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 In from the Cold
 A New Approach to Relations with Russia and China
 Robert S. McNamara and James G. Blight

 The ghost of Woodrow Wilson, whose pres-
 idency encompassed the whole of the First
 World War and its immediate aftermath,
 has haunted world leaders from his day to
 ours. The message of Wilson's ghost is this:
 beware of the blindness and folly that led
 Europe's leaders into the First World War,
 a disaster theretofore without compare in
 world history; and beware of the tempta-
 tion to believe that sustainable peace will
 be maintained simply by plotting to achieve
 an alleged "balance of power," without a
 strong international organization to enforce
 it. That message has gone unheeded. Not
 only did the twentieth century become the
 bloodiest century by far in all of human his-
 tory, but we enter the twenty-first century
 with conflicts breaking out around the
 globe - so far, largely within states - and
 with the capacity utterly to destroy our-
 selves in a nuclear holocaust.

 As the twenty-first century begins, Wil-
 son's ghost may continue to haunt us if we
 do not now begin to ask ourselves how a
 great power conflict might begin and what
 must be done to prevent it. Understanding
 Wilson's vision, however, can help us im-
 measurably in finally laying to rest Wilson's
 ghost. Woodrow Wilson and the other Al-
 lied leaders failed after the First World War

 to establish a sustainable peace with their

 defeated adversary, Germany. Almost alone
 among his contemporaries, Wilson under-
 stood the problem: if Germany was not, in
 the phrase of our own day, brought "in from
 the cold," if the Germans were instead to be
 humiliated, to feel betrayed, and to become
 ever more paranoid as they looked out on
 the world then, said Wilson, "I do not hesi-
 tate to say that the war we have just been
 through, though it was shot through with
 terror of every kind, is not to be compared
 with the war we would have to face next

 time."1 Tragically, this is exactly what hap-
 pened. The Allies' treatment of Germany
 after the First World War is a parable of
 how not to prevent great power conflict,
 the lessons of which apply to a principal
 task of the United States and the West in

 the twenty-first century: bringing Russia
 and China in from the cold.

 Here, in roughest outline, is how the
 seeds were planted that grew into the Sec-
 ond World War. On November 9, 1918,
 Kaiser Wilhelm II abdicated his throne as

 German emperor in the wake of a popular
 uprising. There followed a meeting in a
 railway car in the forest of Compiegne, in
 France, where a representative of the new
 German government signed an armistice by
 the terms of which Germany agreed to lay
 down its arms. The German government,
 in signing the armistice, had put its faith
 in Woodrow Wilson's "Fourteen Points"

 which, according to Wilson, would lead to
 "a peace without victors," chiefly by means
 of a nonpunitive peace treaty, which would
 leave Germany with the capacity to rebuild
 itself into a democratic republic, and via the
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 establishment of the League of Nations,
 which would enforce the European peace
 thereafter. However, to the representatives
 of France, Britain, and Italy - the three ma-
 jor allies of the United States - the Treaty
 of Versailles could have but one purpose: to
 punish Germany by extracting as much of
 its wealth and territory as possible, thereby
 leaving it too weak and destitute to threaten
 its neighbors thereafter.

 As the Yale historian Donald Kagan has
 written, the treaty "was neither conciliatory
 enough to remove the desire for change, even
 at the cