower-level members of the embassy who were quite
content to hear my ideas and pass them along. Still, it was unfortunate.
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In Beijing, I was getting less in the way of high-level
appointments now. They offered me preparatory lunches to try to find
out if I had anything to say worthy of an appointment with the vice
premier. (In other words, they were waiting to see if I had brought
some signal or important concession from Taiwan—which I did not
have.) This had forced me into a pattern of writing letters to the vice
premier, which stated rather precisely what I thought. And I handed
them to Zhou Mingwei, whom I trusted, and explained it to him. This
gave less publicity to my visit—and was easier on the vice premier.
And with Zhou I could have meetings that were more private than with
a vice premier and could speak more freely.
On the way to the airport, CICEC representatives asked about my
meeting at the Foreign Ministry—which for some reason they were
excluded from—and when I declined to say anything they repeated,
they said: “We are concerned about this meeting.” So they knew
immediately that things had not gone well.

COU1TRY VISITS 1OS. 15 & 16
Visit to Taipei, Shanghai, and Beijing:
March 13–28, 2002
I had last been to Taiwan and the Mainland in May 2001.
Catalytic Diplomacy’s ABM Treaty activity, including a visit to
Moscow in the week of September 11, had taken up the interim. And I
had delayed going to Taiwan until three months after the December 1
elections to give the Taiwanese political situation time to gel (i.e., to
arrive only after cabinet positions and political coalition-building in the
legislature had been completed).
The DPP had won resoundingly in the December 1, 2001,
election. And a new party run by former President Lee Teng-hui, the
Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU), had won a dozen seats. But even with
some independent seats voting with DPP and TSU, the overall
coalition, called Pan Green, had not had enough votes to make a
majority in the legislature. Instead, the Pan-Blue coalition of KMT and
PFP had put together 115 votes out of 225.
As usual, I arrived on a Thursday night with a view to setting up
some appointments on Friday and reading back issues over the
weekend. Over Friday morning, at breakfast with a KMT liaison
officer, I learned that the popularity of KMT’s leader, Lien Chan, was
in single digits and of the KMT itself was around 13 percent. The prounification New Party had disappeared. Since the election, it had
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become politically dangerous to talk of cross-strait relations. Following
President Bush’s support for Taiwan, about 58 percent were now for
independence, whereas formerly it had been 30 percent. The legislature
was talking of making Taiwanese an official dialect. New street signs
were printed in Taiwanese. And the government was putting the word
“Taiwan” more prominently on the passport. There was even
legislation proposed that would limit future presidents to people born in
Taiwan. (This would legally, or at least morally, preclude the leaders of
the KMT and PFP party.)
The KMT, which believed in seniority, had no good replacement
for Lien Chan. Taipei Mayor Ma was too new, and the new speaker of
the parliament, Wang Jinpyng, was too young, as was Jason Hu. A
plebiscite on Taiwan’s independence was becoming possible. The
political environment was moving toward independence. The KMT
looked bad when DPP did provocative things that moved toward
independence and China did not react.

March 15, 2002: Vincent Siew,
Former Prime Minister
In a meeting, and then over lunch, I met
with Vincent Siew for more than two hours. He
was the first vice chairman of the KMT but was
frozen out of KMT activities because he was
considered soft on DPP and respected by Chen
Shui-bian. A decent and popular man—now, as
of 2009, the Taiwanese Vice President—he
With Former
started the Cross-Strait Economic Common
Premier and
Market Foundation, and in the course of our
current Vice
conversation it became evident that he needed a
President
Mainland counterpart organization to help
Vincent Siew
organize his work.
In particular, the Mainland had already agreed to have the Three
Links go forward through commercial means, but this was not so
simple, and governmental oversight was necessary. His standing in
Taiwan and his foundation could help accomplish such things if he had
someone to talk to on the Mainland side.
President Chen Shui-bian, however, would like to slow the Three
Links by insisting that they be done with “dignity”—which meant
government-to-government, which in turn meant the Mainland would
not agree.
One of Siew's many assets was that he knew how the government
in Taiwan operated and so knew how things could be organized to go
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forward with the blessing of the government. The talks could go
forward in Hong Kong or, even, in Taipei with Siew organizing the
visit.
Economic integration was encouraged, he said, by the fact that
China had offered ASEAN a program of regional integration (e.g., a
free trade area), from which Taiwan would not want to be left out. I
offered to try to organize a counterpart for his foundation.

Lunch with Michael Hsiao on
Cross-Strait Advisory Committee
With Lee Yuan Tseh, the Nobel Prize winner, being out of town, I
arranged a lunch with the spokesman of his Cross-Strait Advisory
Committee. Afterward, I sent a long memo to Lee Yuan Tseh’s
secretary suggesting that the group focus on: (1) economic integration
that required no political preconditions; (2) the Northeast Strategy; and
(3) other “practical” ideas.

Lunch with a KMT Staffer
By reading constantly from Friday evening through Sunday lunch,
I had gone through more than three months of Taipei Times back
issues, getting myself back to the day of the December 1 election. Over
lunch with a KMT staffer, we decided that it was the Confucian style
that was keeping Lien Chan in place. People told him to be tough, but
they didn’t tell him to resign because it was not polite and, also, not in
their interest since he kept them in their positions. Meanwhile, he
complained that his problems arose from an incompetent staff that did
not “decorate him enough.” The PR men, he thought, were not doing
their job.
The KMT was bringing in Taiwanese at the bottom of the KMT
but not at the top because they were “not trusted.” KMT had to cut back
25 percent for financial reasons and was planning to cut at the bottom,
but the recent success at very local elections—due to good organization
at the bottom—had suggested that the cuts should be done otherwise.

Got the Qian Qichen speech
E-mailing Steve Aftergood, my former FAS staffer and, currently,
a member of the board of Catalytic Diplomacy, I managed to get an
English copy of the Qian Qichen speech, which showed that the
Mainland was trying hard. The speech had many good points and none
bad. It seemed, in fact, better than it was, and I misinterpreted one
aspect.
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March 18, 2002: Speaker of the House Wang Jin-pyng
Back at the hotel, I prepared a written analysis of the possibilities
in the Qian Qichen speech.
Over lunch I learned, from a favorite analyst, that neither side was
very interested in starting talks. He did not disagree with my analysis
and said he was learning from me in one solution I mentioned for
getting talks started. He said Chen Shui-bian always looked at the polls
and was never a statesman. Chen Shui-bian was badly burned by the
June 26 effort to adopt the 1992 Consensus. And now he had Lee Tenghui on his tail.
In the afternoon I met, with
great ceremony, with what we
would call the Speaker of the
Parliament. I asked him some
general questions and got quite
ordinary answers. He said
Taiwan was not ready for talks
because it did not have a
consensus on the issue of the One
China principle.
I mentioned that, at least,
they
were no longer firing
With Wang Jin-pyng,
missiles
at Taiwan—as they had
President of the Legislative
in
1996
to discourage the first
Yuan
free election. He said that they
still had 600 missiles “pointed at us.” Asked if he were in favor of
economic integration, he said, “Difficult to answer…. If it leads to coexistence and prosperity, then fine. But if we jumped into it, then it
could be bad and we might get sucked into the PRC.”
As I left the meeting, I said to my KMT guide: “When you talk to
some people, you get the impression that China is very small and that
Taiwan is very large.” He responded: “Yes, and you get the impression
that Taiwan is very close to the United States and very far from China.”

Tuesday Morning
In the morning I got up very early and, in the business office,
made more copies of the Qian Qichen speech and wrote a one-page
letter to Chen Shui-bian that I planned to hand to Liu Shih-chung, his
assistant. I had learned that Chen Shui-bian was making a tremendous
effort to get to Washington in response to an invitation by the National
Press Club. It was destined to set off a second “Cornell” crisis (i.e.,
akin to the one created when the United States permitted former
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President Lee to go to Cornell for a reunion while he was in office), and
I wrote a warning that, at the least, something had to be done that was
friendly to China to balance such a thing.
Otherwise, I warned, he could alienate the new fourth generation
of leaders in China before they even got started. After all, the whole
trip was being planned during the succession in China. China might
decide he was just another Lee Teng-hui.
The letter suggested that the new Qian Qichen speech had said it
would be enough to have “serious, positive and practical steps on the
issue of the 1992 Consensus” to resolve the deadlock. Why not build
on that? (Appendix 22) Later, the propaganda machine in China
reversed and tried to put a different spin on the speech, but it still
provided an opening—as I wrote also to Lee Yuan-tseh. (Appendix 23)
A very experienced expert said all of the foreign policy advisers
of Chen Shui-bian were Lee Teng-hui people, which made agreeing
with the Mainland almost impossible. At the Mainland Affairs Council,
it was Tsai Ing-wen. At the Foreign Ministry, it was Eugene Chien. At
Defense, it was Tang. And at the World Trade Organization, it was a
former finance minister.
From May 2000 to May 2001, Chen Shui-bian was very cautious,
but toward the end of 2001 there was more risk-taking. Chen Shui-bian
rarely mentioned the country title “Republic of China (ROC)”
anymore—it was not in the National Day speech and was used mainly
for the army or foreign governments. (Because “Republic of China”
had a residual claim to be itself the owner of China completely, it was,
ironically, not as offensive to Beijing as hearing “Taiwan” as a separate
entity.)
In November, Chen Shui-bian began to say that accepting the
1992 Consensus was tantamount to selling out Taiwan. He told this to
former Secretary of Defense William Perry in November. And C.F.
Koo, Taiwan’s chief negotiator, was complaining that, if this were said
enough, how were we going to get back to the 1992 Consensus? The
Government Information Office (GIO) had changed its logo and, of
course, put Taiwan on the passports.
Why this change? The expert believed it was Chen’s visit to the
United States in transit in May where 20 Congressmen and Senator
Tom Daschle encouraged him—plus the prospect of the December
election. For Taiwan, this all seemed like a window of opportunity.

Liu Shih-Chung: Private Secretary to Chen Shui-bian
I gave him the letter. On my mentioning a possible National Press
Club speech, he looked like a deer caught in the headlights.
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Chiou I-jen: Chairman of the 1ational Security Council
I had a private 30-minute meeting in the Presidential Office with
Chiou I-jen, who was extremely busy, having just been shifted from
chief of staff of the premier’s office to head of the National Security
Council. I explained my fears about the trip to Washington and had
some exchanges, which are not included here.

Wednesday, March 20, 2002: Journey to Shanghai
In Shanghai, the key analysts knew quite well—what was a state
secret in Taiwan—that the Taiwanese were trying to get to Washington.
They were in high dudgeon urging “friends” to stop this visit. Indeed,
they said, Chen Shui-bian was giving speeches in Taiwan saying that it
was imperative to “increase Taiwan’s visibility.” They had learned that
the U.S. intelligence community believed that China would not object
strongly to the U.S. visit if he did not visit the White House. But, in
fact, the visit would cause a crisis worse than the crisis that arose when
President Lee Teng-hui, still in office, attended his Cornell reunion.
(According to the ground rules between Beijing and Washington,
Washington’s recognition of Beijing as the government of China
precluded permitting high leaders of Taiwan from visiting the United
States except for travel stopovers.)
During this talk, I had a great idea for throwing the One China
principle back into the UN as part of a deal on Taiwan becoming an
observer.

Letter to Qian Qichen
In the afternoon, and in the next morning, I began working on a
five-page letter to Qian Qichen that explained some new ideas for
resolving the Taiwan issue. It went through quite a few drafts and, in
the end, seemed all right, if somewhat long. It might get talks started,
and this had risks. But there were risks to letting things drift, because
the trend toward crisis was too clear to wait.
The letter said: (1) Chen Shui-bian was likely to be re-elected.
Stronger ties between Washington and Beijing were coming. Beijing’s
new Taiwan policy was not having much effect. China’s efforts to
prevent Taiwan from getting “new space” were unnecessary, a losing
battle, and counterproductive. (2) It suggested inviting Chen Shui-bian
to visit China on a cultural visit to preempt Chen’s interest in going to
Washington and to encourage Washington to bet on better cross-strait
relations through the cultural visit rather than offering a visa to Chen
for a speech in Washington that would cause trouble between Beijing
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and Washington. And (3) it suggested further steps to follow and tried
to help Taiwan’s Vincent Siew find an economic institute to exchange
views with. (Under the new KMT government, Vincent Siew was the
vice president of Taiwan.) (Appendix 24)

The Generals in Beijing
In Beijing, the CIIS (PLA) institute called me and confirmed the
meeting at 9 a.m. the next morning and said that General Xiong
Guangkai, its chairman, would give me the separate meeting that I had
requested. And on learning that three other generals from the institute
were planning to come also, I suggested that a private meeting would
be better. (This was later agreed.)
The new executive secretary, Major General Zhang Chengming,
was busy on Saturday morning, March 24, and they had asked the new
vice chairman, Gong Xianfu, to handle it; he was the recently retired
military attaché from Washington, and his English was excellent. Three
aides joined him. But they were not allowed to speak except when I
suggested we ask the three aides to ask a question. At the institutes, it
seems commonplace for the directors to talk nonstop and resist letting
the younger attendees say anything; whether this is to protect the aides
from an indiscretion or to prevent them from giving up some
information, I have never been sure.
Having declined lunch at the institute earlier, I hosted a lunch
with two vice chairmen of the Reform Institute—Lin Di, secretary
general of CICEC, and Ding Kuisong.
I had brought a poster from the Library of Congress boasting that
its program of exchange of Russian leaders now included 2,600 visits
per year. I argued that China should ask for parity. Ding was quite
interested in this. And I suggested that Hu Jintao ask for a meeting with
Librarian James Billington on his visit to Washington for a discussion
of how these programs work and to get encouragement for equal
treatment for China. Ding found this very interesting. (On leaving, we
went to the business office, and I made three copies of the poster, one
for each of them.)
On the succession, it appeared that the deputies to the senior
people could be chosen only after the People’s Congress ratified the
succession in March 2003, and so the appointment of new positions
would go on into the end of 2003. (Shanghai was going to lose
influence because its influence came from Jiang’s origins there. But
these two vice chairman [Ding and Li] might gain influence because
Hu Jintao was the head of their Reform Institute.)

159

Jeremy J. Stone

Dinner with Old Friends
Over dinner with two of my oldest friends in China, I learned that
the common people had lost all interest in who their leader would be.
Meanwhile, Foreign Ministry officials were overloaded with the
“shopping lists” of demands made by visiting American officials over
human rights, purchases, issues of arms sales, and so on. And these
officials had to deal with pressures inside the ministry about how to
deal with the outside pressures.

Teachers in China Carefully Supervised
China appears to be partly socialist and partly capitalist in its
university structure. If you are in a conservative university, you still
have monitors in your classrooms, and, for good measure, the monitors
are the ones you have to go to get help. In Chinese fashion, a young
physicist I knew told me he greets all things with “patience.” It made
me wonder whether Chinese are less likely to undertake the kind of
policy entrepreneurship I was attempting. It requires so much
indifference to whether people think one is brazen and so much
independent thinking.
In the middle of the day, I lifted weights. And I prepared a onepage letter for General Xiong. (Appendix 25)

Even Chinese Diplomats
Kept in the Dark
Ambassador Ji Chaozhu,
the last English language
interpreter for Chairman Mao
and, also, former undersecretary
of the United Nations, was living
quietly as an honorary vice
minister of the Foreign Ministry.
With Ambassador Ji
(We had met when he was an
Chaozhu, when serving as
official in the Washington
ambassador to Great
Embassy and I had helped him
Britain, and wife
secure the first apartment outside
the Embassy that Chinese
officials had been permitted.) We had a good chat about politics in
China but, unfortunately, I knew much more than he did because of my
access to the newspapers.
It is quite amazing for Westerners like me to visit controlled
societies such as China and Vietnam and find that, through reading the
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Western literature, one knows many things that even the best informed
citizens of those countries do not know. The power of living in a free
society is immense.

Vice Minister Zhou Mingwei of
the Taiwan Affairs Council
At 11:30 a.m. on Monday, I met with Vice Minister Zhou, his
assistant, Mr. An, Yang Jie, and a guide from the Taiwan Affairs
Office. We talked for 30 minutes and then spent two hours over lunch.
Zhou seemed interested in my proposal to divert Chen Shui-bian’s visit
to Washington with an invitation to Chen Shui-bian to visit China—this
would persuade both Taipei and Washington that Chen Shui-bian’s
visiting China was more important.
But he asked what to do about the fact that Qian Qichen had said,
on a number of occasions, that the PRC was not going to invite Chen
Shui-bian to China unless he adopted the One China principle or
accepted the 1992 Consensus. Thinking fast, I suggested that these
“political preconditions” were designed primarily for “political” talks
but not for “cultural”—nonpolitical—meetings. “Does a man have to
accept the One China principle to visit the graves of his ancestors,” I
asked, “and/or to see the strength and power of Shanghai and Beijing?”
Anyway, I said their choice was between a “bad thing”—Cornell
II with Chen Shui-bian going to Washington—or a good thing—
inviting Chen Shui-bian to Beijing, in which case, I argued,
Washington would be happy to put off the Washington visit in favor of
not disrupting such a “promising development” in cross-strait talks. I
suggested the visit to Beijing be in the spring of 2003 after the People’s
Congress had put the succession issue to rest for the highest leaders.
I asked about the protocol. Zhou Mingwei thought that Chen
Shui-bian would be invited by a “high-ranking individual” to come as
the “authorities in Taiwan.” He said he would keep me advised.
He liked the idea of inviting young leaders—which I had
discussed with Ding Kuisong and Lin Di. He did not know that Siew
had a foundation on a cross-strait economic common market and was
interested in this. The trouble was that some thought Siew was soft on
the DPP; I said Taiwan was small and there was not always a perfect
person for China to support.

General Xiong Guangkai: Deputy Chief of Staff
General Xiong, who was once considered a “barbarian handler,”
had risen to considerable influence because of his command of English
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and his standing as one of the five deputy chiefs of staff in the General
Staff. He was said to have Jiang Zemin’s ear. He had a demonic laugh.
He thought inviting Chen Shui-bian would give Chen Shui-bian
too much prestige and asked, “What about the One China principle?”
He was quite apolitical in his thinking, and it was hard for him to
understand how democratic systems operate. When I explained the
importance of the fact that Chen Shui-bian spoke Taiwanese and the
other candidates did not, he proceeded to explain that Taiwanese was
just Fukianese and that one did not have to speak that to run Fukien
Province. At one point, he said angrily that “the Taiwanese have
become Westernized.” He was very doctrinaire. He said the
Washington defense attaché warmly recommended me. I should not
have raised the idea of Chen Shui-bian’s visit with him, as it would
only serve to give the army a chance to veto the notion.

Wang Jisi: Director of the Institute of American
Studies of the Academy of Social Sciences
Wang Jisi is a charming and highly respected analyst who was
very familiar with the United States as director of the Institute of
American Studients of the Academy of Social Sciences. He
immediately advised me to disregard all rumors of his impending high
position under the new leadership. He preferred, he said, to stay where
he was. The cadres, he said, thought in terms of U.S. plans and
schemes. He preferred to do studies. He warmly agreed to think about
leadership exchanges and was about to go to Shanghai on the weekend
to meet with a congressional delegation led by Mike Lampton of John
Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies. He
agreed to see if he could prime Hu Jintao to influence Billington about
having a Chinese version of the program.
Wang said that Chinese returning from the United States do
consider it friendly, but they don’t understand how it works, and we
discussed ways to prime them on this. He believed that the Chinese
media were more conservative than the rest of the body politic and
eager to show that Jiang Zemin was too soft—just as our media tend to
the liberal. He thought many problems arose from this.

Tuesday Morning: Zheng Zeguang,
Deputy Director General
The next morning, I met with a baby-faced, 44-year-old deputy
director general in the North American Department of the Foreign
Ministry named Zheng Zeguang. He remembered me from two
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previous meetings and was determined to be friendly—as if to make up
for a meeting I had with a superior, Zhou Wenzhong, who was about
two levels up. Nothing much resulted. Zhou later became the Minister
(i.e., number-two) in China’s Washington embassy.
I lifted weights and went swimming in the Beijing Hotel gym and
bought gifts.
The trip back was rough—27 hours, because one has to fly
through Tokyo now unless one leaves from Shanghai. Fortunately, I
had secured business-class upgrades using frequent flier miles.

163

CHAPTER III:
OPPOSI1G SEPARATISM: AUGUST
2002–JU1E 2004
On August 3, 2002, President Chen Shui-bian tacked away from
negotiations with China—and toward independence—by announcing,
much as his predecessor Lee Teng-hui had done, that there were “two
countries” on each side of the strait. He introduced legislation calling
for a plebiscite to confirm this.
Earlier, a person claiming to be from the Taiwanese Presidential
Office had asked for Stone’s support for even more aggressive policies
of provocation of a U.S.-China crisis. Alarmed, Stone alerted the
1ational Security Council and decided to visit Taiwan in September.
It seemed that a significant fraction of the DPP leadership core
thought it was both feasible and desirable to provoke a crisis that
would force the United States and Japan to stand up and then see
China collapse. Independence fever had taken over Taiwan.
Jiang Zemin was holding his generals back from attacking
Taiwan. But Chen Shui-bian was giving instructions to his foreign
representatives to “light fires everywhere.” And the two countries
theory was becoming the new status quo.

September 11, 2002: Taiwan Independence Fever
On Stone’s arrival in Taiwan on September 11, it seemed that
Chen Shui-bian was going for broke. Many of his DPP constituents
agreed with the provocative ideas of the secret envoy. And it seemed
that Chen Shui-bian had been discouraged in his desires to open
dialogue with the Mainland by comments made by Mainland
representatives to representatives of his.
It seemed to mean gratuitous war. Arriving in Beijing on
September 18, Stone prepared a detailed U1 resolution for China that
would throw cold water on Chen Shui-bian’s approach; it would
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confirm that the People’s Republic of China was the representative of
China and urge, among other things, that U1 member states advise
Taipei that a plebiscite would not lead to their country’s recognition of
Taiwan.
Stone also suggested a Sino-U.S. conference on avoiding
provocations, using a white paper on the economic costs to Taiwan of
becoming a separate country and encouraging Vice Premier Siew of
Taiwan in his goal of a Cross-Strait Foundation for Economic
Integration. China was urged to stay cool.

One China Principle Talks
Returning home on September 23, Stone sent Chen Shui-bian an
idea concerning One China principle talks in which Chen Shui-bian
would accept talks based on the One China principle without accepting
the One China principle himself, in an effort to determine what
outcomes were available from China. The Chinese premier may have
embodied this idea in a speech, but Chinese movement is always subtle,
and the speech in question threatened Taiwan, so no movement was
noticed.
In Beijing on January 20, 2003, mainly to discuss 1orth Korea,
Stone urged, with regard to Taiwan: unilateral initiatives connecting
U.S. arms sales with Chinese missile buildups and talks based on the
One China principle. The Chinese representatives had discussed
Stone’s earlier references to such talks in depth and seemingly would
accept the idea. But they felt Chen Shui-bian was “election-driven”
and would not try it.
Later, Stone invented and tried an “insulation” approach to the
Three Links; in this notion, it would be agreed by both sides that
nothing about the implementation of direct links for trade,
communications, and travel would provide any precedent for
unification discussions.
Later, in China, Stone urged subsidizing first-time visits of
Taiwanese—especially “future leaders.” Stone urged a hot line
between the Chinese and U.S. And he submitted seven ideas to Vice
Minister Zhou Mingwei. One, in particular, was “People-to-People
Persuasion”—proposed as an alternative to war if it seemed likely.
In Taiwan in February 2004, Chen Shui-bian was about to have
his vote but was behind by 10 points in a two-candidate race this time.
He was campaigning hard on ideological themes of independence. If he
won, it looked like conflict; every red light on the Chinese threat board
must have been on. But if KMT won, it looked like negotiations would
start.
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Multilateralizing The Cross-Strait Confrontation
Stone suggested, among other things, that the confrontation be
multilateralized in the same way that President Bush had
multilateralized the 1orth Korean confrontation. This idea had earlier
been well received, in a preliminary fashion, in the 1ational Security
Council in Washington.
Later, it occurred to Stone that this multilateralization course
could be advanced not only by President Bush but also by the KMT.
The notion of KMT urging a collection of states to buffer the discussion
between Taiwan and China found ready acceptance by a key KMT
official.
The situation was getting more dangerous by May 2004, and the
Chinese bureaucracy was less friendly. Zhou Mingwei had been
replaced, and the Taiwan Affairs Office had no one in high position
that understood either Taiwan or America.

The Democratic Finesse: Giving the
Lead to the Taiwanese Public
But the Office of Taiwan Affairs was worried. In a meeting with
the deputy director of the Office of Taiwan Affairs, we pitched the
“democratic-finesse” idea in which the Chinese treat the Taiwanese
public as the “real Taiwanese authorities.” They would show respect
for Taiwanese democracy by inviting a referendum on whether to open
talks. It was presumed that the Taiwanese would then vote for talks.

CHE1 SHUI-BIA1 GIVES UP O1
1EGOTIATIO1S
On August 3, 2002, President Chen Shui-bian said there were
“two countries” on each side of the Taiwan Strait and that legislation
should be introduced to allow for a plebiscite. Based on this new twofold escalation—even beyond Lee Teng-hui’s call for negotiations on a
“special” state-to-state basis—I put aside a planned trip to Egypt and
began preparations for a visit to Taiwan and China. Experts were not
sure of the origin of this speech.
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July 25: An Approach From a
Secret Envoy From Taiwan
But a week before, on July 25, I had received an e-mail message
request for an interview from a Taiwanese lawyer whom I had met in
1996. I should have set up a meeting immediately. At our meeting on
August 8, he said he was an envoy from the Presidential Office in
Taiwan—sent by a “deputy in the office of President Chen Shui-bian to
ask you some questions about possible future policies.” He said, “Dr.
Tsai (chairperson of the Mainland Affairs Council and at that time in
Washington) is, of course, presenting the ‘cover’ story and I am on the
real level. These questions concern policies we are considering.” He
went on as follows:
How far can we push forward from autonomy to quasiindependence, i.e., push the envelope during this very
conservative administration? Has the American policy changed
from “One China” before to a new policy of ‘more than one
China’ and can we move it there? Can the United States sell out
Taiwan to China or is this impossible, as we believe, because of
Congress (here, he smirked)? We think the United States would
be bound to intervene if China attacked. So we think we can stepby-step go ahead.
We want to cut the cultural tie and have cultural
independence and then move on to political independence. We
think that provoking China and then asking the Americans to fix it
may be the “only way out” for us.
We think Jiang Zemin is not good for Taiwan (or America)
and he is against Democracy. We want to give him a “push.” So
we hope that something will go wrong here when he meets with
President Bush in October. Hu Jintao succeeded in getting
through to America without accomplishing too much (which
would have overshadowed Jiang) or anything going wrong that
would have hurt his succession.
We want to exacerbate the conflicts between Jiang and Hu.
Any change would be better. We want more shared power and
more conflict within their leadership and more collective
leadership. In the long run, they will crash.
So we want to push Jiang to step down. We want Bush to
say something to Jiang that will make him unhappy, e.g., “that
Taiwan has sovereignty,” so that when returns home, he will lose
prestige in the power struggle.
We are considering a channel to communicate with
Sinkiang and, eventually, recognizing them as independent—
much as we have an office with the Dalai Lama for Tibet.
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We are trying to create more problems for China to keep
them busy so they won’t have time to concentrate on Taiwan. So
what do you think? What should I report?

(Two different sources in Taiwan subsequently suggested who the
deputy might be and provided the same name. However, the
Presidential Office later investigated this approach and denied that it
had sent any such envoy. But a high American official in Taiwan said
the kind of thinking that this envoy was describing was widespread in
DPP circles.)

Reported and Rejected This Approach
I said I certainly did not approve and that I was going to Taipei as
soon as possible. The next day, I called the National Security Council
and talked to the official charged with Taiwan, Ford Hart, and faxed
him a copy of my notes on this interview. And I wrote Richard N.
Haass, director of policy planning at the State Department, about it as
well, saying, “It is important that Policy Planning understand how far
Taiwan is prepared to go to push the envelope of the conservatism of
the administration.”38
I redoubled my efforts to get to Taiwan. And, reflecting on what
Chen Shui-bian had said on August 3 and what the envoy had said, I
sent a message to Chen Shui-bian on August 12, warning: “The path
which your Government is pursuing and considering is one of
manipulation of the United States and provocation of China. It will
poison the relations between the United States and Taiwan and lead,
eventually, to great continuing harm to Taiwan—harm that cannot be
protected against by America.”
And, on the same day, I sent a fax to Vice Minister Zhou
Mingwei, saying: “The situation in Taipei may be even worse than has
appeared so far. I advise not permitting your government to be
provoked.” And I set the date for my next visit to China as September
18.

August 9, 2002: A Curious Meeting
with MAC’s Dr. Tsai
On August 9, the day after the envoy said that Dr. Tsai was
providing the “cover story,” I met with her, and a few others, over a

38

Letter of August 8, 2002, to Richard N. Haass.
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Chinese meal. She was Chen Shui-bian’s main adviser on cross-strait
affairs. She had been sent to Washington to take its pulse subsequent to
the August 3 speech and to “clarify” the president’s remarks. In a twohour-plus meeting, Dr. Tsai gave a characteristically legalistic
justification.
The situation reminded me, I said, of a Washington Post cartoon
showing President Lyndon Johnson, during the Vietnam War
escalation, standing on an up-escalator proclaiming: “My position
remains unchanged.” Dr. Tsai, I said, had been sent to assure us that
Chen Shui-bian’s position “remained unchanged.” The Chinese
response to the speech was very serious; the Mainland had begun, for
the first time, to denounce Chen Shui-bian by name—an indication that
it had decided not to deal with him.
The academic observers of Chen’s statement at the dinner, and
even a former NSC official there, seemed less concerned than I—and I
was not then sure why. But, in retrospect, I believe that most of the
attending experts on Taiwan favored Taiwan and were reluctant to
voice views that would fray their relations with Taiwan’s
representatives. Ironically, even while American observers were trying
to find differences between Chen’s statement and the two-state theory
of Lee Teng-hui, the Taiwan representatives in the Taiwan Economic
and Cultural Representative Office were admitting that the two theories
were identical.

In Taiwan, Chen’s Speech Was Received Quietly
I arrived in Taiwan on September 12. The American Institute in
Taiwan representative had reacted strongly and negatively to Chen
Shui-bian’s speech, but others had not and the China Times had
editorialized: “But who reacted strongly...?” It looked like Chen was
going to get away with it. And there had been no U.S. retribution: Mrs.
Chen was still going to Washington, and the Taiwanese deputy defense
minister was still going to be received at the Pentagon.
Chen’s predecessor, Lee Teng-hui, had not provoked China from
1988 to 1994 but had turned provocative in 1995–1996. It seemed that
Chen, like Lee, was now changing course and had decided to go for
broke. I learned that in mid-July, when DPP called home its foreign
representatives for instructions, National Security Adviser Chou Ijen—-on explicit instructions from the Presidential Office—-had called
for “offensive diplomacy setting fires everywhere.” At this time, it
seemed to experienced observers that DPP would win not only the next
election but also foreseeable future ones; the danger was obvious.
A scholar said that in April, Chen Shui-bian had sent three envoys
to China. Beijing’s Taiwan Affairs Office had welcomed the move but
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said it was waiting for favorable deeds. And since Chen Shui-bian did
not get a favorable response from Beijing, and since there was political
pressure from the new party of former President Lee Teng-hui, the
Taiwan Solidarity Union, Chen had changed course. The immediate
effect of August 3 was to cool down China fever for investing in China.
The commentator thought that Chen Shui-bian did not really want
the Three Links anyway because they would destroy the political
balance in Taiwan. There seemed little chance of getting cross-strait
talks started again. A major problem was that the conservatism in the
U.S. administration persuaded Chen Shui-bian that he could get away
with more. (In fact, Chen Shui-bian’s actions, in due course, frightened
Washington.).

DPP Thinking Was Consistent with the
Provocative Comments of the Envoy
A DPP insider described some of the DPP’s illusions and
intentions. He said that 30–50 percent of the DPP leadership core
thought that Japanese, U.S., and Taiwanese pressure would lead to a
collapse of China because the Chinese economy was so weak and its
military was corrupt. Accordingly, they wanted to provoke such a crisis
and have Japan and the United States stand up with them and then see
China collapse. This was (and is) the core ideology of the Pan Green
wing, he said, and is the grand strategy for Taiwan that is believed by
those who wrote the August 3 speech. This, of course, was completely
consistent with the point of view of the envoy sent to me.
Meanwhile, a ranking American official confirmed that there was
“a lot of that (kind of reasoning) around.” The American felt that now,
in Taiwan, a hard line looks brave and a soft line looks cowardly. The
Pan Green alliance members were poorer, less educated, and easier to
manipulate. But as DPP grew in size, instead of 60 percent of DPP
pursuing a hard line and 40 percent pursuing a soft line, the ratio would
shift to 50-50 and DPP would get more moderate.
On Sunday, September 15, I had breakfast with the spokesperson
of the Presidential Office, James Huang, an old acquaintance who had
translated for me some years before in a three-hour interview with C.F.
Koo. He made the best possible case for Chen Shui-bian’s August 3
speech. But it seemed very weak indeed. [Huang later became foreign
minister and subsequently resigned.]
I learned that the American Institute in Taiwan director, Douglas
Paal, had tried to cool the enthusiasts for independence by asking them
the $64,000 question: “But who would recognize you?” But people
were “drunk with democracy” and felt they could, by voting, get
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whatever they wanted. Anyone speaking out in Taiwan would be
criticized in the newspapers.

I Provided a Warning to the Presidential Office
I told a representative of President Chen Shui-bian about the
secret envoy and, giving him the transcript and a letter to the president
about it, I said, “True Friends Criticize.” The representative's response
was, “We really rely upon you.” The letter summarized what the envoy
had expressed as policy X. In four paragraphs, it said: the policy
“achieves nothing positive” and “makes Taiwan a target for Chinese
enmity” and continued that “American could not defend Taiwan” in the
face of such a policy and that “Americans will resent policy X.”
(Appendix 26)
A Taiwanese expert on China reminded me that the Chinese
generals wanted offensive action after the two-state theory
announcement of 1996 by Lee Teng-hui, but President Jiang Zemin
pulled them back by asking them to come back when they were 100
percent sure that their attack would be successful. After the similar
August 3 statement of Chen Shui-bian, the generals apparently said the
same thing, but Jiang Zemin said that “we have to be very alert but still
be patient”—and he authorized no clashes.

TRIP 21: CHI1A (SEPTEMBER 18, 2002)
LOOKI1G FOR COU1TERBALA1CI1G SOLUTIO1S
I went on to China on September 18. Arising early, I invented and
drafted a UN resolution that would throw cold water on the secessionist
ideas. It called on the UN General Assembly to reaffirm that the
People’s Republic of China was the legitimate representative of China.
To discourage threats to peace and security in the region, it invited
member states to advise Taiwan authorities that no plebiscite
unauthorized by the United Nations would lead the member states to
recognize Taiwan. (Appendix 27)
At the Institute for American Studies, I spoke to about 12 people,
emphasizing the great difference between America’s determination to
defend Taiwan, on the one hand, and its limited political interest in
recognizing Taiwan, on the other.
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After lunch, I talked to its director, Wang Jisi, for 30 minutes and,
I felt, “sold” him two ideas for useful conferences. (One was a SinoU.S. conference preparing for possible Taiwanese provocations.) Later
I met with the arms control director in the Foreign Ministry, Liu Jieyi,
who was very cordial and said I was considered, in China, to be the
father of the ABM Treaty.
At 3:30 p.m., I was back at the hotel working at the computer and
preparing a two-page letter to Qian Qichen with the UN resolution
above attached and a second attached memo “Forging Sino-U.S.
Alliance with Regard to Taiwan” was prepared in the morning.
(Appendix 28)
At 5 p.m., I was picked up for the dinner with Zhou Mingwei that
lasted from 5:30 p.m. to 8:15 p.m. Zhou Mingwei said that I was
“unique” in preparing materials—everyone else just engages in
conversations.
He was not certain that the United States would never recognize
Taiwan. He said Jiang does like to know what the foreigners are
thinking and gave the impression that often, but not always, my
material finds its way upward.
He seemed to like the two conferences I outlined earlier for Wang
Jisi. He was apparently becoming a member of the Party Congress so
that, numerically, he represented 2,000 party members. I recommended
he undertake a trip to the United States to determine on what bases the
United States and China could cooperate.

SEPTEMBER 20, 2002:
China Thinking of Ways to “Cause Pain”
I wrote a letter to General Xiong, which I later faxed to the
Chinese Institute for International Strategic Studies (CIISS) he chairs,
warning against military action and suggesting preparations for
nonmilitary actions instead. (Appendix 29)
A nonmilitary staff person told me that China was studying how
to cause “pain” in Taiwan and had many options with which to do it.
Volunteers, or even terrorists, might be involved, and the ethnic
divisions inside Taiwan might be exploited. Economic sanctions and
pressures were certainly under consideration.
I visited the China Reform Forum, which runs a policy workshop
on about $100,000 a year. I offered to cooperate with them by sharing
ideas on issues of common interest. They became my host for
subsequent visits and were extremely helpful in arranging appointments
and exchanging views.

172

Catalytic Diplomacy

Looking for Proposals to Avoid War
I worked at the computer from 6 a.m. to 7 a.m., preparing a more
substantive letter to General Xiong to take with me to CIISS in case
war loomed. I recommended (1) Using the International Community;
(2) Providing Warnings; and (3) Graduated Responses. I emphasized
that the Taiwanese were Chinese and, like the Chinese, would react
very strongly to efforts to intimidate them. (Appendix 30) I took this
letter to CIISS and spoke there from 10 a.m. to 11:30. a.m.
Over lunch, an old friend said people were much more
sophisticated now and even wrote to the Foreign Ministry about things
like the spy-plane incident and demanded an answer.
Later, an official of the Reform Institute agreed with my idea for a
UN resolution and agreed that the basic problem was Chinese domestic
politics. He was looking for some breakthrough in U.S.-Chinese
relations, such as working together on counterterrorism, and he
wondered if I have any good ideas.
On Monday, September 23, I returned home at 9 p.m.; that night, I
prepared a private letter for Chen Shui-bian on the situation in China.
(Appendix 31) I warned him that China had a “long list of options” for
causing pain and that “it would not be prudent” to assume that China
will not suddenly change course. If it did, it would do so “in clever and
frightening ways.”

TUES., SEPT. 24, 2002:
O1E CHI1A PRI1CIPLE TALKS
At noon, in Washington, I lunched with Lee Yuan Tseh, and he
agreed to present two ideas to Chen Shui-bian if I would write them
down that evening and fax them to California. One involved talks
between the military on both sides, and the other was the idea for One
China principle talks without Chen accepting the One China principle
himself. (Appendix 32)
At 3 p.m., I went to the American Enterprise Institute to hear Mrs.
Chen Shui-bian speak and was introduced to her warmly by some
Taiwanese officials.
The next evening, Lee Yuan Tseh called and we discussed the
memo.
I learned that day that it was Chen Yunlin of the Taiwan Affairs
Office who sent word to Chen Shui-bian, through the head of EVA
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Airlines, that China was not going to work with Chen because they
thought he would not be re-elected.
Catalytic Diplomacy’s decision to divert to Asia in response to the
August 3 speech was appreciated on both sides of the strait. My coming
up with new proposals, and even offering them in writing, seemed to be
well appreciated on both sides. In general our influence was rising on
both sides—so far. How long this would go on was not clear because
the cross-strait situation was becoming ever more zero-sum. But there
still seemed room for peace proposals.

JA1UARY A1D MARCH 2003:
I1TERVE1I1G TRIPS
I1VOLVI1G 1ORTH KOREA
In January and March 2003, I made visits to South Korea, China,
and Russia and then visited Japan in September, with a view to
working on the problem of North Korean nuclear weapons. These trips
are discussed in a section on North Korea.
But the trip to China in January provided opportunities for
discussion of Taiwan with Vice Minister Zhou Mingwei, and I gave
him a letter that made three points and that we discussed for 90
minutes. (Appendix 33)
First, I noted that President Jiang had raised with President Bush
linking deployment of Chinese short-range missiles facing Taiwan with
U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and urged unilateral initiatives to carry it out.
(It seemed that China had raised this idea, but the U.S. response was
that the Taiwan Relations Act precluded the United States from
discussing with China what it would sell, and, in any case, that was a
political problem.)
Second, I noted that Vice Premier Qian had given a speech in
2002 saying that “on the premise of the One China principle, all issues
can be discussed.” Was this a green light for the idea I had
recommended before, of having the talks based on the One China
principle but not requiring Chen to accept the principle.? (I learned that
my position had been discussed in China “in depth” and that their
statement had been the Chinese position for some time. They had
deleted words like “precondition” and just referred to the talks being
“based” on the One China principle. Zhou was pessimistic about this
working, and for good reasons, but I urged that it become part of the
Chinese peace offensive.)
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And third, I urged that China host talks on North Korea that, it
turned out, had just been offered by the Chinese Ambassador in
Washington—something evidently developed in the preceding few
days.

THE TRIP TO TAIPEI: OCTOBER 2003
On October 1, en route to San Francisco, I began sneezing. The
dread possibility that I would arrive in disease-frightened Asia was
successfully controlled only by taking a gram of vitamin C an hour for
several hours. Thank God for Linus Pauling.
An expert observer explained that the administration of Chen
Shui-bian was misleading everyone by using, in English, the term
“referendum” when it meant, in Chinese, “plebiscite.” Referendums
refer to matters that have been approved first by the Parliament. What
Chen Shui-bian really wanted was a plebiscite that would bypass the
legislature and permit the public to vote on proposals designed by the
ruling DPP. Historically, plebiscites were organized for changes of
boundaries and self-determination. So the DPP was using the word for
plebiscite in Chinese but translating the word into English as
“referendum” to make it less provocative politically because
referendums were permitted by the existing ROC Constitution.
Chen Shui-bian continued to push the envelope of his relationship
with the United States, for example, exploiting transits of the United
States for substantive political business. The DPP was also pushing
hard on de-Sinization—rewriting history books to play down the role of
China and playing up Taiwanese history. People had been told so often
that they were not Chinese that they were starting to believe it.
At 11:30 a.m., I met the opposition candidate for president, Lien
Chan, chairman of the KMT, the party that had ruled China before
Chairman Mao.
He said he would go to China if elected, on a “Journey of Peace,”
but it was obvious that he was not pushing this in the face of the
widespread anti-Chinese feeling in Taiwan. He said that the “market for
unification” policies was small now and getting smaller. As far as
parliamentary exchange was concerned, something I suggested, he said
they now had “one-way” exchange in which the Taiwanese
parliamentarians went to China but the reverse did not occur.
He was quite interested to learn that his predecessor, President
Lee Teng-hui, had taken my Northeast Strategy graph from Chapter 28
of my life memoir and, with a deft change, published it as his own in a
1999 work. I suggested he try this strategy as a campaign idea. (In
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2008, the KMT was, in fact, taking this approach, as a high-level KMT
official assured me. In particular, in 2009, China reciprocated for better
relations with agreement to permit Taiwan to be an observer at the
World Health Assembly, which ended the long denial of Taiwan's
participation in any U.N. agencies.)
Lien Chan, who speaks English well and has a friendly manner,
appeared not to be too up on such things as (1) whether people in DPP
wanted to provoke a crisis in U.S.-China relations to further their goals,
or (2) what exactly DPP wanted to put in its Constitution. He told me,
very sincerely, “We respect you.” And it was obvious that this was the
only reason I had been able to get a 30-minute appointment in the
middle of the presidential campaign—a campaign that terminated only
six months later in a March election.

Former Cabinet Officer Su Chi
At noon, I lunched with the main foreign policy adviser to the
KMT, Su Chi, who had been President Lee Teng-hui’s chief of the
important Mainland Affairs Council. He said the KMT was very short
of money—far from the status it once had of being the richest political
party in the world! (This money was stolen, it seems, by corrupt KMT
cronies of Lee Teng-hui.)
I learned that Lee Teng-hui had used my graph in a private
conversation with the former American Institute of Taiwan chairman—
in effect our ambassador at the time—Richard Bush, to argue, “How
could I be against unification; this graph shows I am for it.” (In fact, he
had modified my graph to remove any implication that reunification
was the goal but left “better relations” in its place.)
Su Chi thought my Northeast Strategy had something to say for it.
After reading two months of newspaper back issues, I had a brief
but cordial and useful telephone conversation with Deputy Minister of
Defense Lin Chong-pin. He said that China had adopted the 16character slogan “remain cool” in the upcoming election. Asked if he
was worried, from a defense point of view, about the provocative
quality of Chen Shui-bian’s program of referendums and a new
Constitution, he said he was not.
The next day some young DPP people thought Chen Shui-bian
was moving too quickly and running unnecessary risks with China.
They agreed that Taiwan was “drunk with democracy” and did not
really know what democracy meant. I was amazed to discover that
these three DPPers thought it might be better if KMT won the election.
They thought that DPP was better in opposition than as a ruling party.
And they thought that DPP might be a better party after such a loss.
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It seems that a situation of no-war, no-peace—which might be
China’s response to Taiwanese provocation—would hurt Taiwan more
than China. In particular, 150,000 Taiwanese living in China would
have to rework what they were doing. The Taiwanese love the Chinese
market.
There were constant appeals to populism. Corruption was up,
even with DPP. The Taiwanese were extremely fractious and the
Mainlanders were dying out. There was a kind of Cultural Revolution
atmosphere in Taiwan in favor of independence, and everything was
politicized. Each party could block the other for the next four years,
and this chaos in the political field would have economic consequences
someday. Taiwan seemed completely consumed (as it does today) by
the quarrel with the Mainland.
On October 5, 2003, I had a two-hour meeting with a well-placed
insider—a thoughtful, intelligent, and precise person who always
makes an excellent defense of Chen Shui-bian’s policies. I concluded
from this conversation that the mysterious “envoy” who had visited me
in Washington probably was sent by an associate and friend of Chen
Shui-bian, in a real effort to determine whether I would support DPP
creating a crisis between the United States and China. This person, it
seemed, was trying to build a coalition in the ROC Presidential Office
for provocative policies and thought my endorsement might help. As
someone had joked before, some apparently considered my vote part of
the decision-making process inside the DPP.
I saw also that the reservations that DPP had about the Three
Links went deeper than even I had realized, and I now doubted that
DPP promises to achieve these Three Links would ever be achieved
under DPP.
At this meeting, an “insulation” idea occurred—that both sides
should announce at the beginning of any agreement on the Three Links
that nothing in the agreement would be considered a precedent for the
political positions of the two sides more generally.
Later, I met with a senior adviser to Vice President Annette Lu
who advises her, in particular, on cross-strait relations. He agreed that
the Three Links posed problems for Taiwanese identity and that Chen
Shui-bian did indeed always say “later” about the Three Links.
At noon, I enjoyed an extraordinary four-hour lunch in the private
room of a very expensive hotel, hosted for five persons by an unusual
woman, Sisy Chen. Ms. Chen was, a year earlier, one of three
“conveners” (rotating chairpersons) of the Foreign Affairs Committee.
She ran a widely watched TV program that was the center of attention
of KMT supporters. Earlier, for five years she had been the
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spokesperson for the DPP. And, at this time, she was in Parliament
without party affiliation.
One of the attendees was a prominent young pollster whose
opinions I had been reading that morning in the Taipei Times. He said
that women were nervous about the rapid trends toward independence
but that young people liked the idea of a new Constitution. People were
apathetic about corruption and ideology but very interested in economic
issues. The disinterest in the new Constitution was so great that TV
commentators just stopped talking about it—people considered it “pie
in the sky.”
The pollster, Emile C.J. Sheng, had two relevant questions, which
he put to people: “If China becomes democratic, would you unify with
it?” and “If China agreed not to invade, would you support
independence?” From answers to these questions, he was able to
deduce that 47 percent are pragmatic and agree to one or both
questions. But 53 percent are leaning strongly in one direction or the
other (independence or unification).
He said DPP wanted the new Constitution adopted via referendum
so as to finesse the 75 percent limitation in the Constitution on
amendments.
Taipei Times thought Chen hoped to provoke China into some
angry gesture that would help him win the election.
It looked like Chen Shui-bian’s original ideas about “political
integration” have been abandoned in his newer approach of announcing
that there existed one country on each side of the strait.
The next day, at noon, I met over lunch with a representative of
former President Lee Teng-hui’s TSU party think tank, John Chang.
Chang is not only Taiwanese but also 10 percent aborigine. He
achieved a Cambridge University doctoral degree with honors. He is, of
course, strongly anti-Chinese. He said Mainlanders were now only 17
percent of those people living in Taiwan. They more often returned to
China than the Taiwanese and, indeed, were encouraged to go back by
being told that their pensions will happily be paid to them in China. He
considered Taiwan a “dangerous virus” inside China with new ideas
about democracy and such that would lead to change in China.

Hsiao Bikhim: A Key Part of the DPP Brain Lobe
At 2:30 p.m., I met for 30 minutes with the now-very-famous
Hsiao Bi-khim, who now holds a countrywide seat representing the
entire island. Since she continues to run the international office of the
DPP, she is extremely busy and, always, stressed out. She is a
tremendous asset to the DPP and to its relations with the United States.
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I asked about the insulation idea and she said, “If they agreed, we
would.”

Chen Shui-Bian’s Private Secretary
A source in the Presidential Office said it had been surprised that
there had been no Chinese reaction to the Chen Shui-bian campaign
statement. He agreed that neither side was currently much interested in
negotiating with the other and did not deny that the Chen Shui-bian
campaign was motivated by politics rather than Taiwanese national
interests.
I asked him to have the DPP announce by what percentage the
Constitution would have to be passed (e.g., 67 percent or 75 percent) so
as to allay fears in both China and Washington of too-rapid change. I
decided to call this the Percentage Stabilization Idea.
At dinner with a staunch DPP supporter, the psychology of the
DPP became apparent. Confronted with my urgings for caution, she
said: “We have, all our lives, heard cautions and have brushed them
aside and nothing has happened.” These original DPPers, living the
impossible dream of having gone from prison to power, are hard to
persuade that other impossible dreams are not out there for the taking.
On Tuesday, October 7, I had a two-and-a-half hour meeting, over
lunch, with Lee Yuan Tseh. The KMT’s analysis that his press
conference had supplied the winning margin for Chen Shui-bian had
led KMT to sling mud at him at every subsequent opportunity. They
wanted to ensure that he would lack the prestige to swing the election
again in 2004.
I described a recent Heritage Foundation meeting in which the
panel of speakers had, in postpanel discussions, agreed that Taiwan’s
interests might be better served by having KMT win. They felt that
KMT had a better record of managing the economy and a better chance
of carrying out the Three Links. One thought that DPP would be better
in holding down corruption. Lee clearly, and understandably, preferred
the DPP. I showed him a memo on this meeting. I believed—as history
showed—that he had the power to determine the winner in the election.
He, understandably, preferred the DPP.

American Institute of Taiwan: Director Douglas Paal
At 2:30 p.m., I spent an intense and productive 30 minutes with
Douglas Paal, head of the American Institute on Taiwan, which is,
effectively, the U.S. embassy in Taiwan. He seemed to like my idea of
having the DPP announce that 75 percent of the vote would be required
to amend the Constitution. With regard to insulation, he said that Qian
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Qichen had tried this at the urging of a DPP official (i.e., that direct
links were neither internal nor international, but only “cross-strait”),
only to find that Chen Shui-bian refused the idea. So Qian Qichen was
annoyed and withdrew the notion.
It seemed that Taipei was trying to destroy the One China policy
in the United States. The Washington Post was running an interview in
which Chen Shui-bian said, “Taiwan was not part of any state,”
meaning that Chen did not have to do what Washington wanted. And
he said Taipei was trying to push offensive weapons that could attack
the Chinese coast.

A Key Chen Shui-Bian Adviser
At 5 p.m., I went to the Presidential Office to meet with a high
official in private. A vigorous but warm and friendly conversation took
place, in which I expressed my fear that Taiwan was now moving down
a pointless and provocative track, designed mainly to win an election,
and certain eventually to provoke a bad reaction from China. Indeed, it
might well antagonize the U.S. government and citizens and persuade
them that Taiwan was a “Tricky Dicky,” trying to manipulate trouble
between the United States and China to help very slight Taiwanese
interests in “more dignity” and the use of different names for Taiwan.
In answer to my question of where all this would end, he said
Taiwan sought a reasonable compromise between two “realities”—the
reality that Taiwan was, in practice, independent, and the reality that
the international community would not recognize it as such. He referred
to growth in the number of PRC missiles aimed at Taiwan. I pressed
him on whether Taiwan would agree to a limit on U.S. arms sales in
return for a limit on the missiles. He said Taiwan had not refused this
but that it would require the two sides to talk.
I thereupon suggested the insulation approach, and he called it
“very creative” and interesting. He thought that if DPP won the
election, China would be forced to deal with Chen Shui-bian. I asked
“Why on Earth?” Taiwan was small, and Chinese interests did not
require it to deal with Taiwan. On the contrary, China could ignore
Taiwan forever.
I had earlier emphasized to him the fact that the PRC could cause
pain in Taiwan without open war, or even without accepting
responsibility for its actions. They have long lists of such possibilities,
and the United States cannot defend against them.
The main Catalytic Diplomacy point I urged on him was that DPP
should announce that (1) it was not going to require less than 75
percent to approve the new Constitution and (2) the Constitution would
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be put through the legislative Yuan so that the referendum was a true
referendum.

THE VISIT TO CHI1A:
OCTOBER 11–OCTOBER 15, 2003
After a short visit to Seoul to work on North Korea issues
(discussed in a different section), I moved on to China.
After breakfast with a likeable general, I nevertheless concluded
that two-way conversation with the Chinese generals was not feasible.
Although the ones I meet are often former defense attachés in the
Chinese embassy in Washington, fluent in English and westernized,
they seem only to repeat the banalities of Chinese foreign policy. They
justify their silence by saying they consider their own personal opinions
irrelevant and potentially misleading and, even over a quiet breakfast,
won’t be drawn out.
Reviewing my notes on the trip so far, I was struck with the
constant refrain of Lee Yuan Tseh that China needed to do something
nice for the Taiwanese people. From this, it occurred to me that China
might subsidize first-time visits of Taiwanese—especially younger
people and future leaders—to China.
Over lunch, an expert on cultural exchange helped develop the
notion. The border guards do keep track of who is a first-time visitor,
and an institution could be created and funded in Beijing to help
arrange such trips. He said that the government always talked of
people-to-people exchange but never funded it.
He said that the new Politburo would be under even more pressure
than the old one to respond vigorously to Taiwanese provocations
because it is new. But the watchword now in China was to stay out of
the Taiwanese election process.

Preparing for Sino-Taiwanese Crises
At the Institute for American Studies, I agreed to send its director,
Wang Jisi, an e-mail message proposing the three possibilities that I
had raised with him: (1) nonviolent reactions that China could make to
Taiwanese provocations; (2) ways that U.S. and China could avoid
provocation by Taiwan; and (3) ways to use the crisis to draw U.S. and
China together.
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The Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council
From 2:15 p.m. to 3:45p.m., I talked to Vice Minister Zhou Mingwei, deputy director of the Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council,
with special responsibility for U.S.-Chinese affairs.
I presented seven ideas for keeping the China-Taiwan situation
under control in various contingencies. He expressed warm thanks for
the energy I was putting into this and for my, he felt, invariably
concrete suggestions.
We discussed the internal situation in Taiwan, which he
understood quite well but not as well as I did after my recent visit. He
thought Chiou I-jen was in charge of the campaign for independence,
whereas I believed he had lost control and was more moderate than the
amateurs trying to run it. He felt Taiwan was going two steps forward
and one step back. He promised to ask former Vice Premier Qian
Qichen whether he wanted to see me, now that Qian was out of office
and we could have meetings that were more private.
I arrived home on October 16.
On December 17, the Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council
in Beijing released a long document, “Three Direct Links Across the
Taiwan Strait.” It seemed very forthcoming and followed the insulation
approach by saying they wanted to “shelve political disputes and
prevent political differences from affecting and interfering” with the
Three Links. In particular, it said: “Negotiations concerning the ‘three
direct links’ are not political negotiations; they may be carried out
beyond the political implications of one China, but should seek for
practical resolution of the various concrete problems involved, so as to
accelerate the progress of the ‘three direct links.’”39
But inside Taiwan, the electoral pressures of the forthcoming
March 2004 presidential election produced movement in a different
direction. Behind in the polls in the summer, against a combined ticket
of Lien Chan (KMT) and James Soong (PFP), Chen began moving up
in the fall. Two huge rallies, led by former President Lee Teng-hui, for
a change in Taiwan’s official name from the Republic of China to
Taiwan, encouraged Chen Shui-bian, who began emphasizing passage
of a law on referendums to provide a new Constitution. China was

39
I sent a letter to the Taiwan Affairs Office congratulating it on the
document, calling it “clearly written, very comprehensive and very polite” and
called the sentence saying negotiations on the Three Links are not political
negotiations but a “splendid and generous formulation.” Letter to Vice Minister
Zhou Mingwei, December 18, 2003.
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warning against both, and President Bush was agreeing with China.
Chen’s idea was to turn the 2004 election itself into a referendum of
some kind so as to bring out strong supporters of independence.
On October 6, 2003, Chen Shui-bian gave an interview to The
Washington Post, saying, “Taiwan is not a province of one country nor
is it a state of another” and that its democratic reform “is our own
internal affair.” He accused China of “hostile intent” and said Taiwan
would “walk our own road, our own Taiwan road.”40
On December 18, a significant Guest Comment for National
Review Online, by Ross H. Munro, a Taiwan supporter, was
unexpectedly taking a different line. In an article entitled “Blame
Taiwan.” Munro said, “Bush-administration envoys and Douglas Paal,
the de facto U.S. ambassador to Taiwan, repeated pleaded with
President Chen not to make waves and provoke China, underlining how
vital it was to global U.S. strategic interests that stability prevails as
much as possible in China-Taiwan relations.”
I sent a note on December 3 to the president’s office, and to
another DPP friend, saying: “The DPP, which began as such an
idealistic and courageous political party, appears now to have changed.
To stay in power, it is prepared to risk the security of Taiwan, to
antagonize the United States, and to engage in cynical maneuvers with
a view to provoking politically useful anger in Beijing. This is
irresponsible behavior by any standard. And it is losing friends in
America in liberal and conservative circles alike.”
In a note to Chiou I-jen on
the same day, I added that the
Wall Street Journal’s editorial
on that day said: “Mr. Chen is
flirting with disaster like never
before” and “trying to provoke
China into denouncing him one
more time.”
Andrew
N.D.
Yang,
secretary general of the Chinese
With Andrew Yang and
Council of Advanced Policy
family
Studies, was writing that Chen
Shui-bian’s “determination” to push ahead on a referendum at the

40
“Taiwanese Leader Condemns Beijing, ‘One China’ Policy’: Chen
Dismisses Fears in U.S. of Rising Tension,” Washington Post, October 7, 2003,
page A18.
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March 20, 2004, presidential election could lead “to an imminent
military showdown in the near future.”

FEB. 2004: RU1-UP TO THE MARCH
TAIWA1ESE ELECTIO1
If the Taiwanese independence movement, headed by the DPP
party, won the March 20 presidential election, a truly dangerous
situation would come to exist. The DPP, having won the presidency in
2000 in a three-party race, was trying now to win the presidency again
in a two-party race—its two opponents of four years ago having joined
together. In order to win the race, against popular odds, it decided the
previous April to emphasize ideological independence issues to rally its
base. If it won, it had already promised dramatic further advances in the
presidential inaugural speech and in a revision of the Constitution.
The Chinese in Beijing had been patient thus far. Beijing bit its
tongue after the year 2000 election—our advice may have played a
minor role—in the hope that it could deal with new President Chen
Shui-bian. It hoped—we hoped—that he might be the Nixon who could
go to China and cut a deal.
On July 26, 2001, while I was in Taiwan, Chen Shui-bian did
accept the minimal condition of China, that is, the 1992 Consensus in
which both sides agreed there was one China albeit with different
interpretations of what that one China was. But within ten hours,
fundamentalists in his party forced Chen Shui-bian to withdraw what
he had said. Since that time, Chen Shui-bian has been on a selfdescribed “different road” in the march toward independence.
He had been encouraged in this by the creation of a new party, the
Taiwanese Solidarity Union, headed by former President Lee Teng-hui.
This party took an even more nationalist and aggressive stance than the
DPP. Though it was small, it was very clever and active, and DPP
required TSU support to get a majority in Parliament. These two parties
formed the Pan Green coalition.
Arrayed against them was a Pan Blue coalition, including the
KMT, the traditional ruling party of Chiang Kai-shek, and the People’s
First Party of James Soong, a party that split off from the KMT in the
2000 election. It was this split that allowed Chen Shui-bian to win the
presidency with only 39 percent of the vote. Now Chen Shui-bian
needed 50 percent.
The danger that would arise from a Pan Green victory came from
these considerations.
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First, there now appeared to be no way to persuade China that it
could deal with Chen Shui-bian and, accordingly, if he won, China
faced no prospects of negotiation for four years.
Second, and worse, many believed that if the Pan Green coalition
could win this time in a two-coalition race, it might have decisively
broken through and would continue to win for a long time. Most
longtime ruling parties like the KMT begin to wither away after they
begin to lose, like the Communist Party in Russia or the Milosevic
Socialist Party in Serbia. The opportunists leave the party and it loses
its fundamental purpose as well.
Third, and still worse, Chen Shui-bian had made no secret of his
interest in having the Taiwanese population support the independence
that he had already pronounced. He had already announced that, on his
election, he would describe how Taiwan could achieve its “dream.” He
had announced a new Constitution for 2006—which aroused fears in
China that the new Constitution would abandon all pretense that the
Republic of China was a competitor for the representation of China as a
whole—and hence would abandon any One China framework.
With this in mind, if Pan Green won, China might decide that
Taiwan should be brought to its senses through some kind of hostile
act. Or it might attempt a takeover by force. This was something it was
preparing for with renewed military expenditures.
It would, presumably, wait until after the U.S. 2004 presidential
election in the hope of getting a more friendly administration than it
saw now. And it might wait until it was somewhat stronger. But the
2005—2010 time frame was a relevant timeframe for such an attack.
And former Vice Premier of China Qian Qichen has already advised
Secretary of State Colin Powell that the U.S. failure to adopt a clear-cut
position in the strait was prejudicing the possibility of peace there.
On the other hand, if Pan Blue won, China would, without doubt,
make a maximal effort to negotiate with the KMT and its leader, Lien
Chan. This, Beijing would feel, would be its last chance. Beijing had
already made a major concession, in December, that it would negotiate
the Three Links (travel, trade, and mail) with Taiwan without requiring
any reference to One China. And KMT also had said both that it
wanted the Three Links and that it would put aside considerations of
sovereignty to negotiate it.
Accordingly, if KMT won, it seemed likely that Taiwan and the
Mainland would be tied somewhat closer. Beijing would, accordingly,
have less fear of Taiwan drifting away into the sea. And the situation
would be stabilized. In addition, a win for KMT would give KMT new
life and prevent Taiwan from becoming a one-party state led by the
Independence Party. This was, after all, a real possibility on an island
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where more and more Mainlanders (Taiwanese born of Mainland
parents) were dying off and where more and more young people
accepted the nationalist notion that they were not Chinese at all but just
Taiwanese.

Some American Experts on Taiwan Hope for KMT
On February 10, I attended a meeting in Washington on
Taiwanese trade and strategy. After the formal meeting, I asked key
speakers which party’s election would best serve the interests of
Taiwan. They all flushed at the political incorrectness of this question,
but their answers were similar. With regard to the issue of corruption,
DPP was the better winner since KMT was, traditionally, more corrupt.
But, they thought, KMT was a better manager of the economy and
much better positioned to negotiate the Three Links and to deal with
China. I prepared a one-page memorandum of these conversations to
discuss with my friends in Taiwan.
On February 12, I had a ten-minute conversation with Therese
Shaheen, who is chairman of the AIT board. She was married to the
chief of staff to Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and was very
close to Florida Governor Jeb Bush. Thus she was a key insider—and
very conservative. She recognized the dangers of the Taiwanese
independence movement dragging the United States into conflict with
China but appeared to worry—as did the Pentagon—that if negotiations
start between Taiwan and the Mainland, Taiwan might be swallowed
up and the United States would “lose” Taiwan.

THE TRIP TO TAIWA1:
OCTOBER 1–8, 2003
I arrived on a nonstop flight from San Francisco to Taipei via
EVA Airlines because, for the moment at least, United no longer flew
nonstop, and because EVA had an excellent super-economy class
where, for a few hundred dollars extra, one gets some of the amenities
of business class that make the 14-hour westbound flight bearable.
A high-ranking KMT official worried that a February 28 DPP
ceremony—in which 1 million people were planning to join hands from
one end of the island to the other—might further help DPP. Asked what
China should do, he said it required a long-term position that would
reverse the policy of isolating and boycotting Taiwan. China had “done
nothing good for us.” As for concrete ideas, he suggested only “sharing
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the Olympics.” He said Beijing must be more patient because the
Taiwanese felt a new identity and were less sympathetic to unification.
Over lunch, I met with a very well informed friend. He felt KMT
would win, and he provided evidence. He said that when DPP figured
out last April that it was 30 points behind in the polls, it decided to roll
the ideological dice and bet the election on bringing out Taiwanese
nationalist voters. A key feature of the strategy was to lure the
Taiwanese grass-roots electorate to the polls with an anti-Chinese
referendum. The press here was full of self-delusion. Supporters of
independence would quote statements made by President Bush as
supportive when they were not—not only in editorials but in news
articles.
At the moment, two-thirds of the major cities and countries were
ruled by Pan Blue. But the election was critical, with the DPP throwing
everything into the fray. It feared, among other things, that if KMT won
it might roll back the de-Sinization campaign—in which the Taiwanese
children were trained to believe they had nothing in common with
China. And, of course, it feared that if KMT won, it would use its
political power to try to suppress the DPP’s chances of winning again.
If push came to shove, it seemed that China would lay out its
policy to Washington and give the United States a last chance to
influence Taiwan. But China might already be softening up its public
for the fact that strong action might have to be taken. Scholars in China,
an analyst said, were pessimistic. They seemed to be preparing the
ground for military and political action. There was much, in this regard,
that they could do to up the ante—air-raid drills and the like. They also
could give Taiwan ultimatums about referendums related to the new
Constitution. In a crisis, they could order foreign nationals out of
Taiwan, which would have dramatic effects on the currency and on the
stock market. They could insist that negotiations begin between Taiwan
and China.
If KMT won, however, it would reach out to Washington and then
start cross-strait talks.

Friday Morning: Escalation Possibilities
Reading the newspapers, it was clear that an intricate escalation
ladder between the Mainland and Taiwan was forming. Chen Shui-bian
was threatening to hold a quick referendum supporting independence if
any military threat were made against Taiwan and, in particular, would
drop the “five no’s” that he had adopted. Accordingly, the Mainland
would have to move quickly to forestall such a referendum. So, in a
crisis, it would probably give an ultimatum to Taiwan to start talks—an
ultimatum conveyed perhaps through Washington, combined with a
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carrot—and then, if necessary, would move militarily. Articles showed
China was preparing to do this.
It seemed that AIT “ambassador” Douglas Paal, who was a hawk
in trying to restrain Chen Shui-bian, had been repeatedly overruled by
the AIT chairperson in Washington, Shaheen, whom I had met right
before leaving Washington.

Lunch at the Academy of Sciences
I went to lunch with Lee Yuan Tseh, Taiwan’s only Nobel Prize
winner. I had learned that DPP was trying to “capture” Lee Yuan Tseh
politically to prevent any defection to KMT. Meanwhile, KMT had
stopped attacks on Lee in the hopes that Lee Yuan Tseh would not
speak out against KMT again in this election. But he, I saw in the
papers, felt a team had been formed “to stigmatize and attack me so
that I would not influence the election this time.” In this upcoming
election, he had already signed an ad with another industrialist urging
an end to mud-slinging in the election and devotion to the “real” issues.
We had an intense exchange about the future of Taiwan, the
differences between the parties, the implications of various electoral
outcomes, China’s likely responses, and so on. At an earlier meeting, in
October, Lee Yuan Tseh had flirted with the idea of putting out some
kind of “scientific” and dispassionate statement of what the election
really meant for Taiwan. At the moment, he seemed to feel everything
should be left to the people, although his public advertisement—which
called on the candidates to discuss the issues and stop name-calling—
indicated that the people were not being told what the real issues were.
Riding home, I reflected that that PRC was not likely to deal with
Chen Shui-bian even after all that Chen Shui-bian had said—but would
try very hard to deal with KMT. This meant that Taiwan’s bargaining
position would be maximized if KMT won. From China’s point of
view, every red light was lit on its threat board since Chen Shui-bian
had made no secret of what he was planning in his continued
independence drive. And the periodic elections in Taiwan forced the
Independence Party, if it wanted to be elected, to keep pressing these
hot ideological buttons.

Loss of Face to Pay $1
A deputy head of the Mainland Affairs Council—which is the
cabinet-level office charged with relations across the strait with the
Mainland—discussed with me the structure of forthcoming events.
He was from a KMT background. So it was startling to learn that
he would not accept my “one NT” deal. Under this deal, Taiwan would

188

Catalytic Diplomacy

pay the Mainland $1 Taiwanese (about three cents) per year in
symbolic tribute or rent to Beijing in return for running the island as it
saw fit. This was indignantly rejected as a loss of face.
He summarized the difference between the parties in this way:
Pan Blue wanted one China but not now; Pan Green wanted One China
maybe.

Saturday Evening: Military Affairs Over Dumplings
At a small restaurant for working people that served delicious
dumplings, an expert on military affairs gave me his analysis of what
might happen first if Chen Shui-bian were elected. He thought that
China might take back Quemoy and Matsu, which are, after all, right
off the Mainland and are clear remnants of the civil war. Even the
Taiwanese would not say that these belonged to Taiwan. There are
other such islands.
He said that China always organized things as “self-defense” and,
accordingly, some incident would be arranged to justify any actions
against Taiwan. The military here was very unlikely to fight, and the
American Institute of Taiwan was concerned about this. They asked
generals, colonels, and others whether the men would fight and got the
answer: “Well, it’s a good job.”
The Taiwanese public was not armed as, for example, were
people in Yugoslavia. And there was no Switzerland-type defense
planning where everyone could go and get a rifle. On the contrary,
people joke that if the Chinese military came everyone would just go
down and get a new registration card. Everything would go on as
before, at least in the short run.
Chinese military airplanes and paratroopers can get to Taiwan in
about 20 minutes, which is about what it takes for U.S. warplanes to get
here from Okinawa.
With regard to a defensive referendum to announce a quick
independence and call for help, in a crisis such a referendum would
take too much time. And in the face of Chinese threats, it was not
entirely clear that everyone would vote for independence and,
accordingly, war. To approve the referendum, it would take 50 percent
of all registered voters.
My guest showed me a recent paper in which he argued that the
cross-strait debate was, at that time, really about three different visions
of the status quo. The Taiwanese status quo was that it was already a
sovereign state whose relations with the Mainland were state-to-state
relations. The Beijing status quo was that Taiwan was part of China,
that a peaceful resolution required one China and that a speeding
military buildup would deal with any inevitable showdown. The U.S.
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status quo was that there should be no unilateral change and an
enhancing of the U.S. military presence. He felt the chance of peaceful
negotiation to settle the disputes was very remote and the likelihood of
a speeding up of the arms race across the strait in 2004—2008 was
great.

Sunday Lunch: A Distinguished Commentator
Sisy Chen, a TV commentator and parliamentarian, saw war
coming if the election was won by Chen Shui-bian. The newspapers
had quoted her as saying: “The whole country has gone crazy, reaching
unprecedented levels of craziness! China is showing unprecedented
unity, the U.S. is showing unprecedented unwillingness to send soldiers
to protect Taiwan and Taiwan is showing unprecedented levels of
daring.”
With regard to the China issue, according to polls, 33 percent
thought China was a paper tiger. And 33 percent would welcome a
crisis because it might lead to independence. Also, 33 percent thought a
crisis would be dangerous. Only 10 percent were really hard-core
independence seekers.
China had six airborne divisions of about 15,000 men each. In the
face of an invasion, I was told, the Taiwan Army would evaporate, as
defenses had in Iraq. One man told me: “Look, we are Chinese, we
would just surrender.”
So the escalation ladder looked like this: Chinese deploy forces
and issue an ultimatum; they ask foreign nationals to leave and the
economy collapses; the Government prepares to negotiate; Chen Shuibian resigns. Sisy thought a cross-strait crisis would precipitate a
leadership crisis in Taipei and a new president.

Young People Reject Token Rent
Three young DPP people indignantly refused my test proposal
that Taiwan give China 1 NT (about three cents) per year for the right
to live in peace on Taiwan. They said that 70 percent of Taiwanese
thought Taiwan was already independent—but they joked that they
were not sure this would be true in ten years because of the attractive
power of China and the fact that so many Taiwanese wanted to work
there.

Military Threat Rising; Why 1ot Multilaterialize?
At 9:30 a.m. on Monday, I went to the American Institute of
Taiwan, directed by Douglas Paal, who had been trying to get
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Washington to take seriously the danger that Chen Shui-bian was
posing. Walking in front of his “embassy” to get my thoughts together,
I came up with an idea to multilateralize the confrontation, as had been
done with North Korean negotiations.
In the case of North Korea, President Bush had demanded that the
entire region become involved so as to put maximum pressure on North
Korea. Why not have the administration round up much the same
involved regional actors (in this case, South Korea, Japan, and Russia)
to discuss, with the United States, this other regional emergency? Why
not, in the end, form some kind of advisory group to work with the
United States to urge negotiations based on One China and to help
guarantee any agreement reached?
The idea might sell in Washington because the states in question
were democratic. And it might eventually be accepted by China
because the states were all “One China states.” In any case, China
could not veto a regional interest in consulting on this issue since the
states involved can consult in any way they want.
AIT liked this idea, and I asked for help to raise it with the NSC
in Washington.
I learned that the military situation was getting worse. The United
States had moved a key Marine force to Iraq. Meanwhile, the Chinese
were building up forces with great urgency and intensity and trying to
gain the ability to get across the strait and up the coasts of Taiwan.
AIT was very worried about the Chinese capability to strike
Taiwan. In the December 20 newspapers, one could see that Beijing
had developed a “sudden-strike” capability. There would be a “sevenminute shock and strike” missile barrage to paralyze Taiwan’s
command system, followed by 17 minutes in which Taiwan’s airspace
would be invaded by fighter jets. (Note: it would take 20 minutes for
U.S. fighters to get to Taiwan from Okinawa.) Within 24 hours of the
strike, some 258,000 Chinese troops could be deployed in Taiwan.
This report, prepared by the Taiwan Defense and Strategic Studies
Institute, said that Taiwan would have less than five minutes to respond
to such a strike—the goal of which would be to prevent the United
States from coming to Taiwan’s defense in time. On December 1, there
had also been concern about a Fifth Column of Chinese spies
infiltrating Taiwan. It was obvious that Taiwan’s small island could be
threatened from every direction at once.

Su Chi Describes KMT’s Position
I met with Su Chi, the main cross-strait political adviser to KMT
candidate Lien Chan. He was preoccupied with getting more support
from America.
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Among other things, we discussed an important article by Robert
Sutter that had appeared in the January 28 Taipei Times.41 Sutter, an
expert on the U.S. Congress, had argued persuasively that Congress
was not going to come to the aid of Taiwan. His conclusion was that
Congress would be listening attentively to Taiwan’s lobbyists but that,
in the end, its arguments would be “offset by the recognition that Chen
was seeking reelection by taking advantage of his U.S. ‘friend.’” He
noted that this administration was known for punishing its enemies, and
Congress was not likely to run afoul of it.
The speeches Su Chi gave me of Lien Chan showed that KMT
was pledging not to continually needle the Mainland but, instead, to
resume the cross-strait dialogue. Lien said that, between election and
inauguration, he would go to the Mainland “under the principles of
parity and dignity” and “demand that Beijing freeze and begin
dismantling its missiles targeted at Taiwan.”
He would also seek to initiate regular cross-strait dialogue. He
would seek to shelve political controversy and jointly participate in
international organizations. The KMT would promote economic
cooperation and establish a cross-strait common market. It would seek
to terminate the state of hostilities and sign a cross-strait “peace
accord.”
Later, at 12:30 p.m., Su Chi came over to the hotel and we talked
for two hours. It was a very important chat. During this discussion, I
had a brainstorm.
What I had proposed to AIT as a solution to the cross-strait crisis
for the U.S. in the event that Chen Shui-bian won the presidency—
regional involvement—could be advanced by KMT itself in the event
that KMT won.
In a series of “idea negotiations,” between courses at the Regent
buffet, we agreed on a three-step process in which KMT could, itself,
multilateralize the Taiwan-Mainland negotiations without waiting for
the U.S. administration to do so. Since Su Chi would be traveling with
Lien Chan and seemed to be his senior political adviser, I thought
that—if KMT won the election—it would attempt to multilateralize the
conflict.
Back in the hotel preparing to leave, I felt well satisfied with the
trip. Direct hotel and travel expenses were only $3,000 total, and yet
major proposals had been made both to KMT and to the American
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administration. And more had been achieved in private discussions of
various kinds. Meanwhile, of course, much has been learned about the
situation in Taiwan.
Later, on November 19, 2003, former Vice Premier Qian Qichen
warned Secretary of State Colin Powell that “Washington’s failure to
take a clear-cut line on Taiwan independence might jeopardize peace in
the Taiwan Strait.”

ALERTI1G THE U.S. 1ATIO1AL
SECURITY COU1CIL
On March 1, 2004, I went to the National Security Council and
met with Michael Green (chief of the Asian division) and Ford Hart (in
charge of Taiwan) and handed over a short memo to warn the White
House: “If DPP wins, Taiwan will be a clear and present danger to
American national security” (bold in original). It said: “Taiwan is now
like an ancient Greek city state whose population has, through a
combination of arrogance, chutzpah and hubris—and demagogic
stances taken in frequent elections—lost sight of geographic, strategic
and political reality.” (Appendix 34)
In a second memo, I proposed multilateralizing the problem. If
Chen Shui-bian won the election, the administration would merely do
to Taiwan what it did to North Korea—turn the crisis into a multilateral
negotiation. And I noted that if Lien Chan won, he would try to do
something comparable. I observed that “KMT experts have advised me
that this ‘multilateralize’ proposal would be, for them and for Taiwan, a
‘crowd-pleaser.’” (Appendix 35)
Three weeks later, Chen Shui-bian won the election by the tiniest
of margins, .2 percent. And this occurred only because of the sympathy
vote accorded him after an incident in which someone fired bullets at
him and the vice presidential candidate immediately before the
election.
According to the official account, he was grazed in the stomach
and Vice President Lu shot in the knee. But many in Taiwan thought
this assassination attempt, and superficial wounds, were too good to be
true. The KMT called for an investigation headed by the head of the
Control Yuan—the GAO of Taiwan—but the investigation was, in the
end, derailed.
Three weeks after the election, on April 9, 2004, I returned to see
Michael Green and to drive home the idea of multilateralizing the
conflict with a three-page options paper. Option A was “muddling
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through” and not recommended. Option B was “Multilateralizing the
Cross-Strait Problem” with a “coalition for peace in the strait.” It would
be composed of democratic states such as Japan, Australia, South
Korea, Canada, Sweden, and others. This would persuade the U.S.
Congress that the coalition would not sell out Taiwan. On the other
hand, all these states supported the One China principle, so China
would be tranquilized.
Option C was for the administration to prepare a white paper with
a zero-base, bottom-up review of the Taiwanese situation—something I
said I did not think the administration had the energy for. (Appendix 36)
These two meetings were halfway between the March election in
Taiwan and the May inaugural speech of Chen Shui-bian. Accordingly,
the National Security Council was trying to figure out how to influence
Chen Shui-bian’s inaugural speech. On April 11, I sent the memo titled
“Five Points of Leverage in Negotiations with Chen Shui-bian” to
Green. (Appendix 37)

REDEFI1I1G “TAIWA1
AUTHORITIES” I1 CHI1A
In February 2004, I had gone to Taiwan in anticipation of the
March 20 election to investigate what was happening. There seemed no
point to traveling to China on that trip since—the election being
imminent—there was nothing much to discuss with Beijing except
speculation on the results.
Accordingly, I decided to visit China after the election and,
indeed, only after the May 20 inauguration speech of the winner.
Accordingly, I left Washington on May 26 to visit Beijing.

Early Apprehensions
The trip to China began with problems. My host, the China
Reform Forum, began relaying, from Chinese agencies from whom I
had requested appointments, ever more intrusive questions—questions
that were increasingly pointed about my views. Finally, I was advised
that two organizations (the American division of the Foreign Ministry
and the Taiwan Affairs Office) had joined in asking me to specify the
persons, organizations, and dates of all meetings and contacts I had had
in Taiwan. This violated all the principles of Catalytic Diplomacy. I
declined to answer.

194

Catalytic Diplomacy

These unprecedented questions arose, in the first instance,
because Vice Minister Zhou Mingwei of the Taiwan Affairs Office had
been demoted and then replaced. He had moved on to serve as
Executive Vice Director-General in the China Foreign Languages
Publishing and Distribution Administration.
Also, the election shock must have made the Chinese ever more
alert to who was on which side. There was a new hawkish mood in
China that had led to ideological shifts in the Taiwan Affairs Office. I
feared that I was being questioned harshly in part because my past ten
friendly visits had been “washed out” by this shift.
Remember, I had been publicly accused, by The Washington Post
in October 2000, of being an “unofficial envoy” from the very same
Chen Shui-bian who had just won the election in Taiwan on
secessionist grounds. Certainly, I had been speaking well of Chen up
until August 9, 2002, and urging talks with him; now there was zero
trust and confidence in him.
In any case, I wrote a letter dated May 19 to President Hu Jintao
with some advice on Taiwan and put a cover letter on this letter to
former Vice Premier Qian Qichen, who had received me twice, and
asked him to relay my letter to the president. (I later learned he did do
this.) (Appendix 38) I think, actually, what they were fishing for was
the simple statement “I support the One China policy,” which in fact I
did.

Arrival in Beijing on Thursday, May 27
I arrived at the hotel without incident. Friends said that, under
these circumstances of heightened suspicion, I should remain “cool”
and that one’s own “suspicions can become your enemy.” (I was
learning the psychology with which Chinese keep themselves afloat in
a sea of potentially lethal perturbations.)
In the morning, I met at the Foreign Ministry for an hour with the
deputy director of the American desk, Zheng Zeguang, whom I had met
before. He was extremely young looking. He was friendly and said they
would do something with the letters but that, in future, I should send
requests for appointments well in advance of my visit to the Chinese
Embassy and give them more time.
In the afternoon, at the China Reform Forum, I met with two
researchers and led off with a key Socratic question: Who are the
Taiwanese “authorities” of which the Chinese government speaks so
much?
Was Chen Shui-bian really the Taiwan authority or—now that
Taiwan was organized as a democracy—were the Taiwanese people the
real authorities? And if the latter, why did not China invite the
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Taiwanese people to approve the opening of negotiations rather than
barking up the wrong tree by demanding that its current elected
president pronounce the dread words “One China principle.” (I called
this idea, in my letter to President Hu, the “democratic finesse.”)
One researcher said I was using Western thinking and China was
using Eastern thinking. The other said it was a truly excellent question.
I explained my idea: invite the Taiwanese people to vote on the
question of opening talks on the basis of the One China principle. The
Taiwanese would have little to worry about; after all, in any case, the
results of the negotiation would have to be approved by the Taiwanese
people before anything could be implemented.
Asked whether Taiwan was drifting away, both said,
“economically no but politically yes.” But Mainland public opinion
was now supporting reunification more strongly.
The scholars were alarmed that the Asian Wall Street Journal had
recently reported that 2005 and 2006 were points of maximum danger.
China scholars were talking about the use of force. The urgent task was
to restart talks and to figure out how to use economic relations to
promote better political relations.
I asked one researcher about my proposed 1 NT solution in which
Taiwan just acknowledges that it is part of one China by paying $1 a
year in rent. Wang said this was quite acceptable but thought it must be
a joke. But what, I then asked, did China really want from Taiwan?
Wang said, “Integrity of China and recognition of sovereignty.” Taiwan
would give up nothing except diplomatic rights. After reunification,
Taiwan would be a special administrative region and would send
representatives to regional meetings in only a secondary capacity.
By this time, I was getting rather aggressive in urging China
Reform Forum officials and guides not to attend my talks as a kind of
silent witness—this attendance was the normal Chinese custom. So I
managed to be left alone for a dinner meeting with their chief
executive, Ding Kuisong.
The dinner was a success because, in the process of our talk, I
fine-tuned an idea in my letter to Hu Jintao. At a suitable time, China
could appeal over the head of Chen Shui-bian for a vote of the
Taiwanese people in a referendum pitting independence versus
negotiations. (The negotiations would be on a reunified China with
autonomy, dignity, and democracy for Taiwan.) This would be an offer
that a majority of Taiwanese could not refuse and that the United States
could endorse.
The Taiwanese would not vote for independence over talks
because they would consider it too dangerous. Moreover, they would
vote for talks in the assurance that nothing would be approved, in any
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case, until the talks were ended and the tentative agreement ratified by
them. And China could thus have the ultimate endorsement of the
Taiwanese people for talks on the basis of the One China principle.
Chinese officials who might complain that this was too soft, or
too dangerous, would be told that this was, at the least, better than
immediate hostile action because it would show that China had gone
the last mile.
Ding agreed to look at a first draft and work it over. (This worked
well for me on an earlier visit when Ding helped my campaign to have
China host the North Korea talks.) He is one of those few free agents in
China with good connections but without any bureaucracy sitting on
him.

Drafting the Democratic Finesse, and General Pan
Working from 7 a.m. to 10 a.m., with a brief break for breakfast, I
managed to prepare a draft statement of the kind that the Chinese
government could make to Taiwan if it wished and a dozen “frequently
asked questions” in which questions were posed and answers made
about the proposal. (Appendix 39)
From 10 a.m. to 2 p.m., I went out with a guide and, in the course
of the afternoon, had my head sculpted by a famous sculptor from
Taiwan, now living in Beijing. My wife said, later, that it did not look
like me at all. Told that the Chinese thought it did, she said: “To the
Chinese, all Americans look alike.”
I returned to work on the democratic-finesse project.
I took a nap and then a cab ride to a distant hotel, where I met
with a retired general, Major General Pan Zhenqiang, from the Institute
for Strategic Studies of the National Defense University of the People’s
Liberation Army. He was a fairly active Pugwash member and actually
remembered my name from the 1972 period when he was working for
the army on U.S.-China relations and I brought the first scientific
delegation from the United States to Beijing.
I went out for a walk with a hired guide to Behai Gardens. She
was 27 and unmarried. She lived with a friend and was looking for
work after returning from Canada. At the moment, she worked for the
guide agency. She said there was absolutely no privacy in China, and
when she returned home, the neighbors want to know everything about
her life—salary, boyfriends, and so on.
The May 17 statement of the Chinese government said little about
reunification but emphasized stability. Under these circumstances, why
should a condition for starting the talks be the admission that there was
only One China? Instead, perhaps Chen Shui-bian should merely be
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required to say that he would stop undermining the status quo. Perhaps
this would be a good idea.
Apparently Chen Shui-bian’s statement that “we share a common
heritage” can be read in Chinese to mean “in the past, we shared a
common heritage.” Beijing seemed to have no idea now what was
required for reunification. What came after the talks start, if they did at
all, seemed very ill-defined.
Beijing was worried that Chen Shui-bian was becoming the
strongman of Taiwan. Apparently even Ma on May 4 said that Chen
Shui-bian might be the next authoritarian. China feared that, by 2004—
2006, no one could control him.
At 4 p.m., I met with a man who had been involved in the very
many drafts for the Chinese government of the May 17 statement. He
was quite well informed. He said Jiang Zemin was developing a harder
and harder line. The situation, in general, was very bad, with no trust
across the strait. Chen Shui-bian had not given up his timetable. The
Mainland thought use of force was the necessary and last resort.
Unfortunately, China could not just threaten to cut economic links
because this was what the Taiwan authorities wanted. It would not be
enough to get them to give up the independence road and would only
hurt China. The use of force might involve cutting Taiwanese economic
links and transportation lines. And if the situation were not resolved
now, it would be a big obstacle to development. Taiwanese
independence has wasted a great deal of diplomatic time and resources
(forcing China to stay in a “passive” position) and even monies to
prevent countries from recognizing Taiwan. Finally, Taiwan was
important to the China economy.
He felt waiting for Chen Shui-bian to leave office risked finding
that DPP was still in office. And Taiwan being out of control could
affect stability in the Mainland with riots much like those of 1989 by
outraged students. China felt that KMT and the Taiwanese public were
weaker and weaker. They had been expected to control things but
weren’t. Furthermore, the Taiwan situation might trigger anti-American
attitudes, and so there could be problems from the public on both
fronts. Also, the Politburo might feel that reunifying the country was an
opportunity to get the prestige necessary to develop the country. The
public would accept force because they think that peaceful reunification
had failed and was a weak policy.
China feared that the next four years might lead to independence
and there might be a showdown by independence forces. They might
try to use the 2008 Beijing Summer Olympics for a showdown.
What to do? He recommended a positive message to prevent an
incident from DPP before 2008. Meanwhile, the Mainland had come to
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the conclusion that force was necessary. He thought the situation was
very dangerous.
The key redlines from China’s point of view were: no
referendums on any form of relationship across the strait; no change of
the Constitution; no change in the flag; no change in the name of the
nation or the territory.
When asked why they feared a vote by the people since the
Taiwanese were much more pragmatic than Chen Shui-bian, he said:
“Maybe you are right, but there is a possibility that they would choose
independence and we don’t want to risk it.”

Monday: Zhou Mingwei
A morning meeting with the deputy director of the Institute on
American Studies being canceled, I caught up on sleep and began
preparing a careful letter for my meeting on Tuesday with the Office of
Taiwan Affairs of the State Council. This looked good and contained
three ideas.
In the afternoon, I met with Zhou Mingwei, former deputy
director of the Office of Taiwan Affairs, who had, six months
previously, been shifted to running the China Foreign Languages
Publishing and Distribution Administration. This organization of 2,400
people translates and distributes material into 20 languages and
exchanges book rights with foreign countries, among other things.
I was the first of Zhou’s former American contacts to meet with
him since his change of job, and he was touched. He remembered with
real emotion some kindnesses I had shown him. For example, during a
visit to America, he had been under attack in the Taiwanese press for
threatening war with Taiwan. I had driven to Reagan Airport to see him
off and had given him a letter explaining the difference between a
warning and a threat and encouraged him to express his apprehensions
in terms of warnings that war would be inevitable if Taiwan continued
on its course rather than to say anything that Taiwanese authorities
could deliberately misinterpret as a threat.

Taiwan Affairs Office Lacks English
Right before our meeting, I discovered the devastating news that
my new contact at the Taiwan Affairs Office, who was to be General
Wang Zaixi, did not, in fact, speak English—as I had been told he did. I
lost sleep the next night trying to decide how to deal with the fact that
the Taiwan Affairs Office seemed to have gone, in a variety of ways,
from being the best place to raise my ideas to the worst. What to do? It
seemed, from a number of conversations, that my ideas, while logical,
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would require the motivated efforts of some Chinese first to translate
them into a Chinese way of thinking and then to push them through to a
successful conclusion.
I had also become convinced that I had made a mistake. Because I
gave the official letters addressed to Hu Jintao to the Foreign Affairs
Ministry, it had been able, I decided, based on something said to me, to
tell President Hu’s office that it was handling my ideas. I feared that, in
fact, neither the Foreign Ministry nor the Taiwan Affairs Office could
now really handle my thinking—Zhou Mingwei having left that office.
Meanwhile, a phone conversation with B.J.—with whom I speak
every night at 10 p.m.—had alerted me to a newspaper article saying
that Jiang Zemin was regaining influence over Hu’s Taiwan policy.

Taiwan Affairs Office: General Wang Zaixi
At 2:30 p.m., I met with the deputy director of the Office of
Taiwan Affairs of the State Council, Wang Zaixi, for almost 90
minutes. The State Council is similar to our National Security Council,
and this person was the deputy director for the Office of Taiwan Affairs
section. A former three-star general, Wang turned out to be softlooking, friendly, and close to visible sadness when the talk turns to
war. He spoke very little English and had never been to Taiwan. His
understanding of politics was typical of Chinese and turned mainly on
“Is he sincere?” and not at all on the political pressures that we look
toward in a Western-style democracy.
The Chinese position was a composite of absurdities. Chen Shuibian was not sincere, but if he adopted the One China principle we
could talk to him (i.e., he would suddenly become sincere). But talks
without agreeing on the underlying principle were not worth having.
He opened by expressing admiration for my achievements in arms
control and human rights. I showed him the two chapters of my book,
including the photo with Zhou En-lai.
I then made an extended pitch for asking the Taiwanese public, as
the real authorities, to support negotiation on the basis of the One China
principle through a referendum—my democratic finesse. I explained
why that would not hurt China’s eventual rights to go to war but would,
in fact, help them by showing they had gone the last mile. And I
explained why the Taiwanese would vote the right way—voting for
negotiations was easy and prudent, whereas rejecting them could be
dangerous.
On the way, I explained how the Taiwanese felt about the
Mainland—from their hatred of Chiang Kai-shek’s army to their
disgust with the missiles fired at them in 1996 by Jiang Zemin. I
explained how determined DPP leaders were—having gone from
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prison to power, they were unlikely to decide that anything was an
impossible dream.
He said the issue was very complicated and not all things in
Taiwanese politics were visible. Theoretically, leaders should be of the
same view as the people, but Chen Shui-bian was elected in illegal
ways. So the Taiwanese people were not really the Taiwanese
authorities. But he agreed that more should be done to help and appeal
to the Taiwanese people. But we could not solve the problem by putting
our hopes on the Taiwanese leaders. Many people said we should sit
down without negotiations regardless of what agreement we would
reach. But Chen Shui-bian was tricky. Sincerity is a precondition. And,
he seemed to say, Chen Shui-bian would not do what the Taiwanese
people said they wanted, even if there were a vote. Both sides should
have the will to make progress. One China is a fact. If Chen Shui-bian
cannot accept it, they could not negotiate with him.
But, he said, we agreed that, if the Taiwanese people would, by
majority, support negotiations, the problem would be easier. To which I
responded, “Then why not ask them?”
My hosts, two of which were there, were very impressed with the
meeting, even startled with the power of it. I was in good form. And
they loved the various animal stories I provided: the Tang Dynasty
horse story, the bullfight analogy (bull=China; picador=Taiwan;
bullfighter=America), and the pig-in-a-poke analogy to the One China
principle requirement, wherein the buyer is told to agree in principle to
buying the pig before looking at it.
My hosts wanted to know when I was coming back. They thought
they might be able to organize higher meetings. Clearly, in a number of
ways, I have made very good friends with them. The China Reform
Forum has photographs of very famous American visitors on the walls
of their meeting room (e.g., Brent Scowcroft, Kissinger, Perry, Bush,
etc.), and they said that, soon, I would join them. (More soft soap!)

Wednesday: Lin Di of the CICEC
Over breakfast, I met with another vice chairman of the China
Reform Forum, my old friend Lin Di, who had been Secretary-General
of CICEC, a major group in cultural exchange. Lin Di had been to my
house for dinner once and had helped me a great deal in the past—
especially in getting meetings with Vice Premier Qian Qichen. Once he
even tried to “bribe” me with a meeting with President Jiang Zemin—if
only I would take sides between Taiwan and China.
Lin Di was 50 and considering retirement. His expectations for
income were not great, he said, because he had worked in the
countryside for ten years during the Cultural Revolution. During this
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period he earned, besides room and board, $10 per year. His hope, then,
was for a pension of 30RMB per month. Many of the people I meet
with were veterans with similar stories, and their approach to life was
one hard for us Westerners to imagine.
Lin Di remembered translating a letter to Jiang Zemin that I sent
in October 1999 that, as Lin Di puts it, told China that it had not just
one, but two, lines of defense for Taiwan (i.e., that even if Taiwan
declared independence, no one would recognize it).
I left that afternoon on the 4:35 p.m. plane and arrived home the
same day at 9:30 p.m. on June 3, a door-to-door trip of about 20 hours.

Taiwan After the 2004 Inaugural
Things were getting worse. On June 7, before I left for Taiwan, a
key China-Taiwan expert shared my pessimism about the TaiwanChina situation and said the new folks appointed by Chen Shui-bian to
Taipei government positions were ever weaker intellectually. Key
Taiwanese officials were quitting or being pushed aside.
On Thursday, in Taiwan, a scholar said he was planning a
scholarly conference on the dangers of escalation if cross-strait
relations took a wrong turn. He said the Pentagon had encouraged
Taiwan to consider the option, if necessary, of threatening to bomb the
Three Gorges Dam in China. This, in turn, would encourage the
Mainland to try to take out all of Taiwan’s aircraft at the outset of any
conflict. I recommended, among other things, that all participants at
such a conference be asked to read Barbara Tuchman’s Guns of August
and Roberta Wohlstetter’s Signals and Decisions at Pearl Harbor as
well as a book on how the Japanese militarists conspired to produce
war between Japan and China in the 1930s.
All three of these interlocutors agreed that a “train wreck” in
cross-strait relations was coming, and most believed China would never
give up Taiwan for reasons that go beyond communism and even
beyond nationalism to Confucianism.
One expert said that if a vote were held on whether to open talks
with the Mainland, 40–50 percent would say “yes” and 25 percent
“no.” Few would vote for independence.
In a poll, the David Lampton-Ken Lieberthal idea—in which the
Mainland would agree not to use force for 50 years and the Taiwanese
would agree not to declare independence for the same period—got 42
percent strongly in favor and 21 percent slightly in favor. It would be
accomplished, its advocates say, by referendum.
There was widespread fear that DPP might become the dominant
political party, with the two-party system thereby undermined. In
particular, PFP and KMT were having trouble getting together.
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At 10 a.m. on July 10, I met with Chiou I-jen, the head of the
National Security Council (i.e., the equivalent of America’s
Condoleezza Rice); he was also the chief political adviser (i.e., the Karl
Rove of this administration). When I first met him, in 1999, he was the
campaign manager of candidate Chen Shui-bian, and since then he held
a different title on each of my dozen visits, most recently head of the
Presidential Office.
I left this meeting rather depressed. I had failed to come up with
some good idea, and most of the meeting had descended into a polite
exchange of pointless arguments as to which side was to blame for the
impasse in cross-strait negotiations. But the next morning, in a hot bath,
I decided he had told me a number of useful, if depressing, things.
(1) When asked “Does Taiwan plan to become fully
independent?”, he now said, “Whatever the people vote for.” This
meant that the leadership was planning to keep moving toward a
referendum vote on whatever the leadership put forward and that DPP
wanted to assume that Taiwan would have the full right of selfdetermination—which, of course, the international community rejects.
So the China-Taiwan train wreck was still on track.
(2) He assured me that Chen Shui-bian did not intend, for the next
four years, to go back to the demagogic calls for independence that
characterized the last election campaign (i.e., this retreat was not just
for the next two years—until the parliamentary elections—but for the
rest of his term).
(3) In the final exchange—outside the meeting room with its note
taker—Chiou I-jen urged me to tell the Chinese to try “one more time”
to start talks, saying, “The international community will guarantee any
results reached.”
This was a response to my assertion that Chen Shui-bian changed
his mind so often that the Chinese could not negotiate with him in
confidence. But it revealed, nonetheless, that the Taiwanese National
Security Council was thinking in terms of pulling the world community
into the final result. (This, in turn, was closely related to an idea I
proposed to the Bush administration in the fall, that a coalition of
democratically organized regional states be convened to buffer the
quarrel rather than leave it only to U.S. politics.) The idea that he
wanted me to push—that Taiwan was prepared to discuss any issue,
including the One China principle, but to discuss it only as an issue—
was one I readily recalled. It was the idea I sold Chen Shui-bian in my
second meeting with him in 2000. Apparently, this idea was still
alive—a fact worth considering.
(4) I raised the issue of Taiwan trying to get a deterrent against the
Mainland, as urged by the Pentagon, in the form of a strike force to hit
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the Three Gorges Dam or the center of Shanghai’s famous tower. He
said, “This is not so easy.” This was confirmed by what I read that
night in a newspaper analysis—it required refueling over Chinese
airspace. Unfortunately, Vice Minister of National Defense Tsai Minghsien had termed it possible. The worst thing about discussing all this
was that it would lead the Mainland to prepare to preempt against all
Taiwanese military bases at the outset.
(5) On the Three Links, he blamed the Mainland for reversing
itself on the issue of whether the flights were “domestic” or not—an
ideological hang-up for the Taiwanese. But it seemed clear that the
Mainland wanted the flights and Taiwan did not—but Taiwan wouldn’t
admit it.
(6) In some ways, the worst moment in the meeting was when he
advised me that Chen Shui-bian was going to chair the Commission on
Cross-Strait Stability rather than Nobel Prize-winner Lee Yuan Tseh,
whom I would meet on Monday. My hopes for that commission, and
for bringing Vincent Siew into it, may have been undermined by that
fact. He did concede that the guidelines for the commission—which
had been prepared earlier by former MAC Chairman Tsai Ing-wen—
were “just a draft.” This draft was a nonstarter.
After the meeting, I walked around the city somewhat dispiritedly
and found a place where one could eat dumplings for $1.20. A 50-cent
handout to a poor man received a response, which, unless I am
mistaken, was: “I love you, man.”

Sisy Chen: Parliamentarian and TV Personality
Sisy Chen was a parliamentarian and TV commentator.
Associated with DPP originally, she became an independent associated
with KMT. She was very wealthy and very angry with Chen Shui-bian.
As usual she arrived late for the elegant dinner she hosted and kept the
waiters waiting for hours later as the talk went on.
The dinner, in a private club, was a culinary disaster as far as I
was concerned. She described it plausibly as the “best Italian-Japanese
restaurant in town,” but the food ranged from the inscrutable, to the
inedible, to the carb-heavy pasta and cake. And, as in many high-end
restaurants, there was no choice. But Sisy is interesting and devoted to
me—in part, I think, because I solved some of her many health
problems by prescribing Juvenon to help her energy and by giving her a
book by Lester Packer—The Anti-oxidant Miracle.
Sisy knew all the political dirt on everybody. She thought the
gunshot incident had something to do with a doctor named Wang who
was the intermediary between Mrs. Chen Shui-bian and various
investment favor-seekers. Sisy was deeply involved in the shooting
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incident. On the evening it happened, she received a call from a nurse
at the hospital advising her that the whole thing was a kind of hoax and
that Chen did not look like he was shot at all.
Sisy went on the air with this and tried to stem the sympathy vote
for Chen Shui-bian. Much later, KMT officials complained that she had
mishandled the affair and hurt their effort—this was the finger-pointing
that resulted from their loss. (In fact, I later learned that she not only
informed the high-level KMT officials of this call but also was selected
by them to tell the public about it.)
The DPP was, she thought, composed of professional agitators
who didn’t really want independence but wanted to call for it.
She said the Mainlanders felt that they had become like the Jews
in prewar Germany and that many might leave Taiwan. In general,
Taiwanization was going on apace. At the time, 74 percent of the
population was Taiwanese, with another 13 percent Hakka and 13
percent Mainlander (and 1 percent aboriginal). The notion of One
China had become pejorative. Ethnic politics and ethnic identity were
in full sway. Taiwan was drifting into a one-party system. Lee Tenghui, the former president, had said that internal reconciliation—
between Mainlanders and Taiwanese—can begin only when 75 percent
of the major officeholders were Taiwanese.
Pushing the red lines (i.e., the lines that might lead to use of
military force by China) had become a kind of hobby for the DPP. And
Lee Teng-hui was proposing a new kind of name permutation—the
“Taiwan Republic of China”—which was used by Chen Shui-bian in
his inaugural speech to please Lee Teng-hui. This was a “creeping”
name change toward renaming the country as Taiwan.

Saturday: How Politics Encumbers the Dialogue
A clever analyst explained to me how cluttered was the political
calendar right through 2012. There was hardly a quiet moment.
November 2004: U.S. presidential election
December 2004: Taiwan parliamentary election
2005: Country municipal elections in Taiwan
2006: Changes in the Taiwan Constitution
December 2006: KMT Mayor Ma of Taipei steps down, as does
DPP Mayor Frank Hsieh of Kaohsiung—these are the leading
contenders for the presidency in Taiwan of their parties.
September–November 2007: 17th Party Congress in China
December 2007: Taiwan parliamentary election
March 2008: Taiwan presidential election
August 2008: Summer Olympics in China
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It looked like constant trouble and constant temptation for the
DPP to revert to baiting the Mainland for internal political purposes.

Ho Szu-Yin: KMT Policy Adviser
I met with a professor of political science at National Chengchi
University. He said a climate of political correctness had been
generated by the DPP in which saying things about China was
acceptable only if those things were bad. Everyone was careful about
what he said. Many people felt tricked by Chen Shui-bian with regard
to the shooting incident, and as a result there could well be a backlash if
evidence proved the shooting was a hoax; the Chinese were getting
really angry about Taiwan, and he agreed that a train wreck was in the
offing.
At 3 p.m., over tea, I met with Andrew Yang of the Chinese
Council of Advanced Policy Studies (CAPS) who ran a nonprofit
organization devoted to analyzing the Chinese military that, from time
to time, held relevant conferences and issues reports. He was frequently
quoted in the English-language press.
He was planning to hold a conference on the various things that
the Mainland could do to Taiwan for which there was no real military
answer. We talked about ways to make this conference a success. The
basic fact, we agreed, was that Taiwan was so close to China, and so
intimately related to it, that China had hordes of relevant options to
cause pain to Taiwan.
Indeed, Yang said that China’s recent effort to slow its economy
had already had a serious collateral effect on the Taiwanese economy.
In effect, when China sneezes, Taiwan gets pneumonia. He thought the
atmosphere in Taiwan got more and more McCarthyite as passions and
political correctness took hold. And the newspapers simply filtered out
comments that were not part of the conventional wisdom.
A spokesman for the president described to me, in detail, all the
things that the president had tried and how he had been rebuffed by the
Chinese. I was reminded that another observer, a member of Chen
Shui-bian’s administration, had told me that: “Chen Shui-bian felt he
was sincere and trying hard to reach agreement with China, but he was
naive about what it would take to get through the Chinese bureaucracy
and the time and patience required.”

An Objective Pollster
A political pollster told me that the shooting incident did produce
an enormous sympathy swing vote (8–10 percent) for Chen Shui-bian,
just as I had been told and quite contrary to what the DPP spokesman
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wanted people to believe. But the voting had been going against Chen
for social reasons; in fact, more people were supporting Chen Shuibian’s independence ideas, he said, than in the 2000 election.
Chen Shui-bian was not in too much danger, however, of any
proof of this shooting incident coming out. The electorate had moved
on in its thinking. And the media and judiciary were not sufficiently
independent to probe the whole thing carefully.
When I shared some of my ideas with the pollster, he commented
sagely that my approach to issues was one of problem-solving, whereas
the DPP approach to issues was to use them in an electoral strategy.
They did not want the problem solved. (He thought there might be an
exception for Chen Shui-bian after the next parliamentary election,
which would be, after all, his last election.) He was, of course, right,
but I am still trying problem-solving.
A major idea came out of a discussion of a suggestion I had made
in China, that is, the idea that Beijing might ask the Taiwanese people
to vote, by referendum, to open the talks on any basis China wanted as
long as the results of the negotiations were subject to a later Taiwanese
vote on the final tentative agreement.
He agreed that, by Taiwanese law, such a referendum could be
catalyzed by a 5 percent vote and that there was a coalition that might
try to put such a referendum to the test. (We discussed how I might
reach this coalition. He suggested I meet Huang Kuang-kuo of Taiwan
University, and within 24 hours I had arranged exactly such an
appointment and had a wonderful discussion.)

Dinner with Young DPP Members
Over dinner, I met with two young DPP people, a new Ph.D. in
China studies, 34 years old, and his 25-year-old girlfriend, who was
getting a master’s degree in business administration. The Ph.D. was
about to set out to China for a conference. He said that he was startled
at the shooting incident and thought to himself, “How did Chen Shuibian do this?” But now he seemed uncertain about what it all meant.
And he confirmed that many of his DPP friends just thought more of
Chen Shui-bian for sneaking past the opposition.
By Sunday night, by dint of working at all hours since my arrival
on Wednesday night, I had completed reading the newspapers from
March, April, May, June, and the first two weeks of July; the important
things I learned had been typed.
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Lee Yuan Tseh Determined the Election Results
On Monday at 10 a.m., I met for an hour with the president of the
Academia Sinica, Taiwan’s only Nobel laureate, Lee Yuan Tseh. His
intervention in 2000 had elected Chen Shui-bian, and in 2004 his lastminute endorsement may well have elected Chen Shui-bian again, since
Lee’s endorsement was followed by the extremely narrow victory
margin of Chen Shui-bian—two-tenths of a percent.
He was in touch with Chinese colleagues, and they reported that
the worst had happened. Taiwan was now being used in the power
struggle in Beijing. Jiang Zemin was taking the hard line against Hu
Jintao. And if Jiang was vindicated, then by 2006 something bad might
happen across the strait. (This was something I will want to check in
Washington with China watchers, but it represented a sharper
formulation of what was occurring than has been in print so far.)

Tsai Ing-Wen: Former Chairman Of MAC
I rushed off to the American Club to interview a high-ranking
former official—a cagey female lawyer who resembled Honey in the
Doonesbury cartoon. She tried to say as little as possible. She admitted
that no Chinese official could start talks without some concession on
the One China principle. She felt that the United States would have the
influence to control China only for the next five or ten years. She
would not say what would happen after that, but it suggested that
Taiwan felt it was working against a deadline.

A Perfect Storm Arising?
At the American Institute of Taiwan, an American official thought
the “perfect storm” in China-Taiwan relations would exist the next fall,
after the parliamentary elections in Taiwan, the presidential election in
Washington, and factional fighting in the Politburo in China on
whether to “teach Taiwan a lesson.”
I met with a key leader of the third-force movement. This was
arranged for Tuesday. I felt referendums could be used to force the
Taiwanese political system to confront the real problems facing
Taiwan. I considered this a major idea that would, in principle, change
the balance of politics in Taiwan from deadlock or confrontation with
the Mainland to something much more constructive.
The memo I provided argued for a referendum on opening
negotiations and finessing the One China principle. It paralleled and
built upon an idea I had suggested in China in May.
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But by early Tuesday morning, I saw potential problems with this
and, unsure what reaction I would get at my Tuesday morning meeting,
prepared another one-page memo applying the referendum idea to
another major problem—that of the Three Links.

Huang Kuang-kuo: Political Organizer
Yun-han Chu had rounded up Huang for tea at 9:30 a.m., and the
three of us met in a coffee shop for an hour. I emphasized that
organizing a third force around “issues” rather than “organizations”
was the way to go in terms of organizational self-interest. The two
referenda I had drafted could round up a lot of support for this third
way. And both parties—DPP and KMT—would be hard-pressed not to
support the referenda. Then the referenda would pass by large margins.
China could hardly refuse to negotiate if the Taiwanese public
asked for it in this way. I used examples from psychology to make my
points since Huang is a famous professor of psychology. And at the
end, when Huang was warmly endorsing my ideas and thanking me, I
mentioned the Solomon Ashe experiment on conformity. According to
this experiment, one person can be persuaded that he is wrong if he is
isolated, but if there are two who agree, they cannot be swayed. His
support, I said, persuaded me that my ideas were “not crazy.”
This was certainly the most important meeting of this trip. As
usual, it came about through random encounters and ideas invented on
the spot—in this case, through conversation with a pollster. But, also as
usual, the new ideas were built out of building blocks of other ideas as I
got farther and farther into the subject. But in the end, the group
running the referenda evidently decided to organize their campaign
around a referendum on buying U.S. weapons.

Liu Shih-chung: Presidential Aide
Racing back to the hotel in Yun-han’s chauffeured limo, I met at
11:45 a.m. with President Chen Shui-bian’s hard-working aide Liu
Shih-chung. He looked sleepy even after two cups of coffee. Chen
Shui-bian was a workaholic of tremendous proportions and violated the
human rights of his aides, who survived barely.
Shih-chung asked, “Well, what do you have for us for advice?”
and listened patiently to my complaints, after which I came up with a
few particulars:
(1) Chen Shui-bian should return to emphasizing the slogan
“Economic and Cultural Integration” rather than “Peace and Stability”
and should, at least, work on Three Links. This would be considered
more sincere in China than “Peace and Stability.”
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(2) Chen Shui-bian should put Vincent Siew in charge of this
negotiation and, in particular, economic integration. If necessary, he
should schmooze with Vincent to persuade him; I reminded Shih-chung
that Vincent was leaving the KMT ruling committee. This also would
be considered more sincere in China because Vincent Siew, everyone
there knew, was running a cross-strait economic foundation and wanted
nothing more than the Three Links, which China wanted also.
So this was a useful meeting. It took 27 hours to get home through
Los Angeles.

Trip Report #32 Taiwan 7/9–7/14, 2004
A month later, from July 9 to July 14, I traveled to Taiwan to see
whether the May inaugural of the new administration had provided any
new grounds for starting talks between the Mainland and Taiwan.
A promising visit resulted. We threw some useful cold water on
the Chen Shui-bian administration’s complacency and provided some
constructive ideas to persons involved in the official cross-strait
dialogue. We tried to shape the Taiwanese effort into directions more
negotiable (viz., Three Links and economic integration) rather than
those that are cosmetic and highly political (“Peace and Stability”).
And we provided some help to those then charged to investigate the
assassination attempt.
As the trip was coming to a close, a new avenue opened up—an
emerging “third force” of popular opinion. It was urged to concentrate
efforts on a campaign to put two cross-strait-related resolutions on the
Taiwanese ballot as referenda. This could help put the public on record
as wanting dialogue with the Mainland as well as the Three Direct
Links (direct travel, shipping, and mail) between the Mainland and
Taiwan.
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CHAPTER IV:
BLOWI1G THE WHISTLE O1
1UCLEAR PLA1S
CO1FIRMI1G TAIWA1ESE
1UCLEAR DISCUSSIO1S
I had received from a source in Taiwan an alarming Taipei Times
editorial of August 13, 2004, titled “Taiwan Needs Nuclear Deterrent”
(Appendix 40) and had circulated this to the U.S. government and
others. And two weeks later, learning from another source that Taiwan
had set up a highly secret committee under its national security adviser,
Chiou I-jen, to investigate the feasibility of Taiwan becoming a nuclear
power, I immediately began preparing to investigate.
Some reference was made, in the information received, to using
the issue in bargaining with the United States for greater security
guarantees. After all, the United States has pledged to help Taiwan in
its defense but not to defend it. And in the past, Taiwan’s government
had used the threat to go nuclear to get security concessions. For
example, in 1998 an article in the Asian Wall Street Journal by Gerald
Segal titled “Taiwan’s Nuclear Card” had said: “In order to forestall
American efforts to push them into the arms of Mainland China,
representatives of the Taipei government are embarking on a subtle
campaign to remind the world that the Taiwanese military retains the
option of completing the development of a nuclear deterrent.... They
evidently hope that a nuclear card will force the US to reaffirm its
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commitment to protect Taiwan’s security, in order to avoid seeing the
stand-off across the Taiwan Strait go nuclear.”
Taiwan had started thinking about a bomb in 1964 when the
People’s Republic of China got one.42 It had been stopped by President

42

History of Taiwan’s Interest in 1uclear Weapons
In general, there was ample history of Taiwanese interest in nuclear
weapons to support a concern.
Taiwan had started thinking about nuclear weapons in 1964 after the
Chinese tested a nuclear weapon. It developed the Chungshan Institute of
Science and Technology (CIST) and purchased a heavy-water reactor, a heavywater production plant, and a plutonium separation plant. This is where the
work on the bomb had taken place.
At the same site, it developed the Institute of Nuclear Energy Research
(INER), some 43 kilometers southwest of Taipei inside a shared security
perimeter. This is where the plutonium was produced.
By 1974, the CIA was onto what was happening. It cultivated a spy who
rose to be deputy director of the enterprise and then, in 1987, defected to the
United States. The defector, Colonel Chang Hsien-yi, former deputy director of
INER, left with reams of documents. President Ronald Reagan warned David
Dean, AIT ambassador, to put a stop to this activity within a week or not to
come back.
In 1995, after the PRC fired missiles in the direction of Taiwan to
discourage the 1996 Taiwanese election, President Lee Teng-hui suggested that
the program be revived. Days later, no doubt under pressure, he said Taiwan
would “definitely not” resume such work, but in fact he may have left the door
open.
According to a report from Hong Kong’s Ta Kung Pao of December 29,
1999, “In the wake of nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in 1998,
Lee ordered both the defense ministry and the academy of sciences to set up a
group for guiding Taiwan’s study of atomic bombs with a view to accelerating
the evaluation, research and development process of nuclear weapons.” (FBISCHi-20000113)
The background showed that, in 1974, Taiwan was “five years away”
from a bomb, according to the CIA. By 1976 the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) was saying that Taiwan could be secretly reprocessing
plutonium-laden fuel rods and that, in addition, it could make plutonium metal
from ingredients supplied by the United States. Inspectors found a trapdoor at
INER through which Taiwan could divert fuel rods from the research reactor
into a weapons program. But then–President Chiang Ching-kuo merely
continued the program under still greater secrecy.
By 1987, when the program was stopped a second time, some believed
that Taiwan was perhaps “just a year or two away” from a bomb. (And this
appears to be still true today according to some observers.) In addition, James
Lilley said in 1997 that Taiwan could build a bomb “within a year” if it wanted.
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Reagan in 1987. But Taiwan’s former President Lee Teng-hui had
talked of renewing the program in 1995 when Beijing made a hostile
military gesture.
In sum, whenever Taiwan felt weak or threatened, it began to
think about nuclear weapons. And in January 2000 even the DPP
representative in Washington, Lai I-chung, was drawing conclusions
from the Chechen war that Taiwan would “look for developing
weapons of mass destruction, and a call to establish the long range
weaponry such as ballistic missiles to build an effective deterrent
against a Chinese invasion.”43

Sept. 1: Advising the White House
of the Unexpected Danger
After learning of the secret committee, I immediately asked for an
appointment with the director of the Asian department of the National
Security Council, Michael Green, on an “important national security
issue.” On September 1, I was received for an hour and had a full
discussion. I said the Taiwanese government was exploring the
abandonment of a doctrine enunciated by former Defense Minister

On January 5, 2000, former Chief of General Staff Hau Pei-tsun revealed
details in a diary. He said that by January 1988, when Chang, the defector, fled,
Taiwan had achieved a “controlled nuclear test reaction”—the last step before
producing nuclear weapons.
Hau wrote, “That a small number of scientists won’t give up their
achievements is natural and not necessarily incompatible with our non-nuclear
policy. Really, do we have to kill these scientists before America will be put at
ease?” He thought unofficial research was continuing. But fear that the CIA
had other moles planted finally put an end to official activities.
United Daily 1ews said that the new revelations were only “the tip of the
iceberg.” In 1990, a government auditor fended off another government
auditor, saying that Chungshan Institute’s budget was secret because it was
“involved in making atomic bombs.”
The Economist reported that Taiwan was planning to fit a nuclear
warhead on its Skyhorse ballistic missile, which has a range of 1,000
kilometers.
An excellent relevant article, “Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Averted” by
David Albright and Corey Gay, appeared in the Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists. (January/February 1998, vol. 54, no. 1)
43
“Lessons for Taiwan from Chechen War,” Lai I-chung, Director of the
Democratic Progressive Party Mission in the United States, Taiwan News,
January 5, 2000.
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Tang more than a year ago (“We don’t develop, we don’t acquire, and
we don’t use, nuclear weapons”). Green was alarmed and surprised and
said he would check it out.
About that time, a high congressional official had told Chen Shuibian that Chen now had very few friends in America. And Taiwan was
losing friends in Europe and elsewhere. This could have been the
reason why Chen was revisiting the notion of a nuclear weapons
program. In general, it seemed that President George Bush was not proTaiwan but, on the contrary, thought Taiwan was a problem. Like his
father, President George H.W. Bush (1989-2003), he was predisposed
to be friendly to China.
I recommended sending Jim Leach out to Taiwan; he was not only
the chairman of the House subcommittee reviewing Taiwan but also a
former Arms Control and Disarmament staffer and had the right
instincts.
The next day, while looking for more information on Taiwan, I
learned from the rumor mill that IAEA was worried about Taiwan,
which seemed to confirm my apprehensions. And so I urged the NSC
to check with IAEA. And I spoke to an IAEA representative on
September 7.
On Thursday, September 9, I met at the Metropolitan Club with
Douglas Paal, director of the American Institute of Taiwan—in effect
our ambassador to Taiwan. He was back in town for a tooth operation.
He knew nothing about the exploratory committee. And he said that
Taiwan had recently retired many nuclear engineers necessary for the
project. He doubted that Taiwan could build the bomb and thought it
did not have the nuclear material.
But he said that for the last several years Taiwan had been in
touch with North Korea to try to find a place to bury its strategic
wastes. This connection was not opposed by the United States because
no one responded, in time, to a Taiwanese letter asking about it. As a
consequence, perhaps in the future, Taiwan might be able to buy
nuclear material through this channel with North Korea. (In 2006, I
drew the Chinese government’s attention to this.)
It seemed that the PRC might be able to mount an invasion of
Taiwan by 2007 and that war was a definite possibility. He did not
think China would go for “teaching Taiwan a lesson” because things
had gone too far for that. He talked of decapitation (i.e., the Chinese
might just try to destroy the leadership of Taiwan).
Later, I learned that IAEA did inspect Taiwan through a trilateral
agreement that had been set up when the United States stopped
recognizing Taiwan as the representative of China. The State
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Department apparently sent someone with the IAEA delegation since
Taiwan is not a member state of the UN.

Sept. 14: Reports of the Exploratory
Discussions 1ot Hard To find
I left Tuesday morning, September 14, for Taiwan via Los
Angeles and met, between planes, in L.A. with Cely Arndt of the
Favrot Foundation and Louise Edgerton of the Edgerton Foundation. It
was like a family reunion, and over tea we discussed how Catalytic
Diplomacy was doing.
In Taiwan, the Parliament had voted unanimously to set up the
investigation of Chen Shui-bian's election-eve shooting—over his veto.
A well-informed former official said the intellectuals and the
KMT would be against nuclear weapons but that Taiwanese
southerners might be for it. Asked which of the three reasons might be
used by the government to investigate nuclear weapons, he said all of
them (get the weapons; bargain with the United States; and cause
trouble on the Mainland).
He felt Taiwan was losing friends because of a campaign to “light
fires everywhere” on the cross-strait issue. This had not gone down
well in the international community, and Taiwan was now seen as a
troublemaker everywhere. The basic problem was that Chen Shui-bian
shaped policies to get favorable media at home—not to get good policy
results.
A KMT source said that Chen Shui-bian was looking for a
confrontation and that the neocons in the United States were helping
him. He noted that one of Colin Powell’s aides said that as many as 100
defense officials in Taiwan were giving the Taiwanese wrong
messages.

Taiwan’s 1ational Security Council
Deputy NSC Director Parris Chang—a hardliner put in place by
Vice President Lu, evinced seemingly sincere opposition to nuclear
weapons. But in the past, I had learned, he had supported using the idea
against foreigners as a threat (“Don’t push us too hard”). So I didn’t
trust him. And I was advised by a source of impeccable standing that a
high former military official had told the source, “We still have a
military project going on in the nuclear area.”
In discussions with a pollster, I was told that Chen Shui-bian
might gain popularity on the nuclear issue. The trends in the country
were toward Taiwanization, and the numbers of people saying they
were Taiwanese had, for the first time, reached a plurality. Nation-
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building was continuing. Some 57 percent agreed with Chen Shui-bian
that “Taiwan” was the right name. As to whether Taiwan was gaining
or losing friends, he said that DPP took the view that “nobody
recognizes us anyway so we might as well....”
Conservative American think-tanks had warned Chen Shui-bian to
“take it easy.” But Taiwanese are often told that anything the United
States said against Chen Shui-bian was done for “Chinese
consumption” or to “appease China.” Most discussions in Taiwan were
not meaningful, and everything was so spun that it was disillusioning.
And whatever was said, Taiwan could always get supporters to say the
opposite and the Defense Department would send a different message.
As to what would happen in Taiwan if the Chinese invaded, he
agreed that people would just go get a new identity card.

How Feasible Were 1uclear Weapons for Taiwan?
A former government bureaucrat told me: “Even if there is
government interest, they can’t do it for many reasons.” The reasons it
could not be done were: funding; it couldn’t be kept secret from the
press; the public didn’t want to spend the money; the United States
would cut off nuclear support; and lack of structural capacity. But he
said individual scientists might be continuing their research based on
personal interest. Of the three reasons why the committee might have
been created, he preferred “bargaining” with the United States.
He said Henry Ko had all the military questions in his hands and
was like a family member to Chen Shui-bian and was about 44 years
old. But nothing in this arena had been going on for ten years, and he
would know because he had friends at the Institute for Nuclear Energy
Research (INER). INER said that no team was working on this. It
would take time to put it together. And the United States would stop it,
anyway. The young scientists were more idealistic and wanted no
military implications. The Taiwanese public would not support it
because of the price tag.

A Holding Operation or a Secret Program:
IAEA Can’t Tell
However, I had already learned from a non-Taiwanese source that
INER was spending $2 billion NT per year to keep 800 scientists,
engineers, and technicians doing mostly nothing. The Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC), by contrast, had about 150 people. INER was
being run out of Chen Shui-bian’s office by a young person, Dr. Lin,
whose main qualification was loyalty to Chen Shui-bian. Basically, the
#4 institute of Chungshan Institute of Science and Technology knew
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about implosion. They were in uniform. Graduates of the 1988
program, even retired people, were rehired. These INER scientists were
doing some peculiar things. They wanted spent fuel to be processed.
They still had enough spent fuel unaccounted for to produce 5
kilograms of plutonium, which is enough for one primitive bomb or
five bombs with a higher technology. The only way to stop this was to
close down INER. It was, in any case, neither academically productive
nor commercially productive, and they did nothing for their $2 billion.
The rationales for INER were nuclear power logistic support and
medical community support for radioactive pharmaceuticals. It would
be wise, it seemed, to investigate what the cyclotron was doing—
although $2 billion NT is spent each year, only $2 million NT a year of
such pharmaceuticals was produced. The question was whether INER
was a holding operation or a secret program. It could be either, but in
any case IAEA seemed incompetent to deal with it.

Former High Official Calls It a
“Probable Potential Bluff”
I met with a former very high official with direct knowledge of
the situation some years ago. He said some kind of a committee to look
into this issue was “news to me.” He confirmed that CIST had been set
up in 1955 for the purpose of developing nuclear weapons. In 1972,
Taiwan signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). He said
“We were sincere then.” The Chung Shan Institute of Science and
Technology (CIST) kept what nuclear facilities they had but stayed
where they were.
He said, “After the 1987 defection of Chiang, we signed an
agreement to move backward and destroyed hardware. And this was
checked each year by IAEA. But before the defection, the scientists had
done computer simulation, and while they were uncertain that
everything would work, they thought that, in 1988, they were six
months away from a bomb. (Thus, he said, they were ahead of India,
Pakistan, and North Korea.) But key personnel had left after the 1988
agreement not to continue. So if people were talking about nuclear
weapons, it was probably a potential bluff.”
He said that, strategically, nuclear weapons would lead to selfdestruction for Taiwan since one bomb could destroy the island but one
bomb from Taiwan could not destroy China. He thought the majority of
Taiwanese wanted peace but Chen Shui-bian and Lee Teng-hui were
the troublemakers. The whole idea of nuclear weapons was very
dangerous and would raise tension. It would just give an excuse to the
PRC.
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Adding to this, I unearthed a Foreign Broadcast Information
Service report of January 7, 2000, quoting a former chief of the general
staff of Taiwan, retired General Hao Pei-tsun, as saying that Taiwan
had the capability to develop nuclear weapons more than ten years
earlier.44

The 1ational Security Adviser Says,
“1o Plans, 1o Intention, and 1o Funding.”
In a 15-minute interview, Chiou I-jen, the national security
adviser, denied that such a committee existed and said Taiwan had “no
plans, no intention, and no funding” for such a project. Privately, I
considered this formulation—“no plans, no intention, and no
funding”—to be fully consistent with the rumor that a committee was
studying the feasibility of such a course.
Chiou I-jen was at pains to warn me that taking this rumor
seriously could “harm you” and raise questions about my judgment. I
said, “My time is near anyway; after a dozen visits back and forth
across the strait, the laws of probability meant I was doomed anyway.”
I thanked him for his “assurances.” One source told me later that his
wing of the DPP had once voted secretly that Taiwan needed nuclear
weapons.

Was Laser Separation Going on?
I met with a scientist who knew a lot about laser separation. He
doubted very much that anything was going on in this realm that he did
not know about. Certainly he would move to stop it at once if he did. If
people were talking about this in the Taiwan NSC, there was not much
to talk about. He doubted that Chen Shui-bian would be foolish enough
to set up an exploratory committee. At my request, he said he would be
willing to talk to IAEA if asked but seemed unsure how he could help.
He felt that Taiwan was forced backward in 1988 and was some years
away. And laboratory feats would have to be carried out on an
industrial scale. Nothing could be kept private, and much money would
be required. It would be a shame, he felt, if a “small thing” were blown
up into a big thing. (This was exactly what happened in South Korea

44
“The Diary of General Hao Pei-tsun’s Eight Years as Chief of the
Staff,” quoted in Taiwan Central News Agency 1429 GMT 7 January 2000.
FBIS-CHI-2000-0107
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some years before when small unauthorized experiments became a
major scandal.)

A Brainstorm: Embedding 1uclear
Prohibitions in Domestic Law
Looking at the newspapers at 6 a.m. on the Internet, it seemed that
Jiang Zemin was turning in his resignation. If true, that would resolve
an important worry. If the nuclear issue were to surface while the
leadership struggle was on in China, it might help Jiang Zemin against
Hu Jintao, which was something one would not want.
Thinking about this, I had one good idea. Cheating on the IAEA
and the NPT violated international law. But it did not subject the
violators to any domestic penalties. Perhaps the KMT might like to
offer legislation that would make the NPT part of Taiwanese domestic
law. KMT supporters would like this because they deplored adventurist
tactics and because military authorities would testify that there was no
useful role for nuclear weapons. Meanwhile, many in the DPP would
support this because they were very antinuclear and didn’t want even
atomic plants for energy. So such a law might actually pass. I decided
to try this out on KMT strategists.

The Rumor Is Widespread
An old friend knew of the alleged NSC exploratory team with a
slightly different list of members. He did not know of Tsai Ing-wen but,
on the other hand, thought Deputy National Security Adviser Wang
Shi-teng, whose portfolio was intelligence, was on it.
My friend agreed that the Taipei Times editorial was the tip of an
iceberg. He himself had heard of the NSC committee from a newsman
and thought the committee was set up in June after the inauguration.
He did not know of any secret atomic project, but, if it existed, it
was probably working on enrichment.
He said that senior media people knew there was a secret agenda
in search of nuclear weapons as early as June—the search being on
because it would be hard to compete with China militarily. He thought
it was more likely to be a bluff designed to leverage bargaining with the
United States than it was to be a reality.

September 20: AEC Chief Sincerely
Opposed to 1uclear Weapons
I went to see the minister in charge of the AEC, Min-Shen
Ouyang, who had worked at INER 25 years earlier and was a nuclear
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engineer trained at the University of Wisconsin. A very sincere man, he
expressed strong and unmistakable opposition to nuclear weapons in
private conversation. Asked about his associate—and, formally, his
subordinate—the head of INER, he said only that he had known him
for a long time.
INER does fundamental research. This is where the action would
be on nuclear weapons. Its staff had declined from 1,500 to 800.
I learned later, after meeting Ouyang, that INER scientists came
to Tsinhua University to do their research and spent their research
money there. They were smart and had a big budget. But it would take
two years and $10 billion for them to make the bomb.
It seemed that the Chinese missile firing in 1995-1996 helped
persuade Lee Teng-hui to reopen the nuclear question. Lee took office
as president in 1988, at the time Chang defected, and so protecting
INER was one of his first decisions in case a bomb might be needed. In
effect, Lee Teng-hui kept INER in business in 1988 on the grounds that
the “sun might rise again.” INER was disabled, I was told, because it
had nothing to do. It had an annual budget of only $600 million.
There are two ways to do enrichment: chemical or laser isotope.
The PUREX or chemical method can be covered by experiments
pretending to provide Mo99 for medical uses. In 1984, Taiwan
successfully separated 1 gram of plutonium.
One problem, I was told, was that the IAEA inspectors were thirdworld and “not enough on the front line” to catch what was going on.
Concealment was possible with laser isotope methods, and the electric
bills were low. People would not find experiments of this kind unless
some scientist defected from the group doing it.

A Political Scientist Sees a Danger
A leading political scientist told me that it was hard to see what
the United States could do if Taiwan suddenly announced, in a fait
accompli, that it had a nuclear weapon. The United States could not
“dump” Taiwan. Taiwan would then say, as North Korea did, that it
would give up the weapon only if its security were guaranteed. So,
perhaps, Taiwan might learn from North Korea.
Also, in Taiwan's overheated politics, it might be hard to oppose a
nuclear weapon—and easy to call for it.

Meeting with the Perfect Opponent of
1uclear Weapons: Admiral Ku
Admiral Nelson C.L. Ku, a key member of the Parliament’s
defense committee, was commander in chief of the Taiwan Navy in
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1994 and later strategic adviser to President Lee Teng-hui. Still later he
was to the Netherlands. Now 73 years old, he was friendly, alert, and,
on careful discussion, completely against nuclear weapons. He liked the
idea of proposing legislation that would make it a domestic crime to
violate the tripartite IAEA agreement by scientists.
Admiral Ku showed no signs of knowing whether there was, or
was not, a small secret nuclear weapons project in Taiwan. But he was
clearly against one if there was. He said he would cross-examine the
defense minister in upcoming hearings where, as a member of the
Parliamentary defense committee, he had an opportunity. And he did
just that. Three weeks later, in The New York Times of October 14,
Craig S. Smith wrote: “On Tuesday, a prominent Taiwan legislator,
Nelson Ku, peppered Prime Minister Yu Shyi-kun with questions about
the authorship of the editorial [viz., the Taipei Times editorial calling
for a nuclear deterrent], suggesting that it was evidence of a hidden
government agenda. Ku asked if there was a group of non-Taiwanese
scientists working on nuclear weapons in Taiwan? And he asked: “Is
there a five-person team, including active and past members from the
current administration, planning the development of nuclear weapons?”
I felt by the day I left, September 21, that I knew enough.
Accordingly, after some internal debate, I decided to write President
Chen directly and had a letter of that date delivered to his office.
Expressing concern that “Taiwan is reassessing its readiness to forgo
nuclear weapons under the Tripartite Agreement with the United States
and the IAEA,” I appealed to him to direct an end to the reassessment
and to “stop immediately any quiet scientific activities inconsistent
with that Agreement.” (Appendix 41)

RETUR1I1G TO THE U1ITED STATES
WITH THE 1EWS
I abandoned plans to travel on to China from Taiwan—which was
my normal pattern—because the priority seemed to be to warn the
White House that my earlier information and suspicions were fully
vindicated. Arriving home at 8 a.m. on Wednesday, September 22, I
prepared a full five-page memo and delivered it to the National
Security Council at 5.45 p.m. on Thursday. It began by saying this was
the report of a “private citizen to the government on a courtesy basis,”
but I wanted it treated as highly classified to protect the source—
mainly me, since the others were hidden in the memo. Later, I asked
that it not be shown to State or Defense but only to CIA since,
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otherwise, I was sure that my efforts would be reported back to Taiwan
within less than 24 hours—as I have little doubt, in any case, they
were!
Besides providing the information I had gathered, the memo also
noted that Wen Ho Lee, accused of spying and improper contacts with
Chinese and Taiwanese nuclear weapons scientists, had received a
$5,000 honorarium from the Taiwanese Chungshan Institute of Science
and Technology. In fact, The New York Times of January 9, 2000, had
reported that Wen Ho Lee had dialed up his computer in Los Alamos
from Taiwan and may have deposited files in Taiwan. I had warned the
president of the Taiwanese Academy of Sciences, Dr. Yuan T. Lee, of
this on January 15 by sending excerpts from a December 27-29, 1999,
hearing that showed the downloading of information from Los Alamos
computers to Taiwan by Wen Ho Lee.45

Did U1 Resolution 1540
Anticipate the Embedding Idea?
I learned from NSC that President Bush, in 2003, had called on
the UN Security Council to adopt a resolution urging states to
criminalize the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and related
materials. It was directed, I later learned, against citizens in states like
Pakistan who were exporting information and materials. It became UN
Security Council Resolution 1540. What I had in mind was something
different but similar: criminalizing what might be called “internal”
proliferation, in which the states themselves were secretly violating
international treaties. But the resolution, adopted on April 28, 2004, did
calls upon all states “to adopt national rules and regulations ... to ensure
compliance with their commitments under the key multilateral nonproliferation treaties.”
Subsequently, I lobbied the State Department to do more to
amend Resolution 1540 to include internal proliferation. At a meeting
with Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Andrew Semmel, I learned
that Assistant Secretary John Bolton was against treaties on biological
and chemical warfare, which made this impossible for State staffers to
pursue.

45
The transcript of the United States District Court for the Wen Ho Lee
case is posted here: http://www.abqjournal.com/news/leetran.htm. See Motion
Hearing of December 27, 1999, before the Honorable James A. Parker.
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But a clever staff member at the meeting, Juliet Smith, suggested
asking an upcoming NPT Review Conference to ask all NPT parties to
embed their NPT obligations in their national laws and regulatory and
enforcement measures. This was done, but the conference terminated
without success. (Appendix 42)
The UN resolution invited all states to file what they had done to
comply, and from this I found useful information about South Korean
and Japanese laws that I later circulated to relevant officials in Taiwan
to encourage their activities. An e-mail response of October 21, 2004,
from AIT’s Douglas Paal showed that AIT was “following up
assiduously” in trying to persuade Taiwan to adopt such laws.

Tuesday, September 28: An Inside
Picture from a Former AEC Chief
There was a former head of Taiwan’s AEC in the United States,
and I interviewed him. He said the independence of INER from its
oversight by AEC depended on the chairman. He himself had run a
tight ship. The CANDU reactor that INER bought was overrated. CIA
poured concrete into it in 1988 and returned to the United States with
the defector Chang. INER then changed direction to reactor safety and
to being a backup for the AEC. Radioactive isotopes for medical
research and agricultural research were pursued. From 1990 to 1996, he
said, there were no smart people in hiding (i.e., nobody doing secret
research). Taiwan, he emphasized, had no friendly place to test a bomb,
no naval forces to carry one, and no long-range missiles. He thought
talk of nuclear weapons was “a lot of smoke and hot air.”
Meanwhile, the Tsinghua University reactor, the Hsin Chu
reactor, was ready for decommissioning and would not matter. It was
useful only for training people.
The Taiwan government was very inept and short of power
generation, so nuclear power was essential. They had little coal, gas,
and oil supplies and so would run out in a month or so if nuclear plants
were closed. They had been forced to continue building the fourth
nuclear power plant because of fines on construction if they did not.
The second generation of scientists was not as smart as the first
generation had been. INER had been demoralized, and new hires were
not as smart, and their numbers were limited. In the 1960s the smartest
people went into nuclear power, but in the 1980s and 1990s nobody
went in for nuclear engineering because it was so unpopular. Even the
name of the nuclear engineering department had to be changed to get
students to go into it. So no smart people were doing it. And he
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believes that, among the scientists, there were a lot of moles who would
report to the United States what was happening.
The bomb was a bluff, he felt. The DPP controlled people’s minds
and controlled the press, and so Taiwan was not a real democracy.
Advertisers’ associations were forced to form and then forced to put
pressure on the newspapers to control them; bank loans were used to
exert pressure as well. Chen Shui-bian controlled the uneducated, but
the educated were leaving him.

An Expert View from David Albright
On September 29, I lunched with David Albright, the president of
Ithe Institute of Strategic and International Studies and a former staff
member of mine at the Federation of American Scientists. I asked him
to refer this matter to IAEA, where he had contacts and I did not. He
knew about the feasibility of experiments with Mo99 and, perhaps,
with oxygen. He thought a quick and dirty approach to a bomb would
use the plutonium in the spent fuel of the peaceful reactors. He said
that, five years earlier, someone gave a paper on nuclear weapons in
Taiwan that created suspicion. The man was in a college of nuclear
engineering that was connected with CIST. I learned later that IAEA
felt there was a change of attitude and that weaponization studies were
going on. The site I described was under protocol.

September 29: The White House Is Moving
On September 29, the Chris Nelson Report quoted the Taiwan
premier as having made remarks about the island needing a “balance of
terror” capability. I thereupon wrote the White House an e-mail
message warning of a “verbal escalation ladder toward eventual
Taiwanese breakout and, also, the underlying indoctrination of the
Taiwanese population with the idea that a deterrent is necessary and
feasible.”
I got the quiet answer, one hour later: “Yes. We’re on it. Thank
you.”
I urged that Douglas Paal in Taiwan be authorized to try to embed
the Tripartite Agreement in Taiwanese domestic law. And I wrote Paal
directly about this and noted that South Africa had done something
similar. (Appendix 43) A later exchange with Paal suggested that this
had been done.
On October 1, I visited the Intelligence and Research Division of
the State Department and talked to John Merrill. On October 12, late, I
received an e-mail message drawing my attention to the next day’s
Taipei Times, in which Admiral Nelson Ku had raised all my questions
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and points in a parliamentary hearing while questioning the Taiwanese
prime minister. I sent this around; it represented the beginning of this
issue in the media food chain.
On October 14, the Taiwan questioning of Premier Yu by Admiral
Ku had appeared in The New York Times along with a report that
IAEA was investigating Taiwan for activities in the 1980s.
On October 20, I visited the National Security Council for 15
minutes on my impending trip to China. It seemed that Defense had put
one over on the NSC by using the word deterrent in a Defense report
that encouraged the Taiwanese in their interest in such a deterrent. It
was obvious that the CIA was looking into my allegations about a
Taiwanese nuclear exploratory committee but needed time. It didn’t
have much in the way of assets in Taiwan.
NSC was worried about what might happen if “with all [your]
authority” this issue were to be raised with China. They obviously
planned to handle things quietly. They were doing something on
Taiwan, but I was not told what.
I resubmitted an earlier memo of March 3 about multilateralizing
the conflict with an introduction saying: “I continue to feel that this
idea will appeal to President Bush because it follows his approach to
the North Korea situation. But it seems all the more important now
because in its absence, I fear that Taipei will use the nuclear option to
succeed, in one way or another, in manipulating Washington in ways
no one really wants.” (Later, I received word that the idea had been
moved along to Steve Hadley, the deputy national security adviser.)

State Department Throws Cold Water on Taiwanese
Independence: FBIS Puts Out a Relevant Study
On November 1, the Foreign Broadcast Information Service—
undoubtedly at the request of the Central Intelligence Agency in
response to the interest of the National Security Council—produced its
review of the Taiwanese literature. (Appendix 44) Some channels of
information even reported that the NSC “five-person team” included
one member who was a foreigner. IAEA had been there expressing
concern and warning that it would be performing unannounced
inspections. A Tsinghua University nuclear science professor, Chung
Chien, was quoted as saying: “Given the heavy US involvement in the
past, it would be impossible for Taiwan to restart the (nuclear) program
without US approval, especially considering Taiwan’s diplomatic
isolation. Even though most of the research and development facilities
still exist, the experienced experts have retired and it would cost
billions of yuan to restart.”
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TRIP #34 (1OVEMBER 6–12, 2004)
FOLLOWI1G UP O1 THE
1UCLEAR ISSUE I1 CHI1A
I arrived Saturday night on November 6 only to find that a young
official of the China Reform Forum was going to the United States the
next day and, in his excitement, had not organized my schedule. It
turned out, however, that someone I had invited to my home to watch
the presidential election results had given me a cold. So I spent Sunday
and Monday in bed anyway and scaled back appointments. However,
an old friend had organized a meeting for dinner on Tuesday with two
officials, married, one on the Central Committee and one in the Foreign
Ministry. I decided to orient everything to that meeting. The only other
serious meeting was with the deputy director of the Taiwan Affairs
Office, also set for Tuesday.
On November 9, the Internet showed that People’s Daily was
accusing Taiwan of trying to get nuclear weapons through a
“preventive medical research institute” and the “nuclear energy
research institute.” The former was news to me.
I met at 11 a.m. with Ye Ru’an, who was the vice president of the
China Arms Control and Disarmament Association, an umbrella
organization of many arms control groups. I pitched the “criminalize
internal proliferation” approach. He was slow to get it but agreed to talk
to the arms control group of the People’s Liberation Army.
At 2:30 p.m. I met with Sun Yafu, deputy director of the Taiwan
Affairs Office and its former head of research. He was really about
number-five at the office, did not speak English, and was sweet. I gave
him a copy of the FBIS report on nuclear issues in Taiwan and asked
for information in return. He said, sincerely, that they really had none:
“We just follow public sources.” When I asked what the “Preventative
Medicine Research Institute” was, he did not know. But we pay “great
attention” to this nuclear issue.
At 6:30 p.m. I met with two key officials and gave them a memo
of suggestions for the Central Committee:
1). At the APEC Summit, President Hu Jintao should raise the
question of Taiwanese nuclear weapons with President George Bush
and should say:
A). China will share intelligence with the United States on
Taiwanese nuclear activities on the assumption that the United States
will act to stamp such activities out and
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B). The nuclear debate now underway in Taiwan underlines the
importance of a Sino-U.S. Summit either on Taiwan itself or, if this is
not convenient, on broader issues that would, nevertheless, permit a full
discussion of the Taiwan problem between the two presidents;
2). The Foreign Ministry should propose an amendment of UN
Security Council Resolution 1540 that “criminalizes proliferation” to
include not just “external proliferation” but “internal proliferation.”
This would mean that:
a). All states would be urged to pass domestic legislation that
would make scientists and administrators who engaged in activities
violating the Non-Proliferation Treaty and/or IAEA safeguards liable
for fines and jail terms.
3). Finally, in whatever way it can, Chinese foreign policy should
encourage Japan, South Korea and Taiwan to pass such legislation. In
particular, it should cooperate with efforts we plan to have such
legislation introduced in the parliaments of these three entities. All of
these entities have strongly anti-nuclear populations and, in principle,
should be ready to pass such legislation if suitably encouraged.
One official complained that Taiwan was not a state, and I fixed
this by changing some wording. He said China should wait for the
United States to make a first draft—the usual hesitation in China. But I
pointed out that China was looking for ways to cooperate with the
United States, and this was one.
They were very impressed with my book.

Meeting at the Party School
On Friday morning I visited the Party School, at which high
officials of the Communist Party are trained.
At the Party School at 9 a.m., I met with two professors. Later
they were joined by Professor Kang Shaobang, standing deputy director
of the Institute for International Strategic Studies of the Central Party
School of the Communist Party of China.
I explained my position, especially that this struggle with Taiwan
was a “religious war” over nothing and was not worth much activity. It
seemed that a number of faculty people felt this way.

1ovember 11: Taiwan Throws in
the Sponge—Sort Of, Maybe
At the airport, on my way home on November 11, I saw the first
signs of a statement on nuclear weapons from Chen Shui-bian, which
had obviously been made under the pressure from the White House
which I had stirred up. I was quite excited until I saw the text: “We are
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willing to openly pledge that we will never develop these kinds of
weapons and would like to urge China to openly renounce developing
and using them.”
It looked, on close reading, as if Chen Shui-bian was saying the
nuclear option would be foregone if the Chinese would give up their
nuclear option. In any case, it looked like the issue had openly surfaced,
and my proposals to Hu Jintao for the summit were quite timely.
On Saturday November 13, I saw an e-mail report that, in
background briefings, National Security Adviser Chiou I-jen had
interpreted Chen Shui-bian’s statement as “unilateral and
irreversible”—responding, perhaps, to statements of people like me
who had read the statement closely.46
On November 14, I sent an e-mail message to one of the two U.S.
officials with whom I had met, with my interpretation of Chen Shuibian’s statement and Chiou I-jen’s statement and suggested they take
all this up with President Bush.

Vice President Lu May Have
Watered Down the Statement
Back at home, a well-placed source on Taiwan said that George
Bush was increasingly aware that Taiwan was a problem. She said it
was Annette Lu who insisted on the peculiar statement of Chen Shuibian that made the nonnuclear commitment a bargaining one. She
thought the Chen Shui-bian statement was worthless.

46

The confusion was evident. Defense News.com (11/10/04) said,
“President Chen Shui-bian said Taiwan was willing to guarantee not to develop
or use nuclear, biological or chemical weapons across the strait and urged
Beijing to reciprocate.” On the other hand, Taiwan News.com (11/12/04)
showed Chiou describing Chen Shui-bian as having issued this “unilateral and
unconditional commitment” to dash “ridiculous rumors” floated at home
alleging that the DPP government “was considering developing nuclear
weapons to achieve mutually assured deterrence.” Meanwhile, a scholar, Yuan
I, at the Institute of International Relations of National Chengchi University,
raised the idea of turning Taiwan into a nuclear-free zone. (CNA
News/11/04/2004)
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TRIP 37: I1 TAIWA1, THE CHE1 SHUIBIA1 ADMI1ISTRATIO1 IS COOL
I returned to Taiwan in May 2005 to see whether the earlier visit
of September 14, 2004, had been successful in checking exploratory
nuclear weapons activities in Taiwan. I also wanted to see what effect
the astonishing recent visits to China of the Taiwanese political leaders
Lien Chan and James Soong were having. In earlier years such visits—
I was told—were politically too hazardous for the leaders of the former
ruling party. Now, as one Taiwanese analyst advised me, these visits
represented “an end to McCarthyism,” that is, an end to domestic fears
of being called a “communist sympathizer” for talking to the leaders of
China. The visits seemed very successful and were applauded in
Taiwan by a sizable majority. The ruling party (DPP) had not known
quite how to handle the visits from a political point of view. Chen Shuibian had first seemed to approve them and then, later, denounced them.
The visit began badly when a United Airlines flight malfunctioned
at Dulles Airport, leading to a missed connection and a day spent
spinning my wheels in San Francisco. It soon became evident,
however, that the ruling DPP administration was quietly snubbing me
in retaliation for my work on the nuclear issue.
Our other meetings with party officials of KMT and PFP, and
with private citizens, went well. I was briefed on the China visits. We
dined with a key representative of the KMT team, Su Chi, who had
gone to China on the historic visit of Party Chairman Lien Chan and
had a full understanding of what had transpired. We made our own
suggestions as to what might be done next. He also agreed that our
Northeast Strategy, invented in 1996, was a “great” idea—so maybe the
KMT would talk it up.
We also lunched and with made friends with a key representative
of the PFP team that went to China with Party Chairman James Soong
(after Lien Chan’s visit).
In reading 75 days of newspaper back issues, we learned that
Taiwan was still interested in offensive weapons—which meant it still
had a latent interest in working on nuclear warheads. We learned that
the Chinese military buildup was such that Taiwan was straining to be
able to defend itself for five to seven days—rather than weeks—to give
the United States time to arrive. We learned that the much decried
recent Chinese anti-secession law was, really, of great benefit to
Taiwan because it implicitly guaranteed Taiwan protection from any
attack unless it declared independence.
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And we had a new idea—a way of efficiently negotiating
economic integration between the two sides. I presented it to a former
Taiwanese Premier, Vincent Siew, mentioned earlier and now Vice
President of Taiwan, whose life goal is to secure such integration and
who ran an economic foundation for such work. The idea was an
offshoot of the Northeast Strategy for unification described in Every
Man Should Try (Chapter 28, page 317). In the new idea, instead of
steps toward reunification on the y-axis of the graph, there would be
steps toward economic integration balanced against steps toward “more
political space.”
Such a bargaining approach would, in effect, provide additional
incentives to Taiwan to engage in steps toward economic integration
over and above the advantages of the steps themselves because it would
provide more space. The idea was well received.
In sum, this was a successful visit despite the perhaps inevitable
antagonism of the formerly friendly DPP administration. Nuclear
weapons activities in Taiwan were a key issue because they could lead
to a U.S. war with China. Indeed, nuclear weapons in Taiwan were one
of four reasons China had listed for attacking Taiwan. And the weapons
represented a way in which Taiwanese hawks could deliberately
provoke the Sino-U.S. crisis that they felt they needed to get
recognition from America. Under such circumstances, I considered it
entirely worth it to blow the whistle on these exploratory discussions at
the cost of losing entree to the Chen Shui-bian administration.

TRIP 38, JULY–AUGUST 2005:
SOME LAST PROPOSALS FOR CHI1A
I arrived in China on Tuesday night after almost missing the
connecting plane at O’Hare due to a storm.
China Daily was announcing that the Six-Party Talks on North
Korea had just opened and that the United States was accepting North
Korean sovereignty and had no plans to attack the country. The Herald
Tribune said, “U.S. takes softer line in North Korea talks.”
I met for more than an hour, at 9:30 a.m., with Deputy Director
Wang Zaixsi of the Taiwan Affairs Office. General Wang greeted me
warmly, remembered our last meeting a year ago, and said I was a great
expert. I began running down a list of seven suggestions I had prepared
for him. (Appendix 45) Four involved their inviting specific Taiwanese
officials for various purposes (Dr. Lee Yuan Tseh; Vincent Siew;
Fredrick Chien; and Admiral Nelson Ku), two involved cultural
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programs (inviting young leaders and parliamentarians), and the last
involved a new look at the Northeast Strategy—which I had newly
translated.
Arguing that China’s “peace offensive” was going well after the
visits to China of Lien Chan and James Soong, I urged pressing
forward with more invitations to key Taiwanese officials and
personages. First on the list was Lee Yuan Tseh. I noted that the Law
on Secession called for scientific exchanges without qualification. I
urged that his counterpart invite Yuan and that they discuss an increase
in scientific exchange.
He said Lee Yuan Tseh was “very outstanding” as a “scientist”
but in the 2000 election had supported Chen Shui-bian, who was a
“politician” trying for independence. So, he said, we hoped we could
have a very clear statement of position from Lee Yuan Tseh on
Taiwanese independence. If he had a position, they could invite him.
But it seemed he was unwilling to do this.
Wang said he had not met Lee. He went on to say that we all still
expected him to state his position on independence on public occasions.
If he did, then it would be easy for him to come to the Mainland. But,
anyway, he told me, it was a good suggestion to strengthen the
exchanges across the strait, and we would pay more attention to this.
Our minister and vice minister of science had visited Taiwan to
strengthen cooperation because the research in both places was
complementary.
I said: “So you invite all parliamentarians, even those in the DPP
who don’t support reunification, but you don’t invite Lee Yuan Tseh,
who is much more supportive of reunification.”
General Wang said: “But he is not a common scientist. And we
think the title of his academy is a “little of an official nature to some
extent” (i.e., an implicit claim to independence).
I said: “Lee Yuan Tseh is extremely popular in Taiwan—like a
movie star—and if he were treated rudely then the Taiwanese would
consider China had been rude to them!”
Wang: “The head of Chi Mei enterprises made a public statement
on independence. Why could not Lee Yuan Tseh?”
Stone: “It is unrealistic to expect Lee Yuan Tseh to say anything
clear about independence because he works for Chen Shui-bian. And
Lee Yuan Tseh had a right to support any candidate he wants in
Taiwan. And, in fact, he had not supported Chen Shui-bian in 2000 for
independence reasons but, instead, because of corruption in KMT.”
Wang actually said, later, that I had been right on “all” my points
and they may think, if temporarily, about whether to continue to impose
this “loyalty oath” approach to Lee Yuan Tseh.
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I went on to argue for inviting Vincent Siew (to discuss economic
integration) and former Foreign Minister Fredrick Chien (to discuss the
political past and its implications for the future). He said these people
were good candidates for coming and they would think about this.
At the end, I stood up and gave him an 1854 map of Taiwan,
which, thankfully, seemed to have listed the island as part of Fukien
Province. While we waited for another person to join us, he asked me
to sit down and began saying that he had just realized that I was a
“kind” person and he went on to say very friendly things about me. He
wanted me to come back and, when I did, to talk to him. And he
mentioned that he might be coming to America. I offered, if he did, to
host him for a dinner or something.
Afterward, I spoke to his translator, Zhu Fenglian, and gave her a
copy of the translation of my Zhou En-lai chapter to give Wang. I gave
her a copy of my book and information backing up those parts of my
letter to Wang that I had not had time to discuss with him—especially
the idea I had earlier given Vincent Siew on the Northeast Strategy on
economic integration. So things look surprisingly good in the Taiwan
Affairs Office.

China Still Thinking About Talking to Chen Shui-bian
After lunch with Ding Kuisong and Zhang Jia, I was asked about
the opening of talks with Chen Shui-bian. To my amazement, it seemed
that China was still thinking about doing this. I realized that I was no
longer in favor of opening talks with Chen Shui-bian now, even though
I had been working toward this, and giving ideas on how to get them
started, snce 1999.
It seemed to me now—and I told Ding—that talks for their own
sake without any basis for agreement on both sides spelled trouble. It
was like talking about marriage when one side had no clear desire to do
so. Better, I argued, to work toward providing a political basis for the
desire, in Taiwan, to get married.
Exchanges and more of the peace offensive would be good.
Privately, I thought that talking to Chen Shui-bian would leave China
faked out of its jock and then, with expectations high, China might get
mad.
If, in fact, as was now the case, China wanted only stabilization
and not reunification, it had got it with the passage of its secession law.
This, I now felt, was enough for now. I told them that Mayor Ma might
win in the next election. Of course, talks with KMT would be quite a
different matter. They posed fewer dangers.
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Ding said my efforts, at “relatively high levels,” to work for better
China-Taiwan relations were remembered and that I was very welcome
to come again as the guest of China Reform Forum.

Concerns in the Chinese Bureaucracy
From questions put to me, in varying ways, Chinese foreign
policy officials were worried about these things:
(1) Was the term “Peaceful Rise” of China one that will alarm the
West or pacify them? I considered this term innocuous since “rise” is
obvious and “peaceful” is better than the alternative. (Internally,
however, they continued to worry that this phrase might be taken by
some to mean they would not fight for Taiwan.)
(2) They were unsure whether to ask the American government to
assert, in some fashion, that it is for peaceful “reunification”—not just
One China and a peaceful “resolution.” And they were unsure because
they were not sure whether the Taiwan lobby could stop such an
assertion. (I thought they might get a president to say this but not a
congressional resolution.)
(3) They were trying to figure out how hard to press for a state
visit for Hu Jintao when he came in September and/or how hard to
press for a visit to Bush’s Texas ranch—or could they ask for both. I
told them what I thought they might usefully say—in particular, listing
all the things that the United States was trying to get them to do and
emphasizing the amount of face time this would require with the
president.
(4) They were drafting Hu Jintao’s speech for the September visit
and trying to figure out what to say. I made a number of suggestions.
(5) They were debating what “Peaceful Rise” should really mean
and, in particular, how much China should depart from its “no
interference in internal affairs” to a policy of playing a leadership role
in the world.
(6) They were pleased with the success of China’s high-profile
role in hosting the Six-Party Talks—something which I, and a partner
in China Reform Forum, encouraged at an earlier stage. And this
would, I thought, encourage them to move further out into world
affairs.
(7) On Taiwan, the new Chinese leadership was quite complacent
now that it had handled this right—putting off calls for reunification
and emphasizing stability. Its time limit on reunification had been put
off to the end of “this century” and the anti-secession law appeared to
have worked out well.
In my last afternoon, I succumbed to buying a large turtle with a
dragon’s head. It required careful packaging at the store, two men
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carrying the object to my hotel, and, later, further strengthening of the
packaging at the hotel. The workers, a half-dozen involved, were all so
polite, so intelligent, and so hard-working; it made one fear for the
future of America. And these workers refused any tips and told each
other, “He has a kind heart.” There was something in the hard-working
culture and in the intelligence and determination of China that would
surpass—is surpassing now—the rest of the world. It was exciting to be
part of the growth and evolution of China.
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CHAPTER V:
EPILOGUE: CHI1A-TAIWA1
The twenty-four country visits to Taiwan and the Mainland fall
easily into four categories.
In the beginning, I befriended the Independence Party candidate,
Chen Shui-bian, and his dedicated supporters. Before and after he
became president I vouched for him on the Mainland and tried to jumpstart a dialogue. I was convinced then, and now, that he was entirely
sincere in trying to work something out.
His election presented a major problem for Beijing, and there was
a real risk of war—war that would certainly have involved the United
States. In retrospect, I would certainly do all over again what I did and
said to stabilize the situation.
One month after his election, Chen Shui-bian tried hard to accept
the minimum conditions of Beijing for dialogue—only to find that his
hard-core supporters in the DPP would not permit it. Ten hours later, he
was forced to withdraw this acceptance. This was a tragedy for
dialogue and for the DPP.
For the next 25 months—including six country visits to Taiwan
and the Mainland—I brainstormed and looked for some way out. Some
of the proposals I came up with may seem impractical, especially to
experts. But I am proud to have tried to find an opening. And when
Zhou Mingwei called me “sui generis” because others brought dialogue
while I brought briefing papers and concrete proposals, I felt ennobled
and, in some ways, more professional than the former Government
official professionals.
The third phase of my relations with Taiwan began in August
2002, when Chen Shui-bian decided to adopt a two-states theory.
Because peace in the strait was my overwhelming priority, this forced
me into opposition, and I began trying to figure out how to give Beijing
enough assurance to prevent the political situation in Beijing from
getting out of control and the military being given the authority to
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harass or attack Taiwan. The reader will examine the proposals made
and reach his or her own conclusion as to the quality of the work.
Finally, in the fourth phase, I came across Taiwan’s exploratory
committee to discuss the feasibility of nuclear weapons. I was clearly
the first to notify the White House and, also, the first to bring back,
from Taiwan, confirmation of my warning. And I worked hard to make
sure the U.S. administration took this seriously—which it did. I felt
vindicated by the outcome, ambiguous though the final statement of the
Chen Shui-bian administration may have been. And I accepted, with
equanimity, the decision of the Chen administration, in retaliation, to
stop dealing with me. I did what had to be done.
So, in retrospect, I feel good about all four of these episodes. And
I feel gratitude toward the Chinese leaders and the Taiwanese leaders
for letting me participate in this historic struggle to shape the future of
China. With the election of KMT’s President Ma, in whom I have full
confidence, I believe the dangerous period of Beijing-Taipei relations is
over—at least for some time.
From beginning to end, I considered the people on both sides of
the strait to be extraordinarily talented, patient, charming, and only
somewhat inscrutable.
Going to Taipei and Beijing made me feel, often, as if I were
Herodotus descending into the ancient Egyptian kingdom of the
Pharaohs—a kingdom quite different and hard to read. And, in this
case, American warships were the structural element dividing the
kingdom in two. And yet these leaders of an ancient civilization were
willing to listen to this American’s ideas about what they should do. It
was a heavy responsibility, and I can only say that I tried hard to
vindicate their confidence.
I considered Chen Shui-bian to be an extremely intelligent, hardworking, and personally courageous person—and I still do. It may have
been an impossible dream to think that the leader of the Independence
Party with all its pent-up emotion could have reached agreement with
the bureaucracy in Beijing with all its political pressures and inertia.
But I shared that dream and don’t regret, for a minute, helping Chen
Shui-bian try to achieve it. In any case, efforts like these provided the
hope that helped put off the war.
Above all, therefore, spending part of 1999-2006 trying to keep
the United States out of war with China seemed time well spent. The
risks are much lower now. But they were real before.
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SECTIO1 3:
DEALI1G WITH
1ORTH KOREA

KOREA SECTIO1 SUMMARY
This section summarizes efforts, during the period 1999-2006,
made by Catalytic Diplomacy to resolve the problems posed by the
nuclear program of North Korea and its general belligerence.
It includes attempts to start a high-level dialogue, attempts to
prevent the sale of North Korean fissionable material and attempts to
secure help from China in dealing with North Korea.
Chapter I (Seeking Dialogue with North Korea) shows how Stone
tried to implement the idea that negotiations with North Korea would
be advanced if—and probably only if—a senior U.S. diplomat would
go to Pyongyang to discuss the issues face to face. In late 2002, with
the help of an experienced colleague, Stone fashions a “quiet proposal”
to make this happen and tries to generate support for this proposal in
South Korea, China, and Russia. This chapter describes these energetic
efforts, successes, and failures.
Chapter II (Deterring Sale of Fissionable Material) shows Stone’s
efforts to deter the North Koreans from selling fissionable material by
advising, cautioning, and threatening them that the sales would be
exposed. Stone had suspected that DPRK fissionable material would
have “fingerprints” that could trace the material sold back to North
Korea. Confirming that this was so through communications with a
talented physicist friend, he used trips to Seoul, Beijing, and Moscow
to send appropriate messages to Pyongyang. Subsequently, he used
reports of his campaign to generate much-needed interest in this subject
in the National Security Council, the State Department, and the
Department of Energy.
Chapter III (Proposing Ideas in Beijing) shows Stone’s use of his
contacts in Beijing to suggest ideas for resolving various aspects of the
North Korean problem. Of special interest was a method of swapping a
hard line from Beijing for a soft line from Washington. Another idea
was emulating the example of former President Jimmy Carter in
resolving a North Korean crisis through preemptive diplomatic action
that forced the hand of reluctant governments.
Stone's interest in North Korea began with a visit in 1991 that led
him to attempt to organize CIA-KGB cooperation on North Korea. This
(eventually successful) effort is discussed in Chapter 22 of Every Man
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Should Try, titled "Forging a CIA-KGB Connection While Working for
Neither".
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CHAPTER I:
SEEKI1G DIALOGUE
WITH PYO1GYA1G
On December 23, 2002, I lunched with Robert Einhorn, former
Assistant Secretary of State—who was, as of 2009, special adviser to
Secretary of State Clinton. The purpose was to discuss ideas for my
North Korean project. Very experienced, he pointed out flaws in
several of my ideas. In discussions, we came up with the idea of trying
to organize a visit to Pyongyang by Secretary of State Colin Powell,
who I felt would return with added influence in Washington. (“In the
Kingdom of the Blind, the one-eyed man is King.”) And Bob provided
the quid pro quo, which would be Pyongyang halting purchases abroad
of equipment related to highly enriched uranium (HEU), something he
suggested could be verified. So what I came to call the “quiet proposal”
was, in short:
The DPRK would offer, in a private communication to the
U.S. government, to:
1. suspend purchasing items abroad for the Highly Enriched
Uranium project; and
2. to suspend the unfreezing of activities associated with the
graphite reactors and their spent fuel; if
3. in return, Secretary of State Powell would travel to
Pyongyang to engage in high-level discussions of these and other
key issues in U.S.-DPRK relations such as sovereignty,
nonaggression pacts and noninterference in economic activities.
If this were agreed, the two sides might then announce the
agreement as a joint initiative designed to promote an
improvement in U.S.-DPRK relations.

In sum, the first point would address the U.S. request for
verifiable activities in the HEU matter before it would begin talks and
the second point would avoid asking the United States to negotiate
under threat. In return, the third point would start high-level talks and

Catalytic Diplomacy

do so with the only person in this administration who was in a position
to bring about a more constructive policy toward the DPRK.
On December 24, 2002, I
sent this proposal to Ambassador
Han Sung-Joo. (Appendix 46)
As will be seen below, the
North was trying to get a senior
U.S. official to Pyongyang to
discuss matters. In particular, I
learned from a foreign embassy
employee that DPRK was trying
to get Deputy Secretary of State
Socialist Realism Portrayal
Richard L. Armitage to go to
of Kim Il-Sung and his son
Pyongyang—based
on
a
Kim Jong-Il
favorable article Armitage wrote
and, perhaps, thinking that a
somewhat lower-level official than Powell was more likely to come.
On January 3, 2003, I sent the quiet proposal to a deputy director
of the Asian bureau of the Chinese Foreign Ministry with whom I was
scheduled to meet in China on January 16. And I sent it also to
Alexander P. Losyukov, the deputy foreign minister for Asia of the
Russian Foreign Ministry.
I sought the approval and help of
Robert Gallucci, father of the already
negotiated
U.S.-DPRK
Agreed
Framework, the agreement then being
widely discussed. He had no objection.
He also had very high standing with all
the participants and so was able to pick
up the phone and make prompt high-level
appointments for me at the Japanese and
Korean embassies. Accordingly, the day
before I was scheduled to depart for
Seoul and Beijing, I had appointments
with the ministers for political affairs at
the Japanese and Korean embassies, and
Robert Gallucci
the meetings went well.47

47
I was getting help in appointments from Selig Harrison, formerly of the
Washington Post, Bob Carlin—a former mathematics student of mine at
Pomona College in 1966—who had become America’s chief North Korean

241

Jeremy J. Stone

A Former South Korean Foreign
Minister Agrees to Help
On January 9, in Seoul, I met over breakfast with the president of
Korean University, Han Sung-Joo—later to be appointed ambassador to
Washington. He reminded me that we had met ten years before in
Moscow at a meeting on U.S.-Russian-Korean matters when he was
about to become foreign minister. He offered to mention the quietproposal approach to the incoming President Roh Moo-hyun at a
luncheon of the Seoul Forum over which he was presiding that day and
to which the president-elect was coming.
In the middle of the night, I saw that the national security adviser
of the ROK government, then in Washington, Yim Sung-joon, had said
Seoul wanted to play a “leading role” in the crisis but, on being asked,
could not describe what it might be. So the next day, I tried to sell the
Ministry of Unification on the idea of having ROK broker the proposal
between Washington and Pyongyang. And when my contact there said
that the ministry had not yet decided what to discuss with the North
Koreans at upcoming talks on January 21, I suggested the proposal
might be suitable. He was interested.
I got encouragement also from the former foreign minister, Gong
Ro-Myung, and from a former South Korean ambassador to the United
States.

Both Koreas Have Rewritten History
On a bus tour, a 21-year-old woman guide complained, as so
many young Koreans do, that America “divided” Korea. And she was
startled to hear me describe the death of two young Korean women,
who were crushed by an armored U.S. vehicle, as an accident—she had
been told it was deliberate. She was very sweet and said she would tell
her friends what I told her about the Korean War.
It is startling to reflect that both Koreas have falsely rewritten
their history to say that they themselves won the Korean War, albeit
with “assistance” from a superpower ally. The North Koreans even

watcher, and former Ambassador to South Korea Donald Gregg, then head of
the Korean Society in New York. When the Deputy Chief of Mission of our
embassy in Seoul, Evans Revere, saw the list of persons with whom I was
visiting, he actually gasped at the completeness of it and said he could not
improve on it. Many of these discussions are omitted to keep down the size of
the report.
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complain that their ally, China, had insisted that the war be fought on
North Korean territory. By this they mean that China refused to declare
war on America but simply sent millions of “volunteers” to fight
against the United States—thereby reducing the risks of having to fight
on Chinese territory.

The Proposal Is Pitched to a U.S. Assistant Secretary
Later on this Saturday, I met with the chairman of a key
committee of the transition team for the new South Korean president,
Professor Yoon Kwan. He said he would be meeting with the U.S.
Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, James Kelly,
and would raise this quiet proposal with him, and he took a copy.

Revising the Forty-Year-Old
Sino-Korean Friendship Treaty
On Monday, standing in the lobby of my hotel, The Chosen, I saw
one man adjusting another man’s coat and, under the coat, I saw a
gun—it meant that Assistant Secretary Kelly had arrived; this was the
security detail.
At the Chinese embassy in Seoul, I was told that the DPRK was
racing to get security guarantees before an Iraqi war because it feared
that North Korea would be next.
At this meeting, I had a brainstorm and asked
whether DPRK might be told by China, as a form of
pressure, that China would want a revision of the
forty-year-old friendship treaty if the DPRK became
a nuclear power. I was told that the Chinese did not
want to make the mistake called: “The fish will be
dead but the net will be broken.” But I tried this idea
out later in Beijing with more success.
With regard to the Chinese reluctance to put
pressure on the DPRK, I told them the story about
Kim IlDeng Xiaoping saying in Pyongyang during a visit:
Sung
“That sure is a lot of gold on that statue of Kim Ilwithout
Sung, considering that Pyongyang is a poor
gold
country.” It is said that the gold came off in a month.

Presidential Adviser Lim Dong-Won
Who Had Met Kim Jong-Il
At this time, the most senior adviser to the Seoul government on
North Korea was Lim Dong-won, special adviser to the president for
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National Security and Unification. He had actually met with Kim JongIl four different times and, once, for five hours. The ninety-minute
breakfast turned out to be a love fest.48
In August 2002, Lim had delivered a message asking for the State
Department’s Charles L. “Jack” Pritchard to have permission to go to
Pyongyang so he understood the importance of high-level visits to
Pyongyang. And he said the North had told James Kelly that “all can be
resolved with a high-level visit by Washington to Pyongyang.” But
State, at that time, had turned this down.
Lim loved the quiet proposal and actually thanked me for
encouraging the Unification Ministry to turn South Korea into a broker
for this idea. But he thought the hawks in Washington would veto it.
(Which, of course, was why I was trying to round up so much foreign
help in support of the visit.)
Lim thought that Kim Jong-Il was even more powerful than his
father and consulted less. But he was a careful listener and had even let
Lim run on for forty minutes while taking notes.
Later, Evans Revere, the Deputy Chief of Mission of the U.S.
Embassy, said that “Kelly was aware” of my activities, and Revere
indicated he was impressed with all the people I had seen.

QUESTIO1I1G HWA1G JO1G YAP:
HAD I CAUSED HIS DEFECTIO1?
As my book, Every Man Should Try, shows in Chapter 22, page
248, I was the guest of Hwang Jong Yap in Pyongyang in 1991. He was
then the twenty-fourth most powerful person in North Korea. He was
its most famous educator and the president of Kim Il-Sung University.
More important, he was the main interpreter of the self-reliance
ideology called juche—an ideology that substituted for MarxismLeninism in other communist countries.
I had sought for five years to get him permission to make a return
visit to the United States. This required the agreement of the U.S.
government (for the visa), the agreement of the South Korean
government (who had a veto over such visas), and, of course, the

48
He had been in the North in May and June 2000 to prepare the NorthSouth Summit and had attended that summit and had written its statement. He
had also been there in April 2001.
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agreement of the North Korean government. And Hwang had made it
clear that he needed to be instructed to travel to America—he could not
ask—so I had to ask the Pyongyang government to send him.
After five years of strenuous efforts—in three campaigns—the
constellation of forces seemed, in March 1996, to fall into place. But
immediately thereafter something went wrong and, from subsequent
letters smuggled out by Hwang in the fall of 1996 to South Korea, it
seems the authorities began attacking him on May 9, 1996. (See the
footnote 407 in Every Man Should Try).
The trip to Washington fell through and, a year later, in February
1997, Hwang defected to the Beijing embassy of South Korea and
ultimately made his way to South Korea itself.
I was eager to determine whether my securing permission for him
to come to America had been a reason for his downfall. In the
meantime, I secured from a journalist friend an English-language
translation of December 1999 of a book he wrote in South Korea: “I
Saw the Truth of History: Memoirs of a Defector.”
The book reveals that Hwang knew Kim Jong-Il well even in the
latter’s youth and was a mentor for him.49

49

How Kim Jong-Il Manuevered as a Young Man
Hwang was President of Kim Il-Sung University when Kim Jong-Il, the
son of President Kim Il-Sung, came to the University. Hwang says of Kim
Jong-Il:
The impression I received when I was talking to him was that
despite his young age, he already harbored political ambitions. He
paid special attention to his father and endeavored to take care of
him. Every morning he would always help his father to get up and
put his father’s shoes on for him as well. At the time, Kim Il-Sung
was only 47 years old and full of energy and there was no reason
whatsoever for him to require the help of anyone. However, Kim
seemed to enjoy being aided by his son.
In the evenings when Kim Il-Sung returned, Kim Jong-Il
assembled his father’s staff of assistants, doctors and nurses who
had accompanied him and had them report to him about the things
that had happened during the day. He then proceeded to give
orders. Among the delegation who traveled with Kim Il-Sung, there
were many politburo members. Therefore Kim Jong-Il’s acts of
personally taking over Kim Il-Sung’s projects and giving detailed
orders to the accompanying staff such as the assistants, doctors and
nurses were acts transcending common sense.
Kim Jong-Il was rather hot-tempered. Also when he gave
orders to people under him he was very strict. I could tell that he
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It appears that Hwang had defected in an effort to help bring the
Korean people together—he saw himself as an agent of constructive
change. He claimed that he told his wife. “The life of a nation was
more important than the life of a family.” In his book, he said that Kim
Jong-Il was about to provoke war. Seeing that Kim Jong-il was
immersing himself solely in war preparation while letting a large
number of people die of starvation, I could not stand it any longer. Also
the military leaders in North Korea were saying that even with the
presence of U.S. forces, the odds of winning a war were definitely in
favor of North Korea.”
He said 500,000 died of starvation including 50,000 party
members in 1995. And in 1996 by mid-November about 1 million
people had already died. At least 1 million died in each of 1997 and
1998.
For Hwang’s defection, his associates were punished. He later
reported: “The several thousand were divided into ones who had
worked physically for me and others who had served as my brain trust.
They were sent into a detention camp—the most strict among various
detention camps, a controlled district, or into a remote region. Even
distant relatives were moved.” (This is taken from a FBIS interview for
which I don’t have an exact reference).50

was not the type to think deeply about things but that he was over
sensitive and possessed an emotional personality.
Meeting Kim Jong-Il frequently, I realized that even though
he was clever politically, his personality was violent and that he
became easily jealous. He used all sorts of cunning methods to
attain what he wanted, and I began to worry that if he seized
political power, it was quite possible that he would ruin our
country. All this because I sensed his intense desire for power.
50
“Kim Jong-Il is Merciless”
From an interview in FBIS, Feb. 10, 1999:
He has a merciless character. His character is that of a
tormentor: Rather than enjoying watching people having happy and
pleasant lives, he gets satisfaction from watching people suffer. He
is a downright dictator; if there were 100,000 or even one million
people who were suspected of being anti-government or anti-party,
he would execute them all by shooting. So, even under the current
conditions, the system can be maintained.
He has total control over the military and the party’s
executive members. In this sense, his political capability is quite
well developed.
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On January 14, 2003, I was picked up at my hotel by a leading
defector from the North, Hyun Seong-Il—a former North Korean
Embassy third secretary who had defected in Zambia in 1996—who
drove me to see Hwang Jang Yop, now in exile in Seoul after his
defection in 1997.
I knew that it was risky for my contacts with the North Koreans in
New York to meet with Hwang. Hwang was living in some seclusion
inside the grounds of the Korean CIA and running an institute on
unification policy that was, really, a home for the defectors. These now
numbered 2,000 since the Korean War, of which 1,300 had come in
recent years.
It was certain that some of these defectors were double agents sent
to watch over the others. And my presence there, visiting Hwang,
would be reported back to Pyongyang. (Indeed, I assume it was the
reason why the North subsequently broke off contacts with me.) But I
was determined to go. I wanted to know if my efforts to get Hwang a
visit to the United States were responsible for his defection and all the
trouble that this brought to so many people in the North.

Whenever someone in North Korea wanted to travel abroad,
six secretaries at the party’s central committee made a final
decision.
Kim Jong-Il’s most important objective is to normalize
diplomatic relations with Japan so as to receive war reparations. So
he wants to pursue it aggressively, but he is also aware that Japan
cannot do so alone without approval from the United States.
Therefore, he tries to ease up the relationship with the United States
to some extent. North Korea does not want actual normalization of
diplomatic relations with the United States. But, by easing up its
relationship with the United States, it wants to make sure that the
United States will not object to its effort to normalize diplomatic
relations with Japan. This is one aspect. Another aspect is the
thought that if North Korea can improve its relationship with the
United States, it will be able to come out of isolation in the
international community, and that will be advantageous.
However, Kim Jong-il is stubbornly opposing the idea of
having an American Embassy in Pyongyang. So, up until the time
when I left North Korea, he was ordering not to let the United
States establish its liaison office in Pyongyang. Never let it come.
Kim Jong-Il was saying that if the United States wanted to come to
North Korea, let is open its office in Rajin or Sonpon [these are in
special economic zones].
He is overly concerned about the possibility that the world
will find out about his awful conduct as a dictator.
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He thought that this might indeed have been a factor but that a
speech he had given in Moscow on juche had been the main factor. He
was constantly in trouble for interpreting juche in too dovish a fashion.
He mentioned that he wanted to get an invitation to come to the
United States. He thought America should not be afraid of the DPRK
and should not give them a nonaggression pledge. On the other hand, it
should not attack them or give them any assistance. Just ignore them
and wait for their collapse. He was not for sanctions but, at the same
time, against aid. They would be forced then to a market economy.51
Eventually there would be a coup.

51

Kim Undermined the Experts
Kim Jong-Il ordered authorities to report false numbers to Kim Il-Sung
about the economy. But by 1975, the economy was already declining and by
1985, it was going down rapidly. Hwang continues:
Like his father, Kim Jong-Il was proficient in using
Machiavellian tactics to seize power but did not have the ability to
manage the country in a substantial way. Kim Jong-Il majored in
economics but did not read the books that were complicated and
did not learn much economics. He believed that he could succeed
in economics, like he did in politics, by employing tricks.
Members of the party who knew nothing about economics had full
control of managing the economy. As a result the economy of North Korea was
in complete shambles. [Hwang gives examples of how coal mining was
mismanaged.]
By 1989, Kim Il-Sung had lost his vitality and strength of mind, and
spent most of his time trying to humor his son. Experts began telling Hwang
that collapse was imminent, but members of the Organization and Guidance
Department who were blindly following Kim Jong-Il began stating that the
concerns of the economic staff were tantamount to defeatism and proceeded to
make their lives miserable. “Showing the least bit of sympathy towards an
open-door reform policy was an act of suicide.”
Hwang says that, in 1992, Kim Il-Sung became eighty and Kim Jong-Il
fifty. At this age, he was fawning on Kim Jong-Il. And he reports that: “The
performance of Kim Jong-Il’s exclusive dance troupe was enough to elicit
disgust when seen through the eyes of people with healthy minds.” [But
everyone had to clap; he got angry if they did not.]
As the economy worsened, Kim Jong-Il focused his energy on “preparing
for war and held fast to a high-handed diplomatic policy externally.” Kim and
his associates hated China for its moving toward capitalism and suggested
starting a dialogue with Taiwan or playing the Taiwan card.
“Kim Jong-Il released propaganda stating that he was a genius of
diplomacy and boasted that both the United States and China were afraid of his
high-handed diplomatic ways.” (continued)
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I asked why the generals, who get benefits, would engage in a
coup. Well, he said, “You are right, the uprising would come from the
bottom and they would join in.” Asked how to communicate with the
North, he said: “that is our role” (i.e., the defectors).

January 16, 2003: Exchanging
Views With Chinese Experts
I arrived in Beijing at about the same time as Assistant Secretary
Kelly—my Chinese hosts were going off to meet him. They reported
that he said the United States had “no good solution” but that it wanted
“no negotiation, no war, no subversion of the regime and no
transformation.”
Still later on the same day, I lunched with General Xiong
Guangkai, an alternate member of the 200-person Central Political
Committee. He urged me "not to bet on DPRK collapse and to work for

The Economy and War
Hwang says he talked to Kim Jong-Il’s closest associates, saying:
“Don’t you know that if we continue on in this way, our country’s
economy will stop functioning altogether?” They said: “Everything has already
stopped. My teacher, don't you know that?"
Hwang then said: “Are you planning to wage a war or not?” They
replied: “If we wage a war, it is possible to occupy up to the southern tip of
South Korea, but it will be difficult after that.” They also said that as the food
supply was limited then, their leader Kim Jong-Il was unable to make up his
mind.”
Hwang observed: “Tank lorries all became old and had flat tires. For
welding to fix them, some steel was needed. But there was no steel available
because all steel had been taken by the military.” [It had been taken at
gunpoint. And this had been reported to Kim Jong-Il.]
Hwang said: “Kim Jong-Il thinks that North Korea can become a strong
and prosperous super power by becoming an ideological super power, a
military super power, and a political superpower. By becoming all of these, it
can bring in economic prosperity from South Korea and other countries by
threatening and intimidating them. That’s the logic of a strong and prosperous
super power.”
Hwang said: North Korea believes that if it has a lot of (nuclear)
weapons, the United States will give it help out of fear. The wealthy capitalists
in the United States are afraid of war, and horrified of dying more than
anything else. On the other hand, the have-nots are not afraid of dying. From
this, therefore, North Korea derives a lesson that if it has weapons, the
capitalists in wealthy countries will provide it with economic assistance out of
fear.”
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a peaceful solution" and said, “We don’t have an alliance with anyone.”
Asked what China would do if the North decided to openly become a
nuclear power, he said: “We’ll say we don't agree.”
Afterward at the Chinese Institute for International Strategic
Studies that General Xiong chaired, I met with an expert on North
Korea who briefed me on the situation in North Korea. He said Kim
Jong-Il worked through a think-tank with army generals and party
secretaries.

Encouraging China to Host the 1orth Korean Talks
Later, over dinner, I congratulated a vice chairman of the China
Reform Forum on China’s agreement to host the talks on North
Korea—showing him headlines in the South China Post congratulating
China on doing this and a sentence in the Asian Wall Street Journal
saying the White House had welcomed China’s offer.
When he said it was a mistake, I suggested that the headlines at
least proved how much good press China would receive if, indeed, it
did agree to host the talks! He became interested in working on this.
And he may have been helpful because, within a few days, China did
agree to host the talks “if necessary.”
In contacting B.J. at home, she reported Russian Deputy Foreign
Minister Alexander P. Losyukov had responded warmly to my letter on
the quiet proposal. His note said he recalled our “fruitful conversation”
of May 2000 with “great pleasure.” He said: “I really appreciate all the
new proposals” I had sent and was leaving today for Pyongyang and
Beijing to discuss “these and other hot issues.” He said “your ideas will
be quite useful in this context.” He encouraged me to stay in touch and
said, “If I can be of any help to you, do not hesitate to address me at
any time.” This seemed more than the usual diplomatic soft soap.

Chinese Experts on 1orth Korea
The China Reform Forum had an interesting expert on North
Korea with whom I exchanged views. She had lived there for some
time and gave me an extended briefing. She thought that Kim Jong-Il
showed more confidence and less flexibility than his father and would
not give up easily or listen much to others. I asked her if the North
Koreans wanted the United States, eventually, to be its “best friend.”
She said they did but had become discouraged. I had long been worried
that I had been too candid with a North Korean official on this point
and discouraged him. And therein lies the following story.
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A Small 1egotiation and DPRK’s Ultimate Goal
On October 30, 2002, I had begun my first experience in
negotiating with North Koreans since my visit to North Korea in 1991
(see Chapter 22, Every Man Should Try). I invited the North Korean
ambassador to the United Nations, Ambassador Han Song Ryol, to
Washington for a day or two to visit to “exchange views with
nongovernmental or governmental organizations on ways and means of
improving relations” between DPRK and the United States. I said
Catalytic Diplomacy would pay all expenses and make all
arrangements.
Ambassador Han decided to come with a colleague, North Korean
ambassador to the U.N., Sin Son Ho, and we booked them at the
Renaissance Hotel for Wednesday, November 13. They planned to
attend an Asia Society meeting at which Donald Oberdorfer and
Donald Gregg were going to discuss their recent trip to Pyongyang.
And the next day, they were going to attend a Carnegie Endowment
annual conference on security and arms control issues.52
After the trip was agreed and being arranged, Han advised me that
they were “not authorized” to discuss the North Korean positions in
Washington—which dialogue we both knew was the purpose of my
inviting them to Washington. Han said: “Will that make a difference?”
I decided to persist and agreed to invite them down for what was,
really, just an orientation visit to Washington with no dialogue.
Next Han asked if I could purchase two video cameras for them—
one digital and one not—so that they could film the report of
Oberdoerfer and former Ambassador Donald Greeg. He said it was not
critical if I couldn’t. I advised, diplomatically, that Catalytic Diplomacy
could not make such gifts to foreign governments, but I offered two
alternatives: If the two ambassadors would share a room at the
Renaissance Hotel, we would rebate the saving to them. Indeed, if they
wished to stay in my home, we would rebate all of the cost of the hotels
to them and they could purchase their own video cameras.
After consultation, they decided to stay with us. Sin Son Ho
confided that he had never before, in two years in New York, had other
than formal meetings with Americans—certainly, he had never been in
the home of an American, much less stayed in one.

52

Letter of November 12, 2002, from Jeremy Stone to David Garber,
Office of Foreign Missions, Department of State.
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Walking downtown on the Mall the next day, Han and I had a
conversation that illuminated what I have come to believe is the
underlying goal of North Korea, albeit an unattainable goal.

Good Friends With 1orth Korea?
He said: “Sometimes, the worst enemies become good friends.
For example, you fought a long war with Japan and Germany, but now
these countries are your best friends. Perhaps North Korea and the
United States can become good friends.”
I said, rather undiplomatically, “In fact, this is only because Japan
and Germany surrendered to the United States after they lost the war
and we reconstructed the governments of those countries to be
democracies like ours. By contrast, the Russians lost the cold war but
did not surrender. Accordingly, we did not reorganize their government
and we are not good friends with them. North Korea is not going to
surrender to us and has no plans to change its government.
Accordingly, we may not become close friends.”
I sensed that this was bad news for Han. On future trips, I learned
that the North was traditionally looking for large countries under which
to shelter and that it was, indeed, looking for a country to replace China
and Russia as its “big brother.”53

Discussed an Asian Missile Regime
Back in China, I met with Ye Ru’an, former deputy director of the
China Institute of International Studies and then vice president and
secretary general of the newly formed China Arms Control and
Disarmament Association. An old friend, we discussed the problem of
creating some kind of missile regime in Northeast Asia, which I had
written about in an FAS newsletter and, subsequently, tried to urge on
the military think-tank in Beijing.
That evening, at 8 p.m., I met with the Russian Federation
Counselor Andrei Ivanov, who explained the Russian position.

53

Later, I asked Han if Catalytic Diplomacy could host a high-level
delegation from North Korea that would be able, as he was not, to engage in
dialogue. I sent a letter of invitation to “Chairman” Kim Jong-Il. This was
agreed in principle, and I was advised that the North Koreans wanted
assurances that the U.S. side would agree. I made some efforts to satisfy this,
e.g., by writing Senator Richard Lugar, chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee at the time, to ask for help. But this never came about.
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Saturday: China’s Limited Influence
I had lunch with an old friend, a very senior retired official of the
Chinese Foreign Ministry. He was quite persuasive about the limited
influence that China had over North Korea.
He felt North Korea was as likely to do the opposite of what
China wanted as to follow its advice. The phenomenon was so
pronounced that the DPRK had actually voted against having China get
the Olympics in the year China failed—indeed, DPRK had been the
deciding vote against it! All this in revenge for something China had
done.
He felt that “lending money loses friends,” and with every good
deed China had done for North Korea, a certain animosity had
occurred. And, no doubt, North Korea thought China should have done
more. China is particularly offended by DPRK’s attitude toward the
Korean War sacrifices made by China—which, as noted, earlier, the
North Koreans completely downplay and, indeed, complain about.
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CHAPTER II:
DETERRI1G SALE OF
FISSIO1ABLE MATERIAL
I early decided to try to
prevent the DPRK from selling
fissionable material abroad.
There was serious concern
in U.S. official circles about the
possibility that the North
Koreans would sell fissionable
material to terrorists and that the
North Korean nuclear program
might, accordingly, lead to the
Kim Il-Sung on building, 1991
eventual destruction of a major
U.S. city.
Indeed, at one point, Bob McNamara called me to say that Donald
Rumsfeld told him that the most dangerous things involved with North
Korea are sales of fissionable material, and, indeed, this is what
Rumsfeld later told the Senate Armed Services Committee on February
13, 2003. He thought a lot of countries would want to buy the material.
It seemed to me that the best way to deter North Korea from
selling fissionable material was to advise them that the West could
determine from intercepted fissionable material from whence the
material had come. Indeed, it would be good also if one could identify
the source of the fissionable material from the debris of an exploded
bomb.
Accordingly, in December 2002 I called one of the most brilliant
physicists in the country, Dr. Steve Fetter, at the University of
Maryland, to ask whether physicists could, indeed, identify the country
of origin of intercepted plutonium or uranium.
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In an e-mail of December 19, Steve
provided an explanation. He concluded
that uranium or plutonium from North
Korea could be identified as long as the
fissionable material had not been
detonated.
He
doubted
strongly,
however, that the source of the uranium
or plutonium could be identified from the
fission products from a detonated bomb.

Asking China to Caution
Its 1eighbor
On January 15, 2003, in Beijing, I
Steve Fetter
met with the Deputy Director of the Asia
Department and left him with seven
suggestions including: a) advising Pyongyang that the China-DPRK
Treaty of Friendship would be rewritten or abandoned if the DPRK
detonated a nuclear weapon; b) urging the North to adopt agricultural
reforms; and c) offering asylum to the Kim Jong-Il family if the regime
began to collapse to get them out of Pyongyang in an orderly way.
On January 16, 2003, in Beijing, I met with the director-general of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Department, Liu Jieyi, who has
always shown me respect. I gave him a letter urging China to study the
question of whether fissile material—uranium or plutonium—that had
been seized by the United States somewhere could be identified as
having come from the North. (Appendix 47)
And the letter suggested that China advise the North that it could
not maintain permanent secrecy over any such sales of fissionable
material. This was step one in discouraging the North from selling
fissionable material. China was obviously the best channel to send this
message to the DPRK.

The View from Russia
Step two was to reinforce this message from Russia—the other
large neighbor of North Korea. And at the same time, it seemed
important to learn from Russian experts. They, unlike the United States,
had graduates of an embassy in Pyongyang, and they had been close
politically to the North.
Accordingly, two months after the visit to China, from March 9 to
15, 2003, I visited Russia. The visit went very well, with eighteen
useful meetings in the four business days that the week of March 9-15
contained.
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Two deputy foreign ministers wanted to meet with me but were
out of town. I met instead, in the Foreign Ministry, with the official in
charge of China, Yevgeny V. Afanasiev, the official in charge of all of
Korea, Valery E. Sukhinin, and the official in charge of North Korea,
Georgi D. Toloraya.54
I met with representatives of ten organizations: IMEMO, Institute
of Far Eastern Studies, Oriental Institute, Diplomatic Academy,
Moscow University, Moscow Institute of International Relations,
Institute of U.S.A. and Canada, Russia’s GAO, Minatom, and the
Institute of Human Rights.
On the way to Moscow, I began reading a book written by
Russian experts, The 1orth Korean 1uclear Program: Security
Strategy and 1ew Perspectives from Russia (Routledge 2000), edited
by James Clay Moltz and Alexandre Y. Mansourov. The book warns
that “Pyongyang may take drastic action to return itself to the focus of
world attention for the purposes
of bargaining.”
One author, Vladimir
Andrianov,
thought
one
probable motive of the nuclear
program was the North’s
“intention to exchange its
nuclear program for significant
political
and
economic
concessions” from the United
Family in 1orth Korean
States, Japan, and South Korea.
home in 1991
He thought the North “presumed
that the farther its nuclear weapons efforts had advanced, the higher the
price these countries would have to pay for the DPRK’s abandonment
of it.”
And the editor Mansourov said that “whenever Kim Jong-Il
decided on a key issue related to the implementation of the Agreed
Framework, he consistently opted for the more pragmatic and futureoriented stance advocated by the economic officials and diplomatic

54

The Russian Foreign Ministry welcomed my proposal to have Deputy
Foreign Minister Alexander P. Losyukov come to Washington. (I had
persuaded the Carnegie Endowment to host a meeting for him if Catalytic
Diplomacy would pay half the cost and do the work of inviting him during my
visit.) This deputy foreign minister had recently gone to Pyongyang and
obviously would have much to say that would be helpful here.
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personnel, rather than the Korean People’s Army’s more orthodox and
conservative positions.”
Alexander Platkovskiy thought that nuclear blackmail became the
means of conducting Pyongyang’s affairs in the face of its loss of
support by former allies and third world nations and the risks of
collapse from the inside.
The book argues that the leadership was bound together by fears
of revenge if the regime fell. They decided to use the inability of the
United States to obtain verifiable information about secret military
installations as a strategic advantage, for example, to sell access and,
also, to scare the White House with DPRK unpredictability and
readiness to undertake decisions that seemed irrational and even
suicidal.55

Arrival in Moscow
I arrived in Moscow on Sunday, March 9. Monday was
“Women’s Day” in Russia—much like “Mother’s Day” here—and a
Russian holiday with the government closed. The former Russian
Ambassador to North Korea, Valery I. Denisov, could not make a
scheduled lunch because he had the flu. So I went to a central mall for
lunch and, in the late afternoon, to another mall. It looked like a piece
of Stockholm. Small stores are popping up in villages, I am told, often
run by people from the Caucasus who know trading. The villages at
least have their own food supply. But the small towns are sometimes in
really bad shape, and they are often astonished to see a small car drive
through.

Wednesday: The Foreign Ministry Says
“1o” but an Institute Says “Yes”
At 11 a.m. I went to the Foreign Ministry and met with Yevgeny
V. Afanasiev, in charge of Taiwan, China, and the DPRK, and with the

55
Plakovskiy reported that when Eduard Shevardnadze went to
Pyongyang to explain Russia’s decision to recognize South Korea, the DPRK
made three points: (1) it would consider itself free to develop weapons of mass
destruction (rather than follow the obligations of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
that Russia had required of it to get Russian reactors); (2) it would support
Japan in its territorial dispute with the Soviet Union; and (3) it would open
negotiations with the United States on developing direct diplomatic relations.
(They actually broke relations with Moscow for a while.)
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head of his department on South and North Korea, Valery E. Sukhinin.
Afanasiev remembered me cordially. (While working in Washington,
he had delivered a letter to me from President Mikhail Gorbachev on
Cambodia in response to a letter from me to Gorbachev about
Gorbachev’s impending meeting with Deng Xiaoping.) He said the
Russian position was (1) nuclear-free Korea; (2) peaceful means
through negotiation; and (3) direct talks.
It was up to America to deal with the DPRK because it involved
the Agreed Framework, which was between the two sides (the United
States and the DPRK) and because it involved political relations
between the two sides. Russia was against an internationalization of the
problem because the DPRK was against it and would not agree to it.
On the suggestion to warn the North not to sell fissionable
material, he considered my ideas unrealistic and thought that the issue
should come up, if at all, only later.
I had urged four points. The first suggested the Foreign Ministry
alert the North to the fingerprinting issue. The second suggested it alert
the North that this issue was the most likely issue over which the
United States might attack the North. The third was to elicit a voluntary
statement of compliance from the DPRK. And the fourth was to have
the Foreign Ministry elicit from the DPRK under what conditions it
would forswear the sale of fissionable material. (Appendix 48)

A Russian Specialist Who Can Carry the Message
At 2 p.m., I met with an important official of a major research
institute with direct experience in the Russian embassy in Pyongyang.
He thought that Kim Jong-Il did not want to risk the reforms and
openness the United States would want. And he thought that the North
learned from Assistant Secretary of State Kelly that the United States
was not frightened enough and so moved on to scarier tactics.
He thought that the DPRK was unprepared for war because its
army had no practice and, in war, would collapse in a few days. The
soldiers, by the way, are trained in so-called self-liquidation in the
event that things do not turn out according to plan; they are taught to
consider this logical and normal.
He said that in the DPRK negotiations, Russia succeeded only
when it did not bluster or beg but was just very calm and said: “Okay,
if you honor the agreement only partway then we will too.” The DPRK
thinks that “words are for the weak.”
He agreed on the importance of discouraging the North from
selling fissionable material by warning them that it could be
fingerprinted. He saw North Korean representatives at meetings, and it
was clear he would advise them of this.
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In general, Russian experts on North Korea indicated that Russia
was trapped, on the one hand, between a traditional nonproliferation
policy (backing America) and, on the other hand, wanting more
influence in the region—which meant relations with the DPRK.

The Dean of Korean Studies:
Leave It to the Koreans
At 10 a.m., I went to Moscow
University to meet with eighty-year-old
Mikhail N. Pak, director of the
International Center for Korean Studies.
He is the most senior of the Russian
experts on Korean studies and the teacher
of all the experts I had been visiting.
Pak said the problems in Korea must
be settled by the Koreans themselves. The
North could remain as it was, but it
cannot reform itself or it will explode.
Collapse
would occur only under certain
Street scene in
conditions
created by South Koreans or
Pyongyang, 1991
foreign countries. But intervention would
be accepted very reluctantly. Pak remembered Hwang Jang Yop, my
host in North Korea, when he was a colleague studying at Moscow
University.
Later, a well-informed scholar advised me that the first KGB
report in 1990 to the Russian government saying that the North had a
nuclear bomb was disinformation based on a thought-to-be-reliable
source. But the second set of Russian opinions, which said they did not
“quite” have a nuclear bomb, was based on stolen documents. It seems
the North has a nuclear “device” but not the electronics to set it off
from a distance. They were buying lasers for some purpose, which
might well be for developing these aspects of the bomb. But now they
would be able to set the bomb off only manually. China has been
telling them that “the bomb is not the thing you are needing now.”

Georgi D. Toloraya: Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Later I met with Dr. Georgi D. Toloraya, deputy director-general
of the Asia Department. He was the Foreign Ministry’s highest official
in charge of North Korea. He had recently spent several days with Kim
Jong-Il on the train from North Korea to Moscow to escort Kim Jong-Il
to Russia and has probably logged more hours with him than anyone
else.
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He said, flatly, the issue was war or direct talks. He said that the
DPRK provocations were coming fast and sometimes every day or
week. Everyone in the Russian government was now keenly interested
in North Korea policy, including President Vladimir Putin. He gave me
his e-mail address and took my suggestions. I told him that the large
number of Russian experts were a special weapon not yet sufficiently
exploited.

Friday: Minatom Agrees to Study
Fingerprinting Fissile Material
On Friday morning, I went to Minatom, the Russian Ministry of
Atomic Energy, and spoke to Vladimir Kuchinov, head of the
Department of International and Economic Cooperation. He said my
ideas on fingerprinting the North Korean fissile material were “quite
interesting” and “needed further study.” He seemed open to exchanging
ideas about this with the U.S. scientific community. And it was obvious
that he was planning to work on this.
In other exchanges at Minatom, I learned that there were wide
differences within the scientific community and between the U.S. and
Russian scientific communities on the existence of a Korean bomb. I
gave my interpretation as a working assumption: The North had no
bomb but only a “nuclear device” that they could fire only “manually”
but not electronically.
This was considered a good working assumption, if only because
the Los Alamos group had also manually detonated its first device on
the top of a tower in the Trinity test. Minatom thought the North
Korean scientists were “not bad,” based on what they had done. But
there had been no contacts in the last several years from Minatom with
the DPRK. They could speak, however, for the Dubna scientific
laboratory, which is an international consortium.

State Department Is Interested
On March 17, after my return, I wrote a long letter to Deputy
National Security Advisor Steve Hadley urging talks with the North
Koreans and, in particular, including a paragraph on fingerprinting:
“Scientists can determine whether fissionable material—whether
uranium- or plutonium-derived—came from the DPRK, if they locate it
and, conceivably, even if it were detonated. To organize deterrence of
such sales, the North can be warned of this. A new defensible red line
could thus be created with ready support from relevant banks and
regional allies helping DPRK. Minatom agreed to study this and here
you could talk to Steve Fetter at Univ. of Maryland.”
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On March 26, I continued to try to stir the bureaucratic pot on this
issue. I met with Kathryn Schultz and two of her colleagues in the State
Department in the nonproliferation section then headed by Assistant
Secretary John Wolf. They liked the fingerprinting idea and said they
would report it to Wolf. Their boss, Mark Fitzpatrick, e-mailed me that
evening of his interest.
On March 27, at 11:30 a.m., I lunched with Selig Harrison, who
was going to Pyongyang, and briefed him on two of my ideas, of which
one was the fingerprinting of fissionable material. Certainly, Selig
would warn them of the West’s ability to determine that they were the
source. So this represented yet another credible channel of warning,
caution, and deterrence. (Selig later confirmed that he relayed the
message.)

U.S. Department of Energy Very Interested
On Monday, March 31, I met with considerable success on this
subject with the policy planning staff of DOE under John Harvey; they
said they would recommend a meeting for me with their superior,
Linton Brooks, whom I knew slightly, and who was then director of the
Energy Department’s National Nuclear Security Administration. And
they also put me in touch with a relevant expert at Livermore, Sid
Niemeyer.
I wrote Niemeyer, and he wrote back on March 31 complaining
that his laboratory had been working on “attribution of nuclear
materials” for a number of years but funded at a very low level—
typically $200,000–300,000 total for several DOE laboratories.
International work was also badly funded, although the International
Atomic Energy Agency had held the International Conference on
Nuclear Forensics in October 2002. He seemed pleased at my
encouragement.
Harvey was delighted with my success with Minatom because he
had evidently been looking for something they could work together on
with Minatom, and he said: “You have obviously thought a lot about
this, and you have said things we have not heard.”

Interest in the U.S. 1ational Security Council
And on Wednesday, April 2, I went to the Old Executive Office
Building, adjacent to the White House, and spoke to Dr. Michael
Green, head of the Asian Division of the National Security Council,
who was very interested in my idea about attribution of fissile material.
I sent him a long letter describing what I had done and wanted done on

261

Jeremy J. Stone

April 3, but the letter is not reproduced here because of the technical
information it contains.
I later got the impression that the NSC nonproliferation group
thought that they could resolve the fissile material identification
(prebomb explosion problem) but not the fission product situation
(postbomb explosion problem). I agreed to resend my letter to Green to
them the next day.

Meeting with Assistant Secretary of State Kelly
On April 15, I met with Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly
for a very stimulating thirty minutes. He accepted my view that the
DPRK probably had a nuclear “device” but not a bomb and that both
the United States and Russia were right in their own way, that is, the
Russians said “no bomb, but only a device” and the Americans said
“they have a bomb or device.”
He also agreed that the DPRK was unpredictable and that a “Pearl
Harbor” attack by them on the South Koreans was not impossible—he
said that a consensus existed in the administration that we really did not
know how the DPRK would react. On the other hand, it did not seem
that the conclusion from this observation was that we should treat them
gingerly. On the contrary, he said: “We will be putting them to a very
hard choice, and it is not clear that they can make that choice.” So it
smelled like war might result.

Scientific Exchange with 1orth Korea?
After this meeting, I met with Dr. Norman P. Neureiter, science
and technology adviser to the secretary, who wanted advice on how to
start scientific exchange with the North Koreans. I said this was not
very feasible and that philosophy and agriculture would be the best
thing to try. I mentioned his getting a meeting with Hwang Jong Yap,
head of the DPRK scientific community. And I suggested he try
multilateral meetings hosted in Beijing.
Later, I learned that the United States was trying to get a look at
some radioactive “coal” in a Beijing museum that might be a sample of
North Korean uranium.
And on January 27, 2003, I met with an official at the Chinese
embassy in Washington. He thought Kim Jong-Il had a lot of money
stashed away, perhaps in Eastern Europe, where the family often stays.
I presented two ideas. One, of course, was to repeat what I had advised
his Foreign Ministry: to instruct DPRK that the United States could
identify as North Korean any fissionable material it found, whether
plutonium or uranium.
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On July 22, 2003, I sent the National Security Council ten axioms
of North Korean behavior that I thought might be helpful. In sum, they
said that North Korea “cannot be cornered,” had “escalation
dominance,” and that its agreements had to be considered “tentative.” I
said that with the DPRK “surprises are the norm,” coup d’états in
Pyongyang were “virtually impossible,” popular resistance was “quite
impossible,” and with Pyongyang “beware of getting what one wishes
for.” I warned of the possibility of a Pearl Harbor-type attack and of the
danger posed by the bad blood between the North and the George W.
Bush administration. And I suggested that there would be no solution
without some “major third force.” (Appendix 49)
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CHAPTER III:
PROPOSI1G IDEAS I1 BEIJI1G
In Beijing in October 2003,
I met with a high official of the
Foreign
Ministry
with
responsibilities for North Korea.
I had met with him earlier in the
year during the previous trip to
China. At that time, I had
presented to him a letter with
seven points and suggestions and
Street scene, Pyongyang,
provided a briefing. (Appendix
1991
50) At that time, he thought that
NGOs like ours could be
“helpful.” The main task for China seemed to be to prevent the
situation from deteriorating and to try to keep everyone calm.
On this occasion, he felt that China could only “promote dialogue
and communication,” but he agreed that “suggesting ideas” was
possible as well. The process would take time and needed patience. The
goal was to keep the DPRK in the talks and to avoid a breakdown of
the talks. The Chinese side did support unification in the Peninsula.
I provided the Foreign Ministry with a memo of October 12,
2003, calling for mediation by China, for an interim freeze of
reprocessing, for soliciting help from South Korea in the negotiations,
and for a U.S.-PRC hotline, and I urged that China start thinking about
unifying Korea under the South with the American forces removed.
(Appendix 51)
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FOLLOW THE LEAD OF
PRESIDE1T CARTER
I had earlier learned from Bob Gallucci, dean of the Edmund A.
Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, the inside
story of how former President Jimmy Carter’s visit to Pyongyang may
well have avoided war in the Peninsula. In sum, President Carter had
worked out an agreement with the North and then placed a call to the
White House from Pyongyang. The call arrived, it so happened, during
a meeting that President Bill Clinton, Vice President Al Gore, and
Defense Secretary William Perry were having to discuss escalation
moves they felt reluctantly obliged to take in the crisis (e.g., shoring up
troop levels and moving relatives of the military out), all of which
might lead to reciprocal escalations from the North.
Gallucci, who was instructed by President Clinton to take the call,
reported to the group that Carter had sketched his proposal and said he
was delivering it on CNN in five minutes. The President said: “You
told him not to do that, didnt you?” to which Gallucci had responded:
“Look, he is a former president, I couldn’t do that.”
The group then repaired to the television to watch CNN.
Subsequently, they decided they had no choice but to try to “make
lemonade” out of a deal they would earlier have described as a lemon.
So Carter defused the crisis with a preemptive publicized proposal.
After I described this interesting vignette to the Foreign Ministry
official, I suggested that “following the lead of President Carter” might
be a useful approach for the Chinese Foreign Ministry. If, in a future
such crisis, China reached a suitable compromise with the North, they
could announce publicly that they and the North Koreans were
prepared to do such and such if the United States would do such and
such. I was told: “This is a very good idea.”

An Expert on 1orth Korea
I talked to a woman who had lived in North Korea and followed
the situation closely. She confirmed that the North Koreans had wanted
to become “best friends” with the United States but were now
disappointed. They had hoped to follow the example of China in 1972
and to improve relations with some Kissingerian visit.
She thought the generals in the North would be harder to negotiate
with than Kim Jong-Il because they are the descendants of other
generals who fought the Americans in the Korean War. Without Kim
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Jong-Il, there would be chaos in the North and not more of the same
under one of his sons.
In June 2004, I returned to China to discuss North Korea (and, of
course, Taiwan). With regard to the 1961 China-North Korea
Friendship Treaty, two experts on North Korea said it was definitely in
force but its terms of giving “support and assistance” in case of attack
were now interpreted differently. For example, an attack by South
Korea would not today be considered an external attack and would not
be covered! And a new condition would exist that the other party
caused the attack (e.g., the United States would have to attack with no
reason).56
They said the North had a rule called “super-strong tactics against
the strong,” which meant “raise all raises.”
Asked if Kim Jong-Il had been an assassination target of a recent
train wreck, they said that some thought so.

Generating Trust: The Hard-Line/Soft-Line Swap
I met with an official in the Foreign Ministry on North Korea and
expounded on five ideas.

56

Could Collapse Mean War? Four Experts
With so many Bush administration experts waiting for the North to
collapse, it seemed useful to explore what that might entail. Four experts on
North Korea—two from Japan, one from South Korea, and one from China—
had these thoughts:
An expert in South Korea said: “In the course of collapse, they might
well attack South Korea.” This is why, he said, we say that “North Koreans are
different.”
An expert in China said the North would “never surrender but would
explode as the Japanese did or return to guerrilla warfare as had happened in
Iraq.”
A senior Japanese official on Korean matters said: “On the ‘Pearl Harbor
scenario,’ the DPRK generals have a psychology like that of Japanese generals
and might go down fighting. They could explode. They had modeled
themselves on Soviet Union first, later on China, and now were modeled on the
Japanese military model.”
He also thought that, if cornered, Kim Jong-Il would order an attack and
bring down the roof in the Samson’s-option sense. They will not accept defeat
without a violent struggle. And there is a risk of civil war in North Korea if one
tried to get a surrender.
However, an academic expert in Japan on North Korea said he thought
the North would surrender rather than explode because “that was their
historical tendency.”
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I said: “The major problem in the North Korea talks is the issue of
trust. How can we build trust? Consider the situation of a poor man
who asks a bank for a loan. The loan is refused because the person has
a poor credit rating and the bank has no ‘trust’ that the loan will be
repaid.”
“How could this be solved? Perhaps the man has a rich friend
whom the bank does trust. Perhaps the rich friend could ‘underwrite’
the loan by assuring the bank that he will personally ensure that the
loan will be repaid. This would turn trust in the rich person into trust in
the poor person.” This got their attention.
I went on to describe how China could cut a deal with the United
States in which the United States would swap a soft line for a Chinese
hard line.
What if the Chinese considered guaranteeing North Korean
implementation of any agreements it reaches with the United States by
promising to take a hard line with the North Koreans if they do not
fulfill their commitments? China provides so much of their food and
fuel that it can do this. What if it said to the United States that it would
provide this guarantee if this would help resolve the key problem of
“trust” and lead the United States to negotiate more flexibly?
And how could this threat of putting pressure on North Korea be
explained to the North by China? China, I suggested, could say: “We
have persuaded the Americans to overlook some problems of trusting
you by assuring them that we will put pressure on you if you do not
fulfill your commitments. But, of course, since we both know that you
will not, in fact, fail to fulfill your commitments, this is no problem for
you.”
For concreteness and to avoid any misunderstanding, I had written
this out on a separate, otherwise blank, piece of paper:
America agrees to take a softer line in dealing with North
Korea in return for China agreeing to put pressure on North Korea
if, in future, it violates any agreements reached later.
China explains this to North Korea. It says that it has told
the United States that it would put pressure on North Korea if
North Korea violated future agreements in order to persuade
America to negotiate fairly. It tells North Korea that this is not
important for North Korea because, of course, North Korea will
abide by its agreements.

The official said this idea was very valuable. (On returning home,
I thought this idea so promising, and so well received, that I discussed
it with a senior member of the National Security Council, who also
seemed, on discussion, to appreciate it.)
I had some other ideas.
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Second, I proposed that China host a six-party summit to provide
an opportunity at which the American president would shake hands
with Kim Jong-Il. I described how the attitude toward China had
changed enormously the moment Americans saw President Richard
Nixon having tea with Chinese leaders.
He called this “very interesting and a real possibility.” The
eventual situation depends on the top leaders, he said. But he suggested
the summit should be linked to peaceful order in the region, economic
issues, and political relations between the nations—not just North
Korea. The handshake would be a historic moment and would mean
one more set of friends and one less enemy. He called this a bold idea
and a very good idea.
I redescribed my idea titled “follow the example of Jimmy
Carter,” which I had explained in our last meeting in October and
which he had greeted with some enthusiasm.
I said that, today eight months later, it was possible to imagine
South Korea joining with China in working out such a middle-ground
position—and forcing agreement to it—because the South Koreans and
the Chinese now had a much greater common view of the problem and
South Koreans were becoming more anti-American. Moreover, Japan
might help in this today also because Japan was moving toward
recognizing North Korea. He seemed to find this interesting.
He said China would adopt reasonable elements of these ideas and
he hoped that there would be no intellectual rights problems.

EPILOGUE
Whether the efforts in the “Seeking Dialogue with Pyongyang”
chapter to send a high official to Pyongyang had any internal
reverberations inside the White House, I cannot say. Perhaps some
readers might contribute relevant thoughts. But the idea seems to have
been right and timely, and the effort was appreciated in many quarters.
At the least, it provided a talking-vehicle for getting me through many
doors, after which other important relevant subjects were discussed.
The efforts chronicled in the “Deterring Sale of Fissionable
Material” chapter seems to have been timely and successful.
Pyongyang was put on notice that the sale of its fissionable material
could not be done in the assurance of secrecy. And, thus far, no other
practical method of deterring Pyongyang from selling such material has
been unearthed, since the material is not heavy or large.
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The Chapter on "Proposing Ideas in Beijing" shows a variety of
ideas worth keeping in mind. In particular, the idea of trading a U.S.
"soft-line" for a Chinese "hard-line" seems valuable.
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SECTIO1 4:
IRA1:
ALTER1ATIVES TO WAR

IRA1 SECTIO1 SUMMARY
After a failed effort in 1995 to make contact with the Iranian
Atomic Energy Commission with a view to discussing the avoidance of
nuclear weapons, Stone organized a scientific delegation—apparently
the first one since the Revolution in Iran—to attend a 1998 conference
in Iran on energy. It took eight months to organize this visit and, after
another eight months of work, the Iranian Academy of Sciences was
induced to send a return delegation. Stone, then President of Federation
of American Scientists, introduced the delegation to the National
Academy of Sciences, which began a series of exchanges.
Following this success, as shown in the Chapter on “Political
Exchange” below, Stone left the Federation, started Catalytic
Diplomacy and began working on more official and political exchange.
Specifically, he worked on exchange visits of the heads of the National
Libraries. As a first step, he invited the Ambassador to the U.N.
Mission for cultural affairs to visit Washington; this official, Javad
Faridzadeh, was one of the closest advisers to then-President Khatami.
After three years of work, the Iranian Government National
Library invites U.S. Librarian James Billington to Iran for a week of
exchanges on cultural issues. After another year, Billington travels to
Iran. Subsequently, his Iranian host visits America. This exchange is
called by some in the press “Ping-Pong with Iran,” but nothing comes
of it.
When Stone returns to Iran in February 2005, to work on
parliamentary exchange, he is unexpectedly denied entry and deported
on the fabricated issue that his visa was “not in the computer.” It seems
that the Supreme Leader’s office interpreted Stone’s request to see
Ayatollah Rafsanjani as an event that might assist in the election of
Rafsanjani rather than Ahmadinejad. Stone complains through the
press.
Later, as indicated in the Chapter on the Fatwa Failure, Stone tries
to persuade the Iranian Government to issue a fatwa against the use of
nuclear weapons and to embed this idea in a statute, similar to those
being urged by the U.S. Administration on all countries, to bar
proliferation. This fails after some interest is expressed, in part because
the Iranians were never willing to describe precisely what the fatwa
was that they were talking about.
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The first trip to Iran is discussed in the Afterword of Every Man
Should Try, pg. 367, but that book was published before the return visit
of the Iranian Academy of Sciences delegation was completed in late
1999.
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CHAPER I:
SCIE1TIFIC EXCHA1GE
First Effort: Dialogue in Vienna, 1995
In January 1995, while visiting San Diego, I met an interesting
Iranian-born American scientist, Massoud Simnad.57 Recently elected
to the U.S. National Academy of Engineering, he knew the president of
the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran, Reza Amrollahi. Indeed,
Amrollahi had invited Simnad to Iran a year before.
Viewing Simnad as the key to a very complicated lock, I
organized a meeting with the Iranians. We asked to meet, in Iran or
Europe, with Dr. Amrollahi. We were told that we could meet with
“members of the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran” if we came to
Vienna on September 13, following the annual meeting of the
International Atomic Energy Agency. I asked Frank von Hippel of
Princeton University to join Massoud and me. But when we showed up,
only one adviser to Dr. Amrollahi was present—a man so nervous
about this meeting becoming known that he was initially reluctant to
give his name. (And Tehran, we were told, had been nervous even
about sending him ... 1995 was a very early date for meeting with any
Americans.)
We talked for a total of about six hours about energy problems,
nuclear weapons, the requirements to start a dialogue, chemical and
biological weapons, maintaining borders with Iraq, and the Rushdie
case, for which I made a proposal.58 They said the Iranian side would
take further dialogue under advisement, but nothing resulted.

57

Massoud Simnad died at age eighty-one on December 15, 2001.
I asked if an Ayatollah could issue a decree interpreting Khomeini’s
fatwa in such a way as to eliminate the reward. This was termed a good idea
and worth relaying upwards.
58
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Energy conference, Tehran. Stone at lower left with
Robert Adams on left. In robes is former President
Rafsanjani.

Opening Scientific Exchange with Iran
In spring 1998, I asked Massoud to help open scientific
communications with Iran. High levels of the Iranian Executive
Branch, including the Foreign Ministry, gave permission, but when it
came time to find an institution to issue the invitation, problems arose.
One courageous department head of Amirkabir University of
Technology tried hard but reported that his university president and the
Ministry of Education would have to give approval. It was clear that
everyone was afraid to take responsibility for us and that he was being
given the run-around in Tehran. What to do?
Massoud had been invited to speak at the Second International
Non-Renewable Energy Sources Congress (INRESC ’98) in November
by Professor Ali Mansoori, who was chairman of the international
scientific community committee organizing the conference. Mansoori
said that if the Federation of American Scientists (FAS) would become
a sponsor of the conference, I and another FAS scientist could join
Massoud as “sponsors” of the conference. So this was what we did.
Three weeks before the conference opened, a bus with American
businessmen was attacked and the visitors badly frightened. The police
failed to defend them or even to escort them to the airport the next day.
Shortly thereafter, demonstrations in three cities broke out defending
the attacks on the Americans; the demonstrators issued a press release
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saying that the next American delegation would be treated “more
severely.”
I asked FAS vice chairman Robert Adams whether, in light of all
this, he still wanted to go. He responded by telling me of more
hazardous situations he had experienced. And when I asked Massoud
about it, he just said: “Well, that’s Iran for you....” This was only one
year after the Khatami government was elected, in May 1997, and it
was under pressure not to open a dialogue with the West. It seemed all
the more important to go.
The trip to Iran and the meeting went smoothly, although the
conference secretary was extremely nervous about our presence and
asked, “What exactly does scientific dialogue mean to you?” And
Iranian newspaper columnists were arguing that scientific dialogue was
a method of infiltrating Iran. In this atmosphere, meetings already
scheduled were called off.
During the week, the Swiss ambassador to Iran invited our
delegation to meet with six other ambassadors but mentioned to me that
he could not invite Massoud Simnad because he was “Iranian,” that is,
an Iranian American and not a real American. The Ambassador was
advised, in no uncertain terms, that our delegation could not attend a
party without Massoud and that, in America, he was an American, pure
and simple.
Massoud was invited, but we realized the full anomaly of the
situation. Iranian Americans can go to Iran on their Iranian passports
without special visas but are then treated, under Iranian law, as
Iranians. The Swiss Ambassador is told by the Iranian Government that
he has no jurisdiction over them and the U.S. Government does not
always weigh in to protect its Iranian-American citizens.
On the night of December 17, 1998, after a week in Iran, CNN
broadcast that the United States had begun bombing neighboring Iraq. I
woke up Robert Adams and asked if he thought we should make a run
for the airport and catch a late-night flight out of the country. We
decided not to do that, but, considering the uncertain atmosphere
toward Americans and the difficulty in making appointments, Massoud
and I decided to join Adams in his already-scheduled flight out the next
day and to abandon our second week.
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Catalyzing Scientific Exchange Through a Return Visit
The first visit paid off in a significant return visit. After eight
further difficult months of negotiations, using Ali Mansoori as a middle
man, we located, invited, and managed to secure the agreement of a
return delegation from the Iranian Academy of Sciences. It arrived on
September 7, 1999.59 The delegation was introduced to leading
scientific organizations, including: the American Physical Society;
American Chemical Society; American Association for the
Advancement of Science; and the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS). We offered our delegation to the NAS for a full day in the
hopes—eventually vindicated—that the two academies would work up
some kind of agreement to
continue exchanges.
The September/October
1999 FAS newsletter shows
me joining the hands of
President Reza Davari and
NAS president Bruce Alberts
in symbolic representation of
what
had
been
accomplished.60
By September 2000,
The Iranian delegation at the
Alberts had visited Iran, and
Einstein statue in front of the
the two academies had
1ational Academy of Science.
issued a joint statement
1AS President is fourth from
pledging to initiate six joint
left.
workshops over the next two
61
years.
The same FAS newsletter (September/October 1999) announced
my impending retirement from FAS in June 2000 after thirty years of
service and explained my hopes for a new kind of organization,

59

The delegation was: Dr. Reza Davari Ardakani, president of the
Academy; Dr. Mehdi Bahadori-Nejad, vice president for research of the
Academy; Dr. Hassan Zohoor, general-secretary of the Academy; Dr. Reza
Malekzadeh, general- secretary of the Academy of Medicine and a former
minister of health; and Abolhassan Vafai, professor at Sharif University.
60
This visit was covered in Science magazine (“Iranian Delegation
Makes Rare U.S. Visit,” September 17, 1999, p. 1833).
61
“Iran’s Scientists Cautiously Reach Out to the World,” Science,
November 24, 2000, p. 1484.
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Catalytic Diplomacy, that would
“provide independent counsel to
officials in a number of places—
much as do the for-profit
international consulting firms.” I
began working immediately in
my capacity as president of
Catalytic Diplomacy while
managing the FAS operation
until a new president could be
found. But what to do next?
In February 2000, hearing
Stone symbolically joining
that
Secretary
of
State
the hands of Iranian
Madeleine
Albright
was
Academy President Reza
preparing a major speech on
Davari and 1AS president
Iran, I actually volunteered a
Bruce Alberts.
draft speech. On February 28,
her director of policy planning, Morton Halperin, sent word that my
draft speech was “very helpful,” but in fact the final speech had only
one notion in common with my draft! This was to weaken the sanctions
in such a way as to encourage NGOs to make contact with Iran.62
The Albright speech confirmed in my mind the insatiably picky
quality of the Iranian political response. She actually expressed regret
for the U.S. overthrow of Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadegh a
half-century earlier and relaxed the sanctions on rugs, caviar, and
pistachios, as the Iranians wanted. Not only did they not reciprocate or
even get their ambassador to attend the speech in time to greet her; they
also objected incessantly to the following paragraph because it used the
word “unelected” for the Supreme Leader: “As in any diverse society,
there are many currents swirling about in Iran. Some are driving the
country forward; others are holding it back. Despite the trend toward

62
At that time, the Iranian scientists had encouraged me to have my book
translated into Farsi, and I had asked the Treasury Office of Foreign Assets
Control (OFAC) for permission to pay $5,000 to some Iranian firm to translate
the book (royalties in developing countries never cover the translation costs).
They denied the request. When Secretary Albright’s speech came out a few
weeks later, I asked them why they were not in compliance with her speech.
They said they only followed the “regs.” When this amusing incident was
reported in the Washington Post by Nora Boustany (“Putting the Polis in Public
Policy,” March 31, 2000), OFAC relented but said its decision was “not a
precedent.”
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democracy, control over the
military, judiciary, courts and
police remains in unelected
hands.... ”
We had a similar problem
with the scientists we had
invited. At the time of the visit,
the thanks from the Iranian
scientists had been profuse,63 but
there was no indication of an
invitation for a return visit. I
Massoud Simnad seated on
finally forced the issue and, with
left with 1999 Iranian
difficulties, got a visa.64 It turned
delegation at 1AS. On left,
out that the visa had been
standing, is Ali Mansouri,
secured, in the end, through the
who opened the door for the
good offices of a gastronomist
delegation. In the middle of
who had been on the Iranian
those standing is the
delegation to Washington. He
president of the 1ational
realized that the person whose
Academy of Sciences, Bruce
approval was needed in the
Alberts.
Foreign Ministry was someone to
whom he had given a colonoscopy, so he called him up (he told me that
he sometimes gave seventeen colonoscopies in one day). The doctors in
Iran had considerable nonpolitical influence.
Unfortunately, this visit, from May 3 to May 10, 2000, on my way
to Russia, produced almost nothing of consequence, mainly because the
scientists we had invited, and who were now hosting us in return, were
extremely cautious. They introduced me to almost no one—the
President of Sharif University was an exception—turned down
suggestions of people that I wanted to see, and were, really, not about
to do anything that might expose them to criticism. “Banquets” in my
honor turned out, on arrival, to be just dinners with one or a couple of
the scientists I had invited to America. They were so cautious that one
of them wanted me to introduce myself as “former president of
Federation of American Scientists” rather than “president of Catalytic
Diplomacy”—mainly, I think, because diplomatic relations between

63

President Davari-Ardakani sent a warm letter of October 26, 1999, as
did Professor Vafai on November 2, 1999.
64
I learned, on March 1, in a call from Professor Vafai that the visa was
approved.
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Iran and the United States were a highly controversial idea, to put it
mildly.
At one group meeting, hearing that I had predicted something in
China-Taiwan relations, they asked me to predict which faction—the
conservatives or the reformists—would prevail in Iran. I suggested the
reformers, as the conservatives
would eventually die out. At this,
they began arguing among
themselves in Farsi. They seemed
to be sniffing the winds to
determine which way they should
move.
In the end, they evinced
signs of gratitude, for all that had
been done for them in America,
but no real desire to reciprocate. I
Farewell lunch by Iranians
was forced to recognize that the
with the president of Sharif
Iranian scientists were not a useful
University third from right.
base for further improvement of
relations.
And I was forced to recognize, as had been indicated before in the
1995 meeting in Vienna, that dealings with the Iranian government, or
representatives of it, took, in the end, the form of hard bargaining;
agreements were not honored without continual pressure and vigilance.

280

CHAPTER II:
POLITICAL EXCHA1GE
FROM SCIE1TIFIC EXCHA1GE
TO 1ATIO1AL LIBRARIES
The National Academy of Sciences was not—in the late 1990s—
part of the U.S. government. Listed as part of the legislative branch
from 1935 to 1939 and as part of
the executive branch in 19401941, it was listed in
government
organization
manuals in the 1970s as “quasiofficial.”65 By the 1990s, the
NAS was being treated as a
private organization.
Thus,
the
agreements
between the two academies
involved a private organization
Faridzadeh and interpreter
here. What about official
Suzanne Maloney — later a
exchanges? At that time, under
staff member of the State
Bill Clinton’s administration,
Department Policy Planning
Deputy Secretary of State Strobe
Council

65
This was the period when I worked to bring it together with the
Chinese Academy of Sciences and the Chinese were intensely interested in
whether the Academy, which had links to Taiwan, was private or official. At
that time the Academy was officially listed in the Government Organization
Manual as “quasi-official.”
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Talbott was assuring me: “Jeremy, no problem about giving your
delegation visas to enter the United States for unofficial exchanges, the
door is open, if the Iranians want to walk through it, even for official
exchanges!”
Based on our 1999 scientific exchange, we had some standing
with the Iranian mission to the United Nations. Now working for
Catalytic Diplomacy, we decided to try library-to-library exchange,
which, while it would involve real, honest-to-God government officials
between the two governments, could be portrayed as a harmless
“cultural” exchange.
The
former
Iranian
ambassador for cultural affairs
was
Mohammad
Javad
Faridzadeh, who had become the
director of the International
Centre for Dialogue Among
Civilizations. He was in New
York for the annual U.N.
meeting, to which President
Khatami was going to speak.
Group pictures with
With the Clinton administration
Billington third from left. On
still in office, we managed to
the extreme left is Dr.
secure a one-day visa for
Pourhadi, the library's
Faridzadeh to travel from New
York to Washington for a cultural
Iranian expert.
visit on September 14, 2000. A
key part of the visit was a meeting at the Library of Congress (LOC).
At the meeting was Librarian of Congress James Billington,
Faridzadeh, myself, and Suzanne Maloney, an Iranian expert who was
serving as a translator for Catalytic Diplomacy.
At the meeting, it was mutually agreed that relations between the
two national libraries, which had been broken in 1979, should be
restarted.66 But Faridzadeh was extremely cautious throughout the day
and said very little. In fact, if we had not been very careful to check
everything, he would have arrived from New York on a different

66

We were not restricting ourselves only to Librarian exchange,
however. On September 26, 2000, we wrote the Iranian ambassador to the
United Nations a note asking if we could advance the scientific dialogue by
inviting scientists in the Majlis (parliament)–of which we had learned there
were quite a few—to visit professional societies of their choice; but nothing
immediately came of this.
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shuttle than the one we expected and been picked up by local Iranians
from the World Bank who wanted to host him instead; in that case, all
our preparations would have been for naught. As it was, these hosts
insisted on taking Faridzadeh off for dinner and we had no real
discussion.
Our efforts on library exchanges were importantly encouraged a
month later when we received a letter dated October 17, 2000, from the
Library of Congress, signed by Carolyn T. Brown, assistant librarian
for library services—second
from the right in the above
picture—asking our help in
starting a dialogue. It stated that
Judy McDermott, chief of the
Overseas Operations Division,
would be “happy to speak with
you or speak directly with the
Iranian contact on initiating the
dialogue.” We took this as a
request from an agency of the
Faridzadeh at the Woodrow
U.S. Government to use our
Wilson Center during this
good offices to follow up on the
visit. (L-R) Haleh Esfandiari,
meeting and get something
later arrested in Iran; Mike
started.
Van Dusen, Deputy Director
On October 24, we sent a
of the Center; Faridzadeh;
copy of the LOC letter to
William Miller; Jeremy
Ambassador S.M. Hadi NejadStone.
Hosseinian and said:
One possibility, it seems, is for someone from the Islamic
Republic of Iran to meet with her [Judy McDermott] and her
colleagues in Washington—perhaps someone from your staff at
the Mission acting on instructions from Tehran or someone from
the National Library of Iran who wished to visit Washington for
this purpose. A second possibility is for a small delegation from
the Library to visit Iran to discuss this issue. We would be happy
to help facilitate any of these meetings.67

67
At FAS in 1992, I had been instrumental in starting a project called
Zero Ballistic Missiles. I had tried to restart such an approach in September
1998 with a newsletter summarizing the subject that I took to China and
Australia in November 1998 urging each country to offer a suitable UN
resolution. Two months later, on January 12, 1999, China’s Ambassador Sha
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Five months later, on March 26, 2001, after a visit to the Iranian
mission, we wrote the Ambassador for Cultural Affairs, Mehdi
Tabeshian, a follow-up letter
enclosing again the letter from the
Library of Congress.68 After this
second effort failed, we invited
the director of the Iranian
National
Library
to
visit
Washington as a guest of
Catalytic Diplomacy. Agreement
in principle was received, yet
nothing seemed to be happening.
Accordingly, we secured an
invitation to visit Iran at the
Talking to U.1. Ambassador
invitation of the National Library
S.M. Hadi 1ejad-Hosseinian
of Iran; this visit took place during
in 1ew York
June 20-28, 2002. This was
twenty months after the original
visit to the Library of Congress. I had been slow to realize that nothing
would happen unless I went there and presented myself in person and
worked things out in person.

Zukang, to whom I had spoken in China, followed up in Washington in a large
Carnegie Conference urging the “international community to take a collective
look” at this problem of missile controls.
On December 1, 1999, the UN General Assembly requested the
Secretary-General to seek the views of all member states on the issue of
missiles in all its aspects. The Iranian reply of July 25, 2000, had suggested that
the Secretary-General “study the question of missiles with the assistance of a
panel of governmental experts.” Delighted with the Iranian response, I had told
the Iranian ambassador in March that I would be speaking at a UN-NGO
conference on missiles and had urged that an Iranian representative be on the
panel—which was done.
This is, presumably, why in October 2001 the Iranian counselor on
disarmament affairs, Hamid Baeidi-Nejad, asked if the mission could nominate
me to be chief of staff to the panel. In a letter dated November 2, I suggested
Jonathan Dean, former U.S. representative to the NATO-Warsaw Pact forcereduction negotiations (MBFR talks).
68
On March 22, 2001, in a visit to the Iranian Mission, I learned that The
International Centre for Dialogue Among Civilizations was under internal
attack in Iran and too weak to sponsor exchanges. But the Ambassador said he
knew who the scientists (engineers, doctors, or scientists) were in their
parliament and could inquire which, if any, wanted to come.
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THE TRIP TO IRA1: JU1E 20–28, 2002
On June 22, I met with Kazem Mousavi Bojnourdi in his office.69
He was sitting to my right, and a large, friendly man named A. Bijan
Ghodstinat was sitting to my left and translating. Bijan Ghodstinat
turned out to be an Iranian-American businessman who was
Bojnourdi’s closest adviser on American affairs; as time proved, his
involvement made the entire project feasible. (A few minutes before, I
had been introduced to Bijan by the Iranian ambassador to the United
Nations for cultural affairs, Mehdi Tabeshian, who may have returned
for this occasion.)
Indeed, as I learned months
later, when we had become
friends, Bijan interspersed into
his translations, quite early in the
conversation, a Farsi sentence:
“You can deal with this man,”
signaling to Bojnourdi that I was
okay. In fact, he later disclosed
that he had been a member of the
FAS in 1965 while a graduate
student at a small college in
(L-R) Bojnourdi, Stone,
Kansas!70
Tabeshian
Bojnourdi drew me out on
my background and provided some of his. He had been arrested,
condemned to death by the Shah, and had his sentence commuted to
life imprisonment on the day before his execution. He had spent
thirteen years in prison and later was governor-general of Isfahan
Province. For four years, he served as a member of the parliament in
the first session of the Islamic Parliament. He then left the parliament

69
With Bojnourdi as host, this trip was much more successful than the
one hosted by the Iranian Academy of Sciences; of course, it was also two
years farther into Iran’s evolution. I met S.M. Beheshti (deputy minister and
head of the Iran Cultural Heritage Organization); Seyyed Ataollah Mohajerani,
adviser to the president and head of the International Centre for Dialogue
Among Civilizations; S.H. Shahrestani, director-general of the Iran National
Archives Organization; Dr. Reza Mansouri, deputy minister in research affairs,
Ministry of Science, Research, and Technology; and others.
70
In attendance also was Senior Research Librarian Poori Soltani; and
Ali Mazinani, deputy of the National Library for Information Services.
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and founded the CGIE center for constructing an Islamic encyclopedia
with 400,000 volumes, which he had been running for seventeen years.
He was genuinely friendly and open but not a particularly political
person. He did not speak English. He was very interested in visiting
America and visiting the Library of Congress. He had a brother who
was an ayatollah and who was very interested in improving the rights
of women; indeed, he had ayatollahs on his family tree on both sides
and back for three generations.
In an important exchange, Bojnourdi asked if he would have
trouble getting a visa and was told: “No, the only people who have
problems are the young radicals who keep our embassy officials
imprisoned in the embassy; for them, the State Department has a long
memory. But you are too old to have been one of these.” He responded
that he had, however, been involved.
Asked how, he told this story. When Ayatollah Khomeini decided
to move the issue of the hostages from the streets to the Majlis,
Bojnourdi was placed on the Parliamentary Committee, along with
about six others, to decide what to do next. Asked what happened, he
said: “I immediately proposed that, the hostages having been moved to
the control of Parliament, they should be released at once and
unconditionally.” Asked what happened next, he said: “There was
silence and negative comment.” I realized that Bojnourdi was the only
Iranian in authority who had tried to get our hostages released! To me
this magnified his potential usefulness as an ambassador between the
two countries. This important historical note has since been written up
in Bojnourdi’s biography, despite the fact that the release of the
hostages is still somehow controversial in Iran.71

71

Bahman Baktiari’s book Parliamentary Politics in Revolutionary Iran:
The Institutionalization of Factional Politics (University Press of Florida
[1996], pp. 71-72) shows that the other six members of the committee included
such archconservatives as Mohammad Khamene’i, now Supreme Leader,
Mohammad Yazdi, and Ali Akbar Nateq-Nouri. And it shows they were not in
a mood to cooperate with a resolution like Bojnourdi’s.
Meanwhile, Bojnourdi’s biography says that, in the first meeting of the
parliamentary group, when Hajj Ahmad offered a resolution with four articles,
Bojnourdi countered: “We have an established government and such a
government cannot involve itself in actions such as hostage-taking. Hostagetaking, in the eyes of an irresponsible group of revolutionaries, is one thing, but
for an officially accepted and established government is another.” He had
suggested that, before the release, it would be best to “establish a court-like
session in order to condemn the United States’ aggressive and colonial policies
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In a visit to the National Library office, I was shown proof of
complaints that books that had been paid for had not arrived and the
Library of Congress was not answering complaining letters. They
showed how LOC could get
much cheaper prices by buying
books directly from them.
Later, I met with S.M.A.
Ahmadi Abhari, head of the
Parliamentary Library.72 He
resembled Peter Sellers and,
when asked about exchanges of
books, provided, with a straight
face, this comment: “We will
send you all the books and
S.M.A. Ahmadi Abhari
magazines we publish each year
and, in return, you can send us all the books and magazines you
publish.” He was quite prepared to engage in exchanges, he said, even
with Israel. (“The Prophet,” he said, had maintained that “one should
learn even from the
pagans.”)
The Library of
Congress staff had told
me that only one library
institution had “kept the
faith” in dealing with
America in library
exchanges after the
revolution. It was the
Great
Library
of
Ayatollah Al Uzma
Mar’ashi Najafi in
Talking to lawyer-clerics at a
Qom, now run by the
University in the holy city of Qom.
ayatollah’s son. Qom is

toward Iran.” But he wanted claims with regard to frozen Iranian assets to be
raised only later, after the release of the hostages.
72
This is called the Library, Museum, and Documentation Center of
Majles-e Shora-ye EsLami (Islamic Consultative Center) of the Islamic
Republic of Iran. In a subsequent letter to me dated June 26, Dr. Abhari said his
library “hereby wishes to announce its readiness for cultural development and
for library exchanges with the Library of Congress and with the other scientific
and cultural centers.”
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the Vatican City of Islam. This library, I was told, was accumulated
through the Talmudic wisdom of Ayatollah Mar’ashi. Too poor to buy
books on his own, he took advantage of the right under Islamic law to
agree to fast for others for pay. And he knew, also, that the fasting did
not actually have to be done until the person praying had died—after
all, there was always the theoretical possibility that this person might
decide to do the fasting himself.
The son of Dr. M. Mar’ashi showed me the beautiful library—
preoccupied as it was with Korans of all sizes, shapes, and ages, with a
“hospital” that repaired ancient books. Women, he said, with a proud
air, were permitted to use the library on weekends, during which days
no men could enter so they could feel especially comfortable and could
take off their headgear. It was very hot in Qom, and scholars used
underground studies to defeat the heat.
At this meeting with Bojnourdi, I had suggested that the two
national libraries have a first meeting in Glasgow, England, in August
2002 at an already scheduled meeting of the International Federation of
Library Associations. This was accepted.
I returned to America on
June 28 quite pleased. It seemed
a great success. Everything had
gone smoothly with Bojnourdi,
and I had invented a place and
way for the two libraries to get
started in England. He seemed
willing to come to the United
States, and we talked about
places he would visit. The head
of the Parliamentary Library was
With Seyyed Ataollah
willing to do more in the way of
Mohajerani
exchanges—as was the head of
the Library of Mar’ashi—and both gave me letters.73 Also, behind the
scenes, I had had other successes: I had conceived a new way for
President Khatami to justify direct talks and asked one of his advisers,
Seyyed Ataollah Mohajerani—then-head of the International Center for
Dialogue on Civilizations—to take it to him. The idea was to open

73

I wrote to Dr. Mar’ashi on August 1, 2002, hoping that he would visit
Washington and assuring him that Dr. Billington had advised me of his
readiness to “meet and talk” with him. He responded positively on September
9, 2002, but never came.
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private talks (whose existence would be publicly announced) on issues
that were, in principle, already resolved (e.g., cultural exchanges). Once
the talks got started, they could evolve further and would be, in any
case, conducted in private.
And in a quiet talk with another of President Khatami’s advisers
for science, he actually asked me: “So what do you think we should
do?” I had replied, “Free the Ayatollahs.” I was referring to the house
arrest of Grand Ayatollah Montazeri in Qom and the subdued activities
of many other Ayatollahs. (If the country could not permit its
ayatollahs to speak freely, where on earth would it end up?) In talks
with an important official in the Ministry of Science, Research, and
Technology, I had had a successful talk about an exchange of
scientists—especially scientists in the two parliaments, of which the
Iranians have plenty.
I felt confident that at least three of President Khatami’s advisers
would take up ideas of mine with him. I was struck with the enormity
of this. U.S.-Iranian relations were frozen much like those between the
United States and the Soviet Union during the earlier period of cold
war. Imagine a person arriving from Moscow who could generate ideas
such that three of the president’s advisers would take them to him—or
vice versa, with an America going to Moscow. I was on a roll.

ARRIVAL AT HOME
On July 1, I met at the Library of Congress with Judy McDermott
and James Armstrong and briefed them on the entire visit, which
included, besides meetings with Bojnourdi, meetings with the Iranian
Archives, the Parliamentary Library of Iran, IranDoc (a kind of Iranian
NTIS), and the Mar’ashi Public Library of Qom. They were very
pleased; Armstrong called my report, by e-mail, “splendid,” and both
made warm comments about our work.
On July 3, I sent the Iranian National Library a report on some
concerns it had expressed about mail not being answered; it was paying
for things it was not getting. And because of an anthrax scare, all LOC
mail was having trouble getting through—this I could not dare to tell
them.
On July 11, I met with the superior of McDermott and Armstrong,
a bureaucratic infighter named Nancy Davenport, for forty-five
minutes—most of which she seemed to want to use to talk about a
project of hers. She said she wanted to put this “in my mind.” I learned
later that she did not know that the LOC had asked us to pursue a
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library exchange and was asking other employees, “What does Stone
want to get out of this? We have no money.”
On July 11, I wrote Bojnourdi, in letters cleared with the Library
of Congress, that Davenport would be at Glasgow and that the LOC
was prepared to exchange a “full set” of unclassified official documents
(and indicated what these were) and wondered if the Iranian National
Library could provide a comparable “full set” of unclassified official
documents—and asked what such a list would look like. A “partial” set
would be a backup possibility. And the exchange of nonofficial
publications, which comes under a different international convention,
could be worked out in a second stage. This letter was copied to Nancy
Davenport and Judy McDermott. (A similar letter was sent to Dr.
S.M.A. Ahmadi Abhari, head of the Library, Museum, and
Documentation Center of Majles-e Shora-ye EsLami, i.e., the
Parliamentary Library.)
Before these letters, sent by FedEx, could arrive in Iran, on July
16 I received a two-page draft agreement prepared by the National
Library of Iran and asked for an appointment with Jim to discuss it with
him. It seemed straightforward.74
An e-mail from Davenport asked for a copy of what she called
“your proposal.” I reached her on July 18 and urged her to provide
“options” for Billington on how to handle this proposal from
Bojnourdi—rather than just reject it. On July 19, Judy McDermott
confided that Nancy was planning to try to block a meeting between
Jim and myself and was going to tell Billington that she (Nancy
Davenport) would not do what we wanted. Part of her reasoning, I
think, was that it might mean she had to collaborate with other
countries in a similar way.
When I talked to Davenport, she said I had put the LOC in a
“difficult position,” and she was astonished to learn, in response, that I
had a letter from the LOC to do this work. When she saw the letter, she
announced that it “meant nothing.”
Recognizing that Nancy Davenport was moving to veto
Bojnourdi’s draft, and having learned from Davenport that much of
what Bojnourdi wanted was done at international meetings, I got quiet
help from Judy McDermott in trying to figure out how the LOC could

74
It suggested a three-year renewable agreement in which both parties
exchange books and periodicals; cooperate in research on professional subjects;
cooperate in preservation of old materials; transfer ideas on library technology;
invite each other to international gatherings; and help each other in library
training.
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say “yes” and yet do much of the interaction abroad or through
websites rather than with and through Davenport. In a letter dated July
25, with a copy sent to Davenport, these suggestions were forwarded to
Billington. I said, “The simple fact that the United States of America
has no diplomatic relations with Iran would, it seems, fully justify the
Library entering into an unorthodox agreement with Iran.” No answer
was ever received and, in particular, no meeting resulted. This was one
of the low points of my dealings with the Library of Congress, but there
were others.
In any case, for the purpose of the Glasgow meeting, the Library
decided to send Nancy Davenport, director for acquisitions, and a letter
dated July 18 was sent to me from James Billington confirming this. It
thanked us “for your help in revitalizing exchange relations” between
the two libraries and said, “We sincerely appreciate your intervention to
get this process started.” Thanking us again for our “good offices,” it
expressed the hope that the Library could continue to “have your
advice.”
Nancy Davenport did go to Glasgow and had a meeting with an
Iranian National Library official, Ali Mazinani, but the Library seems
to have no record of any report, and her subordinates, McDermott and
Armstrong, never were able to find out what happened. Further, she
refused to meet with me to tell me what had happened. I was very
frustrated.75
An Iranian present at the meeting sent me an e-mail dated August
21 about the meeting, although it did not contain too much substance.
Still, the meeting had involved two representatives from the National
Library of Iran, one from the Parliamentary Library and one from
IranDoc. Davenport, I felt, had decided to take charge of the project
personally so as to kill it.

75
Ironically, word reached me from Iran that Mazinani’s report on his
visit with Davenport was “very positive and full of enthusiasm about the newfound potentials for cooperation with the Library of Congress” and with her
“high professional standards” and standing at the international conference. So
the Iranians were ready.
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BOJ1OURDI’S ABORTED VISIT:
DECEMBER 21, 2002
But Billington’s letter to me had confirmed that “we will be glad
to meet and talk with Dr. Kazem M. Bojnourdi when he arrives.” And I
sent this along to Tehran to encourage Dr. Bojnourdi to accept the
invitation of Catalytic Diplomacy, which we had earlier provided. After
a five-month delay characteristic of Iranian politics, Bojnourdi went to
Dubai with his wife from December 18 to December 21, 2002, to apply
at the U.S. consulate for the visa.
After standing in a long line, and remembering my advice that, if
there were any problems, he should ask for help from the consulgeneral—whom I had earlier briefed in great detail by international
phone—he asked to see her. Told she was otherwise occupied, Dr.
Bojnourdi decided to return home.
He wrote on December 28, 2002, that he had found the conditions
for a tourist visa by regular passport “against my dignity and
inappropriate” and so regretted that, at present, he could not visit. He
said, however, that “it would be a great pleasure to make a visit to the
Library of Congress officially and by diplomatic passport provided this
conforms with my dignity.” Two years had gone by and nothing had
happened! Worse, reading Dr. Bojnourdi’s letter, it was not clear that
even an official visit on his diplomatic passport might not lead to
further decisions that other things were “against his dignity.”
Official Iranians were, I later learned, quite worried about
criticism from colleagues for having let down the country’s honor.
Accordingly, Bojnourdi had, earlier, requested and received a written
letter from a Foreign Ministry official affirming that it would be
acceptable for him to travel on the mere private invitation of Catalytic
Diplomacy. But he was clearly still ambivalent about this.

THE I1VITATIO1 TO BILLI1GTO1
Five months later, on May 13, 2003, Bijan arrived in Washington
for a few days as part of one of his business trips, and he stayed with us
in our guestroom. We talked over what to do. I was certain—and future
events confirmed it—that Billington was not going to offer Bojnourdi
an official invitation, much less one that would permit an official
passport. I had a brainstorm. Why not argue that the key point was to
have the two librarians meet—one place or another? With this in mind,
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Bojnourdi should invite Billington to Iran. And if, for some reason,
such as age or a bad back, Billington declined to accept, we would have
an opening to raise the issue (with Billington) of Billington inviting
Bojnourdi here. And if Billington did go, this would be all the better!
Bijan agreed.
It took another five months for Iran to issue the invitation. As was
explained later, Bojnourdi asked for permission from the chairman of
his board of directors. Since the National Library works, formally, out
of the president’s office, this was President Khatami. President
Khatami requested the opinion of the Foreign Ministry, which in turn
set up a special commission. The commission reported favorably to the
Foreign Ministry, which reported favorably to the president’s office,
and there the matter sat for some weeks until, in September, the
decision was sent along to Dr. Bojnourdi.

Transmitting the Invitation to Billington
Much to-and-fro occurred while transmitting the invitation
because the Iranian side was not sure whether to send the official
invitation through me or through its official channels. The invitation
actually had five signed cc’s! The whole society is obviously highly
bureaucratized. In a characteristically Iranian maneuver, the Foreign
Ministry aborted the discussion of which way to deliver the invitation,
dated October 22, 2003, by sending it through channels (i.e., through
the Iranian Interests Section in the Pakistani embassy), without telling
the Iranian National Library, which wanted to send it through me. But I
had a faxed copy of the Iranian invitation and finally got an
appointment to deliver it personally to Billington on November 3.
Billington seemed interested but said he was not sure whether and
what the Library of Congress needed from Iran—something I
considered weird. On November 12, I met with a former congressman,
Lee Hamilton, president of the Woodrow Wilson Center. He was one of
the co-chairs of the Atlantic Council Iran Project, and I appealed to him
to call Billington and encourage him—which he later did. Hamilton
confirmed that Billington was doing a study of what the LOC might
want to exchange with Iran.

Removing the Attachment
By December 1, the original letter had still not shown up. It
turned out that the Iranian Interests Section had just put the invitation in
the mail. The LOC was having trouble with its mail delivery—as were
other government offices—because of the anthrax scare on Capitol Hill
meant that all mail was being treated as potentially dangerous. Also on
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December 1, I sent another letter to Billington saying that the official
invitation, which had just been put in the mail from the Interests
Section, had erred in enclosing the earlier draft agreement. This
“prejudiced” that entire meeting and negotiations by making the visit
seem contingent on accepting the draft agreement.
With Billington’s encouragement, I sent three packets of
information (on December 8, December 9, and January 5) to his home
that summarized what had transpired with increasing urgency and
pleas.76

False Alarm, Acceptance, and the
Senator Stevens Problem
On January 3, 2004, somebody was spreading word that
Billington had accepted. Billington was upset and stated that he had not
accepted. At a meeting with him about this, Billington said he had
“hired a woman to take care of this problem, Deanna Marcum,” and I
asked if I could meet with her; I thought she was a secretary.
On January 9, I met with Marcum, a charming woman, who had
an unusually nice corner office with a window. It was ten times grander
than I had anticipated. I asked if she was “above” or “below” Nancy
Davenport. She said “above,” and I almost fainted with pleasure. It
turned out that she was the fourth-highest-ranking official in the
Library and, really, the most important one after Jim! My notes called
this meeting a “major breakthrough.” Deanna understood everything
and agreed with everything. She heard what had happened and said I
had been treated indecently. I almost fell over with satisfaction and
relief. I can honestly say that, without Deanna Marcum, the whole trip
would not have occurred—her existence and sympathy and role
provided the inside organizational support that I needed.
On January 12, observers said Billington was “in the throes of a
decision” and on January 18 the Library presented him with a report on
what the Library might want from Iran. He seems to have decided to

76
On December 8, after describing the situation, I said: “It would be a
tragedy if bureaucratic blockage inside the Library wrecked this important
diplomatic demarche.” On December 9, I sent further material to his home and
ended by saying: “I have worked very hard on this now for three years and if
Davenport wrecks this trip, I shall shoot myself.” On January 5, after sending
further information to his home, I said: “This letter is being sent to you at a
very key moment in U.S.-Iranian affairs in which the U.S. is eager to get its
officials into Iran. I do hope you can seize the moment.”
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accept on January 22. That same week, Iranian U.N. Ambassador Javad
Zarif was co-hosted for dinner in Washington by Senator Arlen Specter
(R-Penn.; now a Democrat) and Congressman Robert W. Ney (ROhio). At the dinner, Zarif told the guests that Billington was going to
Iran! After the meeting, a Washington Post article said that a trip to
Tehran was planned by a delegation of congressional staffers.77
But this article, which appeared on Sunday, February 1, may have
cost us several months. On that day, after talking it over with the
chairman of the congressional oversight committee, Senator Ted
Stevens (R-Alaska), Billington learned that Stevens wanted to join the
trip. Billington called me on that same Sunday to see if this could be
arranged.
On February 2, there was excitement in Tehran about the
possibility that congressmen would come. But, evidently, the Iranian
government felt it could not invite the congressmen because there were
no official relations. Furthermore, the Parliament was coming to the
end of its term, and, in addition, there was a governmental crisis. Hopes
for a trip in April failed, and nothing has happened on this front yet—
several years later.
By February 3, I sent a draft of Billington’s acceptance letter to
his home. It proposed arrival in Iran on March 12. Billington was
returning from a late-night Library reception at about 1:00 A.M., and I
decided to call his home to get his approval. My call arrived just as he
was entering his home from the reception. He was very tired, and Mrs.
Billington was reluctant to put him on.
But I explained that the letter was already approved and that it
needed only his signature. When he got on the phone, he was reluctant
to review it at that hour and referred to his age (seventy-five) and heart
condition. But I insisted that his agreement was critical to making
effective this request for a “special favor,” that is, asking for Senator
Stevens to be included.
Privately, I also feared that he might never really make up his
mind. He reviewed the letter, made a few small changes, and approved
it, and then I sent it by e-mail. The letter stated, “On behalf of the
Library, I accept your invitation with great pleasure.” And in asking for
Stevens to come, it said “he would be glad to come simply as the

77
This visit, which never came about, was termed in advance by Senator
Specter as “historic” and “a significant step, and we can build on it”—meaning
congressmen and senators might be next.
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Chairman of our Library oversight committee and would not require
any special protocol connected with his other responsibilities.”
Afterward, I sent a long message to Tehran at midnight, February
3, calling Stevens’s interest in going to Iran a “gift from God”—
explaining his unique standing in the U.S. political system. I expressed
the hope that Khatami would meet with him—much as Chairman Mao
had signaled a change in relations by inviting an American, Edgar
Snow, to the Tiananmen Pavilion on National Day—and I discussed
this in detail. (This elegant signal of Chairman Mao had been missed by
Richard Nixon’s administration.)
I continued pleading for Stevens’s inclusion in an e-mail dated
February 6, pointing the Iranians to his Senate website and to his
position on the Commerce Committee, among other things. And on
February 9, in response to my urging to Billington to have Stevens call
me, the senator did so. As I expected, I was able to distill from the
conversation more ammunition in his favor, including the fact that he
had asked Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, in the Clinton
administration, for the right to go to Iran and the fact that his wife had a
long interest in Iranian affairs.
He said he was being encouraged to go to Iraq but preferred to go
to Iran. One problem was that Billington anticipated that Stevens would
fly in his own airplane. As president pro tem of the Senate and third in
line for the presidency, he could get an airplane when he wished, and
Billington, in particular, thought the trip would be more comfortable
for him and his wife if this were done. Perhaps, neither of them realized
what a dramatic political signal this would generate in Iran and how
unworkable it was. So I sent a note saying that the airplane could land
in Dubai and they could fly in from there.
A formally signed version was finally sent to the Iranian interests
office on February 6, by which time the National Library in Iran had
already confirmed the acceptance by e-mail. And on that day, we
prepared a press release just in case an Associated Press reporter—who
had called—broke the story.
Billington, in Florida, wanted no press release without consulting
Stevens, and he still hoped that Stevens might be accepted.
On February 8, Billington said, “No press release without a
decision on Stevens.” On or about February 11, the situation in Iran
was so tense over the way the conservatives were treating reformist
candidates for the Parliament that a visit to Iran by some distinguished
educators was canceled.
Meanwhile, by February 14, the letter, hand-delivered to the
interests office, had still not arrived in Iran, and this failure was causing
problems with the very formalistic Iranian system.
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On February 15 Iran signaled that Stevens was not authorized and
then sent a letter saying that the National Library had been “unable to
secure the authorization.” But, behind the scenes, the National Library
was still not sure that it could not get this authorization later, perhaps in
a few days. Meanwhile, there was much e-mail discussion with us
about the meaning of the fact that the original signed acceptance by
Billington had still not found its way to the Foreign Ministry, as well as
the hidden bureaucratic significance of this.
On February 16, I decided that postponing the visit until April
would be best. So, on my initiative, the visit was postponed. It turned
out, however, that the visit was postponed for seven full months!

Tension Produces a Heart Condition
I had fallen into the habit of glancing at my e-mail whenever I got
up at night during periods of high e-mail traffic with Bijan, and
beginning about February 7 I was often up about three times a night
and not sleeping well because answering the e-mail would keep me
awake. That week, I began feeling the symptoms of angina pectoris, a
disease that had forced the end of the journalistic career of my father,
I.F. Stone, at the age of sixty-four (I was sixty-seven at this time).
Indeed, I found myself at the borderline of unstable angina. My
cardiologist decided I had had a plaque rupture. People can die of this,
but I did not. I started taking statins, but the angina remained although
it is now, in 2010, under medical control. I felt marked for life by
Billington’s indecision and the entire frustrating affair.

Stevens Was Too High
Stevens’s request set the effort back four months. On June 14, we
received the answer to the request for Stevens. He was “too high a
political figure to be included in what our Government has always
considered to be a cultural initiative.” It expressed the hope he could
come at a later date and indicated that, according to their
understanding, Billington’s trip was still on and they looked forward to
the setting of another date. But this, in turn, took another four months.

The Issue of Personal Security
Billington and I and Deanna Marcum met on June 21, and I
presented the above letter. He said now that he “wanted” to go but was
“uncertain.” He wondered if he could ask the Iranians to give him
assurances that they would, in fact, exchange many things, including
“official documents.” I said we could not ask for such assurances at this
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stage—he had, after all, already agreed to go in the letter asking, as a
special favor, that Stevens be included.
But he did not feel committed and was clearly lukewarm. It
seemed that he might never actually get on the plane. He said, however,
that he would set a new date by July 15. In the meantime, he expressed
concerns for his personal security in Iran. I suggested we ask the
Iranians for official guarantees of his security; this sounded good to
him.
The Iranians indicated that they could do this but, when the
assurance arrived, it said, in effect, that assurances were not necessary
and that we should not worry. I advised them that this would not do.
They began reconsidering, and on September 8 I received a letter
from Dr. Bojnourdi accepting an idea I had proposed. It said: “To allay
any concerns regarding their security I have been given complete
assurances by our government that their safety and security would be
guaranteed and dealt in such a manner similar to very high foreign
official visiting Iran.” But, as so often happens with Iran, this answer
came after the entire issue had subsided. (Significantly, also, the
assurance was made to me, rather than to Billington.)
The date that Billington had given us for his providing new dates
was July 15, but this came and went, and word was received by me that
he would certainly provide new dates by September 8—another two
months of delay (and for no seemingly good reason). He talked about
having a busy fall schedule and the upcoming appropriations hearings.
But the fall was going to see a U.S. presidential election, and so this
idea that hearings might intervene was absurd—Congress would be out
of session. He was waiting for something ... but what?

The Decision to Go
Billington’s decision to go came in agonizing driblets. I fully
expected that his final decision would come too late to make flight
arrangements or too late to make visa arrangements or that, in the end,
he would never get on the plane. Apparently, this was his way of doing
business.
For example, by September 23—only a month before the group
was scheduled to leave—he still had not confirmed whether Deanna
Marcum was joining himself and his wife or whether it would be
someone else (which turned out to be Mary-Jane Deeb). But the Iranian
bureaucracy required, normally, at least a month to process the visas!
At one point, the Library was considering, as a scribe and
interpreter, an Iranian-American who then announced that he wanted to
travel only on an American official passport, which he was applying to
get. This ran up against the nasty Iranian habit of considering all
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Iranian-Americans to be Iranians unless they had applied to the Iranian
Parliament to have their citizenship canceled, which takes a year. If
they had not done this—as I doubted anyone ever has—they were
required to come on an Iranian passport. This was something that many
Iranian Americans were reluctant to do since if they were arrested, they
would be treated as Iranians, not as Americans.
I feared that if this employee made a point of not wanting to go on
an Iranian passport—with which I wholly sympathized—then the
Iranian bureaucracy would delay the trip until the next century. And it
seemed entirely possible that the rest of the delegation, for political
reasons, would be required to refuse to go in solidarity with this
snubbed hyphenated American. Alerted to this problem, the Library
decided on a higher official who was not Iranian-American.
There were many other issues involving much back and forth. The
question of “topics of discussion” and a draft Memorandum of
Understanding was sent by the Iranian side and replied to by the
American side, that is, sent back with a few suggested changes. There
was the question of organizing the excursion to Isfahan and whether it
should be extended to Persepolis. There was the effort to round up four
poets for Billington’s group to talk to. And there was the issue of the
schedule and itinerary generally and, in particular, the question of a
“return banquet.”
Remembering an ancient tradition in China, in which a visiting
delegation hosts a “return banquet” on the last night to return,
symbolically at least, the hospitality of those who had received the
delegation, I suggested to the Iranian side that Billington give such a
dinner on the last night. They were agreeable, but he was apprehensive
and thought it should take place only at the Swiss embassy. I insisted
on checking with the Iranians, and they were apprehensive about going
to a non-Islamic embassy during Ramadan. (In the end, after much
consideration, the return banquet was accepted by Billington and done
in a hotel after the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding.)
In the first week of October, I began wondering if Billington
could handle this by himself and also began wondering if I would miss
the chance to meet Khatami and, in general, to see the consummation
of an effort that had taken me four years to arrange. I well knew that
Billington would not invite me as part of the delegation—partly
because he would not want to pay for it and partly because he had a
keen sense of who was in the government and who was not.
I inquired whether, on the Iranian side, there would be any
problem with my joining in as an independent entity. Bijan and Dr.
Bojnourdi were quite willing if Billington was. But he was not. He was
diplomatic about it but clearly feared the implications of being seen as
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too close to Catalytic Diplomacy. He was willing not to object if I were
in Tehran while the delegation was, and at my own expense, but was
not willing to have me travel with the delegation but only “intersect”
with it from time to time.
The truth is that I was not too disappointed. I was so used to
traveling as a one-person delegation under my own sole command that
I did not look forward to being part of a delegation—certainly not one
led by Jim, who seemed so ambivalent. I felt a bit like a girl who wants
to be asked out but, in fact, does not really feel much drawn to the boy
in question.

Has Iran Endorsed Bush?
On Friday night, October 22, a week before Jim was to leave, he
called me. I received the call at my vacation home via call-forwarding
and so was not at my computer or in touch with the press. He
mistakenly said that “Iran had endorsed Bush” and his trip would have
to be postponed a month—or at least two weeks to avoid the Library’s
involvement in politics.
It sounded crazy to me. I said that I was sure Iran had not
endorsed George W. Bush for president. In any case, whatever had
been said, no one would think that his visit was a reward to Iran for a
politically undesirable endorsement! He calmed down later. But his
nervousness and political judgment were threatening what had become
a life’s work. (It turned out later that the head of the Supreme National
Council in Iran had said, on a TV show, that the Democrats were no
better than the Republicans.)
In the end, I organized things so that my next trip (to China)
would not begin until just after the Billington group left Iranian
airspace. This way, I was available to help from Washington if
anything went wrong but did not have to go with the group—covering
their backs, so to speak. And, in the end, this worked out well.
But the truth is that, after four years of work on this, I went into a
kind of postpartum depression after the baby was born (i.e., when the
group actually left the ground without me). And I was exceedingly
angry with Billington for wasting so much valuable time—a year had
gone by since he had received the invitation—and for his evident desire
to hide the entire enterprise from the world. I felt that all this work had
gone for naught. It was coming too late to deal effectively with the
political crisis; it was only three weeks before the International Atomic
Energy Agency was to send Iran’s case to the United Nations. And,
worst of all, Billington was going to pretend that, from a public point of
view, nothing at all had happened. There was no sign of his interest in

300

Catalytic Diplomacy

putting out a press release. Underlying my anger was the fact that this
affair had induced and left me with a seemingly permanent infirmity.

1ext Steps
On October 27, the day before the delegation left, I had sent Dr.
Bojnourdi a letter summarizing where the situation was, after four
years, and suggesting that his library would “naturally prefer to deal
directly with the Library of Congress in future now that a direct
relationship has been catalyzed. And this would be my preference
also.” On hearing this, he ordered that a letter of thanks be sent to me
and that I be invited to Iran as part of a follow-up. He also “welcomed
your offer of help on other matters” and he emphasized that “this
friendship will be continued on a warmer basis in the future.” This
raised my spirits. But I was still in a bailing-out mood. The idea of
continuing to work for Billington was anathema to me.
Still, buoyed up by the Iranian response, I decided to keep my
agreement to have a farewell lunch with Deanna Marcum on Monday,
the day before the presidential election. It seems that Billington had
been, up to the last minute, consulting with every congressman he
could find. So many people had heard about this that the Capitol Hill
magazine Roll Call had called the Friday before for a story. But it
seemed entirely unclear whether Billington was going to put out a press
release.
He was, apparently, worried that the Iranian press might be at the
airport on his arrival—and thus had prepared remarks carefully. But it
seemed from Deanna that, if left to his own devices, this tree falling in
the forest would never be heard. Indeed, it seemed to me that he set the
date for the visit—which started a few days before the presidential
election and ended a few days after it—so as to travel during a period
of major media “blackout” (i.e., preoccupation with the election).

Reports from Iran and Dealing with the Press
Bijan, who was coordinating Billington’s visit, was keeping me
informed, almost every night, about how things were going, and they
were going well. On November 2, my former staffer at FAS, Steven
Aftergood, who was still putting out Secrecy 1ews, discussed what was
happening. He had recently become part of my small three-person
Catalytic Diplomacy board upon the death of the chairman of the
board, Townsend Hoopes. His Secrecy 1ews put out an e-mail report
on matters involving secrecy—and anything else that interested
Steve—to about 9,000 subscribers, many of them key press people.
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Steve said he would “love to” put this item out. The fact that
Billington was in Iran was, for him, the biggest scoop thus far. I was
unsure what to do. Catalytic Diplomacy tried to stay out of the press.
But if this were carried to extremes, then in this case there would be no
publicity at all. The whole purpose of the four-year exercise was to
desatanize relations between the two sides and to show that such an
exchange could happen. Accordingly, after thinking it over for twentyfour hours, I decided not to object to Steve putting out two paragraphs
on the subject.
The immediate result—within a nanosecond—was a call from The
1ew York Times reporter Douglas Jehl. He talked to me on background
and put out a report (“Librarian of Congress on a Rare, Discreet Visit to
Tehran”) on November 4. It just quoted Secrecy News, using the
Federation of American Scientists as its source. It noted that the
National Security Council, White House, State Department, and
Senator Stevens had approved the trip.
The Washington Post then called and said its ace Iranian reporter,
Robin Wright, wanted to know where Billington was staying. I
suggested they try his host, Bojnourdi, and she wrote an article saying
that Billington, “a presidential appointee confirmed by the Senate, is
the highest-level U.S. official to visit Iran and meet openly with Iranian
officials since relations between the two countries were severed in
1980.” Billington was quoted as saying it was his best trip in seventeen
years.78 He also tried to hide the fact that a Memorandum of
Understanding had been signed. Early on November 5, Bijan said
Billington wanted to know if the “leak” had come from Jeremy’s
former organization, FAS.
On November 21, Billington called a second time—a week
before, he had left a message—and discussed his trip with considerable
enthusiasm. He said Bojnourdi was very moved by an indication that
the two librarians were friends—he had said the only thing that
mattered was that they were friends. Billington thanked me warmly as
usual and said “stay in touch.” He had talked to Congressman Ney and
Stevens. Later, I was told that he was so happy about the trip that if the
mailman came to his office, he would regale him with the fact that he
had been the first American official to go to Iran.

78

“Librarian of Congress Touches Many Bases on Iran Visit,”
Washington Post, November 5, 2004, p. A20.
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Parliamentary Exchange and
My Deportation from Iran
After the success of Billington’s visit to Iran, I advised
Billington—as I had earlier advised Bojnourdi—that I preferred to have
future links between the two libraries organized by themselves rather
than by me. I was burned out with the libraries, and I felt it served the
interests of their collaboration to have them be forced to deal with each
other directly, which was certainly the preference of the Iranians.
I began thinking about parliamentary exchanges and, recognizing
how the library project had evolved, realized that I would have to go
there to arrange anything. Ambassador Zarif, in New York, thought that
my idea of going there and inviting some parliamentarians to come
here—as a first step—would, indeed, be more feasible than trying to
secure invitations from Iranian parliamentarians to invite American
parliamentarians there. In short, I was prepared to try a “pull” approach
where, in the small world of others in America interested in these
things, they were working on a “push” approach—one that had not
succeeded in getting a congressional assistant there.
An occasion for the trip arose with the inauguration of the new
Iranian National Library in the beginning of March. Dr. Bojnourdi, still
remembering clearly all the help Catalytic Diplomacy had provided,
was happy to invite me. I began making preparations.
I decided to try to get congressmen and senators to write me a
letter saying, in effect, “Dear Jeremy, if you manage to bring back
some Iranian parliamentarians, we would be happy to have tea with
them to discuss pending issues.” I thought this would be relatively
easy. And I thought the letters on congressional stationary would
persuade Iranian parliamentarians that a private invitation from a
private Catalytic Diplomacy would, nevertheless, lead to their being
received in a respectable way by real live congressmen.
This turned out to be a failure. Except for Congressman Rush
Holt, whom I knew and had helped get elected, no one was willing to
sign an appropriate letter.79 I decided to press on anyway.

79

I tried, mostly by e-mail messages, but in offices that knew who I was:
Senators Lugar, Biden, Kennedy, Chafee, Stevens, Kerry, McCain, Bingaman,
Collins, Dayton, Dood, Dole, Feingold, Feinstein, Harkin, Levin, Sarbanes,
Schumer, and Warner. In the House, I tried Representatives Leach and Weldon
(who did show interest but wanted me to come in and see him and I did not
have time).
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I drafted a letter to the Speaker of the Islamic Consultative
Assembly (Majlis), Dr. Gholamali Haddad-Adel, asking to see him to
get help in inviting a suitable delegation of parliamentarians to visit
Washington for a “cultural and/or political tour” at an appropriate time
and “if possible, under your leadership.” I asked for a meeting to
discuss this.
I prepared a second letter to the chairman of the Expediency
Council, the former president of Iran, Akbar Hashemi-Rafsanjani. This
letter asked for advice “either in your capacity [as chairman of the
Expediency Council] or personally [as a former president of Iran]—in
our efforts to improve civility and respect in the U.S.-Iranian dialogue.”
These were faxed in advance to the office of President Khatami,
where someone was waiting to redeliver them to the addressees. These
letters, unbeknownst to me at the time, were my undoing.
On the advice of Bijan, I also sent a letter to the president of the
Iran Chamber of Commerce, Industries, and Mines, Ali Naghi Seyed
Khamoushi, to discuss “strengthening commercial ties between our two
countries.” I said I had “discussed this with the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce but I need your thoughts.”80
After meetings with the vice president of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the State Department’s desk office for Iran, and the head of

80
In Teheran, there was a certain competition to receive me between the
head of the Teheran Chamber of Commerce, Mohammad Reza Behzadian, and
the head of the Iranian Chamber of Commerce. Behzadian, the head of the city
chamber, was one of the student hostage-takers—now a successful
businessman and former deputy interior minister. Allied with the reformist
camp—as was Bijan—he was considered something of an opportunist who
wanted credit for arranging reopening with America.
During the run-up to my visit, an article appeared in Agonist in which
Behzadian talked of a “joint chamber of commerce” being organized by the
U.S. and Iranian chambers. This upset my contact in the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce (Gary Litman, vice president of the U.S. chamber) and me and
Bijan, as none of us had communicated to him in this vein and the idea was a
non-starter. Behzadian explained to Bijan that the interview was from
November 2 and followed Bijan’s conversation with him about opening up
trade channels—subsequent to which he had exchanged some e-mails with
Gary Litman to set up a meeting in Europe that never came off.
Anyway, Behzadian was willing to host my entire visit or just a meeting
or to work with the Iran chamber in dealing with my visit. I was eager not to be
hosted by either chamber so as to preserve some independence and an ability to
defer deciding with whom I wanted to work.

304

Catalytic Diplomacy

the Iranian Interests Section, I left for Iran via Paris on Saturday night
from Dulles, arriving at Tehran Airport at 9.30 P.M. on Sunday night.
On the tarmac next to the plane was a big black car, which drove
me, in all ceremony, to the VIP lounge. But where was Bijan? I called
him on his cell phone, and he got permission to come to the VIP
lounge, where he advised me that: “I am not sure we can get entry for
you.” (The other American invited to the library building dedication
had been refused entry and deported about twenty-four hours before,
and it was clear there might be trouble.)
In the VIP lounge, someone asked if I had another passport (i.e.,
from some other country); they said this “might make it easier.” I said,
“Of course, no.” After some time, I was led out of the VIP lounge and
around into the holding room where people line up to be admitted to the
country—but by then everyone had been passed through and the room
was empty.
While Bijan tried to work the phones and talked to the officers, I
asked a control officer what the problem was, and he said: “Where did
you get this visa?” I said “Washington,” and he snorted. What, I said, is
going to happen now? He said: “Much paperwork.” Still it sounded like
everything would be okay.
But it wasn’t. While waiting in the departure lounge, I called my
wife, B.J., got a phone number for the Swiss ambassador who
represents our interests, and tried to raise the Swiss embassy on the
phone. But it was Sunday between 9:30 P.M. and 2:30 A.M. and
nothing could be done. I asked a woman working in the airport for Air
France what was happening to me and why. She said enigmatically: “It
has happened before and will happen again.” So this was not
uncommon.
Upon my return to Dulles Airport, I advised a passport control
officer: “You aren’t going to believe this. I have been out of the
country for 50 hours and have not legally entered any other country.” I
thought they would think me a courier or drug peddler, but they just
laughed. At times like this, it sure feels good to reenter America—God
bless it.

WHAT HAD HAPPE1ED?
I knew there was a conference going on that was run by the
research institute of the Foreign Ministry known as IPIS. And I began
to hear that others had not been able to attend. As I reconstruct things,
the Iranian Foreign Ministry—alarmed to find that their passport “writ”
was not running and unsure how widespread the problem might be—
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had asked its embassies in London and in India to, in effect, put a
reservation on visas to Americans leaving from there so as to avoid
embarrassment. The visitors were called and encouraged not to go.81
The official reason I was given at the airport was the absurd idea
that my visa “was not listed in their computer.” For a normal
government, this would be seen as a “mistake” because, obviously, I
had a visa in my passport and a representative of my host—the Iranian
National Library—was waiting there to receive me, confirming the
authenticity of my visa. Furthermore, as an official guest of the Office
of the President, which oversees the Library, I was certain that
President Khatami’s staff was aware of the problem while I was at the
airport. He was, after all, speaking at the National Library ceremony I
was to attend the next day and was the superior of Dr. Bojnourdi, my
host.
After returning, on March 1, I wrote Ambassador Zarif, the
director of IPIS, and Mostafa Zahrani, the Director General of the
Institute for Political and International Studies (IPIS) explaining what
had happened and asking for some comment. I then realized that the
second American, Leonard Kniffel, had also been turned away with the
same rudeness, lack of explanation, and no conversation. Kniffel was
simply the editor of the journal of the American Library Association
and had had no previous contact with Iran whatsoever. So on March 2,
I wrote the director of the Interests Section, Ali Jazini, with a copy to
Zarif, another letter asking if, perhaps, an emergency power of
ambassadors was being overruled.
And on March 4, I complained to Bojnourdi that Abraham
Lincoln had taught us that “a house divided cannot stand” and that Iran
was, unfortunately, a house divided.82

81

There were various rumors. A professor at the London School of
Economics said he had been told by an Iranian that visas for Americans were
only “airport visas”—good for getting to the airport, at which point an ultimate
decision was going to be made. The Iranian said that “lots of Americans” had
been turned away at the airport. Another American academic had been deported
to Dubai. There were rumors that Iranian ambassadors had authority to give
visas, in certain emergency cases, where the Iranian interagency committee had
not yet given final approval and that it was these visas that were being
canceled.
82
Dr. Bojnourdi’s response expressed regret and said that “repeated
telephone contacts with related organizations” had had no results “because it
was out of the control of our organization.” He hoped we could arrange a future
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Zarif had sent word that it had been a “computer error” and that
an apology would be forthcoming; originally, the idea was that I could
go back any time I wanted. But when the apology did finally come, by
e-mail on March 4, it did not include that element. It did, however,
express the “deepest regrets” of the government after discussing the
matter with the “highest levels” of the government. He had referred to
my “extremely impressive and valuable efforts over the past many
years to foster dialogue, understanding and mutual respect” and
characterized my achievement as “unique.” With regard to the
deportation, he said he had been assured that “steps were being taken to
avoid its repetition.” He said suspension of my activities would “be a
great loss” and that he was “confident that because of your personal
dedication and conviction, this decision will be temporary and you will
reconsider it very soon.” And he indicated that my visa had, indeed,
gone through the interagency procedure.
Meanwhile, on March 5, Mostafa Zahrani said it was just
“mismanagement and paperwork difficulty” and not something that
should be “considered as a political issue or something against an
individual with very good intention.” He said he would arrange a visit
to IPIS as soon as possible.83
But thinking about it, I decided that some kind of protest had to be
made. I felt that the academics would have to grin and bear it because
they need the possibility of access to their area of study for their
careers. I felt that if Catalytic Diplomacy did not protest, then this sort
of thing would continue; anyway, I was not comfortable sitting still.
On March 8, I put out a press release and sent it to Douglas Jehl,
The New York Times journalist who had written the article about
Billington’s trip—an article that had mentioned me. The press release
explained the situation and complained that a government that “cannot
maintain a sufficient consensus to honor visas” was unlikely to engage
in the kinds of exchanges we wanted. And it quoted a petition, released
the day we were deported, by 565 brave Iranian scholars and activists
that said the selected leader was “impotent and incapable of discerning
and defending the nation’s interests.” It went on to say that “the
deportation of FAS’s President was a glaring example” of what the
students had in mind. And it said a government whose visas were not

visit so that “you can visit the National Library’s new building with its unique
architecture.”
83
I wrote Mostafa on March 7 that no one could believe in a “computer
failure” and that “enemies of improvement in the dialogue” had been “quite
successful in humiliating our host.”
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reliable was asking “the world to take its word on its intention not to
build atomic weapons.”
The Times called the mission, and Zarif’s deputy called me and
said, about the impending story, “After an apology from the
Ambassador! This is not the right way! Call The New York Times and
tell them not to write the story.” I said “In America, people do not tell
newspapers what to write.” He was sore.
Jehl wrote a very professional story.84

UPSETTI1G THE IRA1IA1 ELECTIO1
So why was I refused entry and deported? My letter to Rafsanjani
seems to have blown a fuse. The Iranian election was planned for June.
Rafsanjani was the candidate who seemed, to the public and others,
most likely to open relations with America—a popular idea. It seems
that some authorities thought a meeting by Rafsanjani with an
American “operative” might lead to rumors that America approved of
Rafsanjani. This could sway the election. So there it was. Clark Kent in
Washington, I looked like a superman kingmaker in Iran, which I had
never intended to be.

The Return Trip of Bojnourdi
In a great surprise, the election was won by Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad, who promptly purged large numbers of Iranian officials,
including Bojnourdi. Bojnourdi ceased to represent the National
Library and became only the director of the Great Islamic Encyclopedia
Project. In that capacity, he was invited to Washington on December 4
for a week; after that, Catalytic Diplomacy hosted him for five days,
from December 10 to December 15.
Dr. Bojnourdi was no longer the radical revolutionary he had been
under the Shah. One night at Clyde’s Restaurant, however, he scribbled
a poem on a newspaper and presented it to me. It said:
In many years, was no time and no place;
I was flapping my wings

84

“U.S. Scholar, Barred by Iran, Suspends Amity Bid,” The 1ew York
Times, March 9, p. A6. He said our group was “suspending its campaign to
forge closer ties between the United States and Iran” until Iran “provides more
reliable assurances that such bridges are possible.”
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Across lonely corners of skies;
Although friends have left and have died;
Although there remains
The weeping of this one and that one;
Once again, I have the urge to fly to the sky;
Once again, the sound of my heart
And the dim and uneasy destination

At the end of the visit, there was a lunch hosted by Billington for
Bojnourdi and a half-dozen congressmen. Toward the end of the lunch,
an aide came into the room and advised the group that the new
president, Ahmadinejad, had made the outrageous remarks about Israel
and the Holocaust for which he is now famous. The congressmen
bolted from the room.
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CHAPTER III:
THE FATWA FAILURE
Stone follows up his idea of criminalizing proliferation in Taiwan
with the notion of doing something similar in Iran via a fatwa and
legislation. This Chapter shows how the idea occurred and how it
moved along and failed.

On the evening of October 20, 2004, asked by an Iranian if I had
an “original idea” on the nuclear confrontation between Iran and the
International Agency For Atomic Energy (IAEA) on nuclear weapons,
I said the problem was that no one believed Iran. The question then was
how, under these circumstances, one could make credible that Iran
would not, in the future, build nuclear weapons. My answer was to
“issue some kind of religious fatwa making such activities a sin” and to
embed the notion in legislation.
The idea occurred for a peculiar reason. That very afternoon, at
4:00 P.M., I had been talking to a National Security Council official
about the problem of criminalizing proliferation with regard to
Taiwan—which, as shown in the Section on China, in the Chapter on
"Blowing the Whistle"—had been showing interest in nuclear weapons.
I told him I had suggested this idea to some key people in Taiwan.
He said that the G8 powers, at the Sea Island summit in 2004, had
already agreed to “criminalize” proliferation. He said they had agreed
to pass legislation that would make it a crime for individuals to violate
their agreement to international laws precluding proliferation (e.g., the
nonproliferation treaty and/or the IAEA agreements). President Bush
had given a speech on this at the National Defense University. I began
reading about it.
I wondered if Iran could criminalize proliferation by advising
scientists that proliferation—even in their own country—was a sin. If
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religious authorities said, with sufficient emphasis, that weapons of
mass destruction were sinful—and that the Islamic faithful should not
participate in building such weapons—this might be useful. Such a
fatwa, and legislation embodying it, would have the further benefit of
extending the idea of “sinfulness” beyond Iran's borders to the rest of
the Islamic world—something obviously quite important. I vaguely
recalled that the Supreme Leader had already once said something
about weapons of mass destruction being un-Islamic.
Iranians said this idea was consistent with the “mental
framework” in Iran, that is, a framework whereby they were doing only
peaceful work and had no interest in exploding a bomb. And so I
suggested it.
Obviously, many audiences would not accept criminalizing
proliferation as dispositive or determinative of Iran's future behavior,
but I thought it might play a psychological role in moving the
negotiations forward inside Iran.
In retrospect, this may have been, to some extent, reinventing the
wheel. Unbeknownst to me, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, the supreme
leader of the Islamic Republic of Iran, had made a number of speeches
opposing nuclear weapons. On March 21, 2003, at the Imam Reza
Shrine in Mashhad, he said, “We are not interested in an atomic bomb.
We are opposed to chemical weapons.... These things are against our
principles.” On July 20, 2003, he told Revolutionary Guards that Iran
did not want nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.
On August 6, 2003, in front of Khatami, Karrubi, Shahrudi,
cabinet members, Rafsanjani, and others, he said: “Contrary to what
our enemies have been propagating, we are not after production of
nuclear arsenals, and by principle and fundamentals we are against
WMD, just like we have considered biological and chemical weapons
as prohibited weapons even at the time of the Imposed War.”85 And on
October 22, 2003, he told university students that “we do not need
nuclear weapons because we never believe that the possession of such
weapons would provide the ground for the country's strength and
authority.” And, a year later, five weeks before I had the idea, the
Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Hamid-Reza Asefi had said, on
September 12, 2004, “We believe that the use of nuclear weapons is
religiously forbidden; this is the leader’s fatwa.”86

85
86

Iran 16 Mordad 1382, original in Farsi.
For these quotes, see November 23, 2004, RFE/RL Iran Report.
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Still the October 20 idea—with its notion of embedding the fatwa
in legislation—seems to have had some catalytic effect. References to
the fatwa and the notion of legislation began to move forward.
In a November 5 commentary in the Los Angeles Times, the
Iranian ambassador to the United Nations, Mohammad Javad Zarif,
referred to “serious ideological restrictions against weapons of mass
destruction, including a religious decree issued by Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei, the leader of the Islamic Republic of Iran, prohibiting the
development and use of nuclear weapons.” On the same day, the
Supreme Leader gave a sermon in which he said, “We have stated our
religious views [on the nuclear weapon]. And, in particular, on
November 6, a legislator named Hamid-Reza Haji-Babaei said he
expected unanimous support for a bill banning the production of
nuclear weapons and said that this bill would show Iran’s peaceful
intentions.87
But another legislator, Hojatoleslam Mohammad Taqi Rahbar, put
his finger on a serious flaw in the argument. He said, “There are no
Shari’a [religious law] or legal restrictions on having such weapons as a
deterrent,” that is, to “scare the enemy and prevent it from attacking.”88
I was in China at the time but followed some of the debate on the
Internet. It was obvious that the debate over the law was going forward
in terms that were much too vague—saying nuclear weapons were “not
necessary”—and the debate and legislation were not, in particular,
quoting Khamenei’s fatwa.
Still, it was clear that, in Iran, some advocates were trying to get a
strong fatwa wrapped in legislation and with references to UN
Resolution 1540. On November 11, the legislation seemed to pick up
some steam, and a quote from Khamenei that “our religious teachings
do not allow us to seek the manufacturing of atomic weapons” was
being used.
But it does not seem to have been passed.
Meanwhile, Billington’s trip to Iran was controversial in Iran. A
pro-Khatami paper called it “ping-pong” and compared it to the
opening to China. But the deputy head of the commission on culture,
Javad Arianmanesh, said the Billington visit was “poor taste if not
treason” and not apolitical at all.

87
See November 23, 2004, RFE/RL Iran Report, quoting Islamic
Republic News Agency (IRNA).
88
Ibid.
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On November 12, I heard that it was Palestine Liberation Day in
Iran and that demonstrations were going forward, with chants of “Death
to America” and “Death to Israel.” That same day, I learned that 60
Minutes was going to air a program on terrorism. It was going to
include reports that a sheik in Saudi Arabia had said it was Islamic to
use weapons of mass destruction against America. Accordingly, this
program was going to persuade Americans that “Death to America”
would really mean the Iranians approved of destroying our cities and
that the importance of a fatwa against this was rising.
On November 5, according to Foreign Minister Kamal Kharrazi,
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei reiterated a fatwa “prohibiting the production,
stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons.”89

SUBSEQUE1T DEBATE
On February 8, 2005, Hassan Rowhani discussed the issue at
length on Iranian television, emphasizing that it was the country's
“most senior official politically, religiously, and militarily, the
commander-in-chief of the armed force, the country’s most senior
political and religious leader” who had “clearly” stated this fatwa
during Friday prayers.90
The fatwa played a role in negotiations with the Europeans. On
February 25, the Iranian negotiator Hassan Rowhani referred to it in his
joint press conference with Joschka Fischer in Germany when he said,
“based on our stated position on the rejection of nuclear arms and
Ayatollah Khamenei’s fatwa on this issue.” On May 24, he said it
again, referring to a “fatwa on the status and prohibition of [all] these
weapons [of mass destruction].”91
In August, I decided to provide Steve Aftergood’s Secrecy 1ews
with the elements of this story, which, indeed, he had been helping me
with. He wrote “Iran’s Missing Anti-Nuclear Fatwa.” He pointed out
that the August 9 statement of Iran to the IAEA had talked of a fatwa
on “production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons” but had not
referred to “development,” while Ambassador Javad Zarif had said the

89
This was mentioned in an e-mail from Radio Free Europe’s Samii
introducing his November 23 RFE/RL Iran Report giving more detail.
90
From BBC Monitoring International Reports, February 8, 2005.
91
“Time is Limited,” speech at the International Nuclear Talks, Tehran
Sharq, May 24, 2005, FBIS.

313

Jeremy J. Stone

decree “prohibits the development and use of nuclear weapons.” This
showed the need for a document.
Furthermore, Aftergood pointed out, an effort to legislate this idea
had failed, raising further confusion—with one legislator saying that
there was no legal restriction on the use of such weapons as a
“deterrent.”92
Aftergood’s summary of the situation, sent by e-mail to hundreds
of news outlets and picked up by listserves of experts, produced some
renewed interest. One expert, Shahram Kholdi, responded that
“technically speaking” a religious opinion does not have a binding
effect unless it is formulated as a fatwa clearly and unequivocally. And
he wondered which verses in the Koran or the Hadith disallow using
“any means” necessary to destroy the enemies of Islam. In short, upon
what could the fatwa be based?
A second problem was that Ayatollah Khomeini had introduced
the principle of expediency/exigency as a guiding light to preserve the
Islamic Republic. His doctrine of Valiyeh Faqih said that his powers
were not lower than that of the Prophet. Hence, if the survival of the
regime was at stake, “even the basic tenets of the religion could be shut
down to protect the Islamic System from destruction.” This idea, put
forth in an open letter in 1986 to the present Supreme Leader, gave rise
to a doctrine of Maslihati Nizami Islami, that is, the doctrine of the
“Expediency of the Islamic Regime.” Under such a doctrine, laws
contrary to the basic tenets of Islam could be finalized by the
Expediency Council.
So even a properly issued fatwa might not be truthful but only
expedient.93
Some Iranians felt that, in the process of passing legislation, any
flaws in the fatwa would be resolved. However, in conversation, asked
how many Iranian scientists would take a fatwa seriously in deciding
whether to work on nuclear weapons, one said “perhaps one in a
hundred.” So it all depended upon the fatwa being introduced in
legislation and on the legislation being enforced. Still, it provided a
kind of out for the country not to build nuclear weapons if forces within
it decided not to do so.
In early September, I talked to an official in the President’s Office
in Iran who was preparing a speech for the president’s visit to the
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Secrecy 1ews, August 11, 2005.
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Letter from Shahram Kholdi to JJS of December 6, 2006. following up
on an e-mail he had put on the Gary Sick Gulf 2000 list; quoted by permission.
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United Nations. On talking with him, it became apparent that he wanted
help in drafting a speech that would put forth the idea of a fatwa. I
decided to give this a last college try and sent him a few paragraphs.94
In fact, when President Ahmadinejad gave the September 17,
2005, UN speech, it never really referred to a fatwa at all. He said
simply: “The Islamic Republic of Iran reiterates its previously and
repeatedly declared position that in accordance with our religious
principles, pursuit of nuclear weapons is prohibited.” So this vague
response was all we were going to get out of them.

94

This was the draft:
Our Supreme Leader has said: [Here provide a specific
quotation and, if possible, a place where this quotation can be
found or at least a clear paraphrase of the Fatwa.] This statement is,
indeed, a Fatwa instructing the faithful everywhere not to engage in
the construction, stockpiling or use of nuclear weapons because
such construction, stockpiling or use is against Islam.
In order to make it perfectly clear that the Islamic Republic of
Iran takes this statement seriously, my Administration plans to
propose to the Majlis that the same Fatwa be embedded in Iranian
legislation confirming that any scientist or administrator that
violates the obligations of Iran under its agreement with IAEA
would be punished by jail terms and fines.
This legislation is in the spirit of U.N. Resolution 1540 and
with efforts by the Bush Administration to strengthen that U.N.
resolution at the 2005 Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. But we are going further. While the Bush Administration
has been urging the world to make laws that would send scientists
and administrators to jail for violating IAEA regulations, the
Islamic Republic proposes not only to send them to jail but to warn
them that, if they violate these agreements, they will, also, go to
Hell.
We recognize, of course, that the sincerity of nations can only
be judged and advanced, in the end, by sustained dialogue.
Accordingly, in order to avoid future misunderstanding between the
Islamic Republic and the United States of America, my
Administration is going to invite U.S. parliamentarians to Iran and,
if they are invited in return, we would send Iranian
parliamentarians to the United States. In this way, we hope to
improve the quality of the dialogue between our two countries and
to improve mutual respect. Based on this improvement in mutual
respect, perhaps the sincerity of our approach to nuclear weapons
will be better understood. And based on these steps forward, we
hope that, in due course, we can open direct talks with the United
States on all matters between us.
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By January, I had learned from an international source that the
notion of a fatwa-type law being passed by the Majlis was part of the
Iranian package deal of spring 2005 in negotiations with the European
Union as an item conditional on general agreement.
Later, in 2006, I learned more about fatwas that I should have
looked into earlier. In correspondence with Shahram Kholdi, at the
University of Manchester, he said first of all that any fatwa would have
to be put in writing so that it could be assessed from the jurisprudential
(i.e., Fiqh) point of view. In other words, a valid and authentic fatwa
must be predicated on the Koranic or Hadith dicta; that is, some source
must be found and stated to explain and justify the fatwa either in the
Koran or in actions of the Prophet.
Alternatively, it can be based on the “Expediency of the Regime’s
Survival.” This doctrine arose when the late Ayatollah Khomeini wrote
an open letter in 1986 to the present Supreme Leader (who was at the
time the president of the Islamic Republic). In it he said that the
Supreme Leader had powers parallel to the Prophet of Islam himself in
interpreting the religion. Should the survival of the Islamic regime be at
stake, even the basic tenets of the religion could be shut down to
protect the Islamic system from destruction. After the death of
Ayatollah Khomeini, an Expediency Council and the Principle of the
Expediency were enshrined in the amended Constitution of the Islamic
Republic, which enhanced the powers of the Supreme Leader in
determining general policies of the state.
According to Kholdi, the principle of the expediency is a “twoedged sword.” He said: “While one might invoke it to assure the rest of
the world that an Islamic State would never make [a nuclear weapon]
however it has been formulated and based upon the Koran and the
Hadith, the same principle of expediency can allow for the
manufacturing of any such weapons, should the circumstances
change.”95
A June 2006 Washington Post article said a Turkish diplomat had
quoted the Iranian nuclear negotiator, Ali Larijani, as saying “there is
even a fatwa, a religious ruling, since the time of Khomeini, that Iran
will not produce any nuclear weapons.” But religious authorities such
as Grand Ayatollah Jalaleddin Taheri said “this question is
ambiguous,” and religious texts might offer avenues that would allow
stockpiling such weapons in the name of deterrence or self-defense.
This notion that deterrence might permit stockpiling was supported by
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Mohsen Gharavian, who teaches Islamic philosophy in the Qom and is
a spokesperson for Ayatollah Mohammad Taqi Mesbah-Yazdi, an
archconservative.
In this article, the main supporter of the Islamic illegality of
nuclear weapons was—guess who—Kazem Movsavi Bojnourdi, who
said, “You are not allowed to gather weapons that are not allowed by
Islam, even against your enemies” and noted that, during the eight
years of war with Iraq, the Iranians never reciprocated against the
bombing of Iraqi cities because of the prohibition against killing
innocents. The article noted that the Revolutionary Guards, to whom
any nuclear program would be entrusted, had an insignia that included
a passage from the Koran reading: “Prepare any strength you can
muster against them, and any cavalry with which you can overawe
God's enemy and your own enemy as well, plus others besides them
whom you do not know.”96
In sum, the Iranian government pushed the idea of a fatwa
because it had some truth to it and may have seemed useful. But the
government never really produced a written fatwa because it was not
feasible to do so under Islamic law and, really, was not desired by so
many in favor of matching the weapons of their neighbors—including
the Revolutionary Guards. Whether Catalytic Diplomacy was right to
invent this idea independently and to push it can certainly be argued.
Some Iranian officials were certainly encouraged to press this
notion by their belief that it might help prevent development and give
rise to an agreement. Others, more cynical, may have stepped up their
enunciation that the bomb was a non-Islamic notion upon hearing that
some thought-to-be-experienced foreigners thought that this might
“sell.” In the end, things were left pretty much where they were.
But I still believe that somewhere in Islamic attitudes lies a
resistance to the use of weapons of mass destruction that is worth
encouraging even if it cannot be relied upon to stop development,
production, and stockpiling—as it has not in Pakistan.*

*Added on October 5. Professor Juan Cole has kindly authorized
the quoting of a statement in which he defended the plausibility of the
fatwa against certain criticisms. In it he said: "Khamenei is a mujtahid

96

Karl Vick, “Iran’s Gray Area on Nuclear Weapons,” Washington Post,
June 21, 2006, p. A15.
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and has the standing to issue a fatwa... Finally, since he sets policy on
such matters, what difference, in any case, would it make what exact
jurisprudential standing his fatwas enjoy?
The only real question is whether he is lying and insincere. That
would be a dangerous ploy on his part, in a state premised on Islamic
jurisprudence and in a position premised on being `adill or upright.
As for the general Islamic law of war, it forbids killing innocent
non-combatants such as women and men; ipso facto it forbids
deploying nuclear weapons. I do not agree that Iran has a chemical
weapons program, but in any case chemical weapons have for the most
part been battlefield weapons used against massed troops or in trenches.
Having such a program does not imply intent to kill innocent civilians.
Whereas making a bomb does imply such intent and is therefore
considered by most Muslim jurisprudents incompatible with Islamic
law.
Khamenei seems to me to have decided some time ago upon
having a "Japan option" (the ability, were the circumstances to call for
it, to rapidly construct a bomb so as to be able to invoke Mutually
Assured Destruction against an aggressive enemy). The Japan option
has all the advantages of actual possession of a bomb without any of
the unpleasant consequences, of the sort North Korea is suffering. A
Japan option makes a country a geopolitical player and lessens the
hegemony of nuclear-armed states (thus, Japan is not nearly as afraid of
China as the relative military postures of the two countries might
predict; and with a Japan option, Iran would be less threatened by
Israel.)
The problem for the West is that the Japan option is not illegal
under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. And conveniently for
Khamenei, the Japan option is not incompatible with Islamic law...."
A response to this by another specialist said: "Khamenei’s writ is
only valid for as long as he is alive and rahbar. Moreover, a mojtahed's
fatwa can be overridden by another one, and when Khamenei is rahbar
no longer, the new rahbar can issue a fatwa stating the opposite, based
on his interpretation of the law."
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CHAPTER IV:
EPILOGUE: IRA1
The successes in this section—on scientific exchange and political
exchange—all occurred during the Khatami period. It seemed like a
good time to try for an opening with Iran. Compared with the present
period, it was! And more political actors should have tried harder in
that period.
But, in fact, President Khatami was intimidated by the strength of
the conservatives and very much under their control. After his term of
office, during a visit to New York, he confessed in a small meeting his
“greatest regret.”
Guess what it was? On an occasion when he was addressing the
United Nations General Assembly as Iranian President, President
Clinton stayed to hear his address and tried to make eye contact with
him. But President Khatami avoided the opportunity to shake hands.
On his return, he advised the Supreme Leader that he had avoided
President Clinton’s overture and was asked, in return: “Why?” He
responded, “Because of you.” This was his regret—not to have dared to
shake hands with President Clinton!

THE CO1SERVATIVES
ARE VERY STRO1G
Now, after the 2009 elections, we see the underlying latent power
and strength of the conservatives and why Khatami had good reason to
believe that he was outgunned. The conservatives managed to steal the
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election and to remain unified and repressive in the face of the
extraordinary courage and unity of the reformists.97
But recent history has also shown how much support is becoming
available to reformers of courage like Mir-Hossein Mousavi. On the
other hand, even Mousavi has indicated that his own determination was
shaped by the resonance he was getting from the public; he announced
that, in response to this support, he would not let the demonstrators
down.
What have I learned from my limited experience dealing with
Iran?

DECISIO1-MAKI1G IS
ULTIMATELY CHAOTIC
Notwithstanding the fact that its Constitution provides for a
Supreme Leader, Iranian decision-making can appear, from below, to
be quite chaotic, which bodes ill.
No permission or ruling seems final until the event in question
transpires, because some other authority may intervene. The smart
money in Iran seems to play its cards last because, in the alternative, it
may be trumped by another person or faction. And the capacity to say
“no” to some policy, i.e., the proliferation of vetoes, seems to exceed
the capacity of the system to reach and stick to a constructive position.
Under these circumstances, little can be organized from the
outside. Someone, or some faction, inside the Iranian system has to
want some policy to happen and to lobby persistently and over time.
And nothing can be considered agreed upon until the agreement is
finally implemented.
In this regard, negotiating with Iran can be more difficult than
negotiating with North Korea, where the toing and froing of the
Government’s negotiating position is part of a carefully guided strategy
rather than the resolution of different factions.
The fatwa section confirms the chaotic quality of decisionmaking, wherein the Supreme Leader purports to issue a fatwa but no
one can figure out exactly what it says, and the effort in the Majlis to

97
My view of how the election was stolen can be found at the Huffington
Post website: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremy-j-stone/how-the-iranianelection_b_216882.html
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put the fatwa into law is clumsy and confused. Even if the whole fatwa
approach was, at some level, an effort to mislead, it was not carried out
in a coherent fashion.
Also, the Islamic religion—which gives each and every Ayatollah
the authority to issue conflicting religious instructions—is destructive
to consensus building.

TOUGH BARGAI1I1G A1D
BAIT A1D SWITCH
As a consequence, it is hard to be optimistic about negotiating
with Iran over complex issues. Our experience saw a lot of
unapologetic bait and switch. For example:
* We were led to expect high-level personnel at a meeting but,
when the meeting took place, only a low-level person arrived and he
did not even want to give his name! (This was in 1995).
* In 1999, we were led to expect that our very successful hosting
of an Iranian delegation would be reciprocated. In fact, no serious effort
was made to reciprocate the visit and it required intense lobbying and
the intercession of one influential member of the Iranian delegation to
secure the return invitation.
* In 2000, when the invitation was implemented, we were led to
believe that a series of banquets would be held in our honor in Tehran,
but, on arrival, we discover that these “banquets” are, in fact, just
dinners with one person or another from the delegation we had hosted
in America in 1999. With one exception, we were introduced to
virtually no one.
* When sending Billington to Iran, we demanded at his request,
and were led to expect, “security assurances” of a specific and detailed
kind. When the time comes, after much negotiation, the “assurance”
takes the form of a bland assertion: “No assurance is really necessary”.
The Iranian side tends to pocket concessions. Secretary of State
Madeline Albright saw this when she made concessions on tariffs on
carpets and pistachios in a careful speech that actually expressed regret
for the overthrow of Mossadegh. There was no real reciprocation.
Indeed, the Iranian official involved in responding (the Iranian
Ambassador to the United Nations) was careful not to arrive at the
Washington conference where she was making her speech until she had
left to avoid the unpleasantness of having to acknowledge her presence.
In negotiating with Iran, one is constantly advised, encouraged
and prodded to make concessions with the assurance that, if this is
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done, some good result may, might or is likely to transpire. In fact, the
interlocutor may well think, hope or expect such a favorable response.
But, all too often, this assurance is based on his or her speculation—or
on some encouragement the interlocutor has received—that is less than
dispositive. A State Department official summed this up quite well
once when he advised: “Iran always disappoints.”
Needless to say, negotiating with America is not easy either. It has
its own bait and switch tendencies. The Executive Branch may make a
negotiating commitment only to find that the Congress will not agree.
And, depending upon which party is in power, the U.S. posture can be
arrogant and overbearing in different degrees. But the Iranians are
raised in a part of the world where tough bargaining is traditional and
expected and the Americans are used to quite a different style of
reciprocating concessions. So negotiating will not be easy.

TAKI1G OFFE1SE
Although Iranians are quite friendly to Americans, especially on
the street, Iranian officials can be prickly and quick to take offense.
For example, an early letter to a high-ranking Iranian—who had
received a Ph.D. in America and was, I assumed, quite Westernized—
was treated as an insult. Why? Well, the opening letter had offered to
pay his full expenses to the United States. And what was wrong with
that? Nothing, except that this offer of paying expenses should have
been made, I was advised, at a later date and not in the first letter where
it was deemed demeaning!
I was surprised when a very helpful and friendly Iranian scientist
was constantly apologizing for small things. After a while, it dawned
on me that he had learned that, in Iran, a very low posture was
protective. Iran is, indeed, a country where one has to keep one’s head
down because political rocks are constantly being thrown from
unexpected directions.

STATUS QUO PREFERE1CES
A related more serious economic problem is that the status quo in
Iran—which definitely includes opposing the Great Satan—has much
support from monied and corrupt interests that benefit financially from
avoiding a Western embrace and keeping things as they are.
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FUTURE PROJECTIO1S
In this year, 2009, the credibility of the Islamic Republic of Iran
has been irreparably lost. The bizarre efforts to reassure the faithful
with show trials based on forced confessions including torture reveal all
too vividly the mentality of the current power elite and the desperate
last-ditch situation in which it sees itself.
As time goes on, new generations of younger Iranians—whose
consciousness has been associated with ever more unstoppable and
revealing methods of communication—will hollow out what remaining
support for the regime exists. Eventually, in some unforeseeable way,
the Islamic Republic of Iran will turn into something quite different as
the Soviet Union turned into the Russian Federation through the
determination of Gorbachev and Yeltsin.
At that point, Western-style negotiations may well be fruitful.
Until then, the “negotiations” are, unfortunately, more likely to take the
form of a balancing of reciprocal threats. But this is not certain and
efforts to negotiate should be pursued continually.
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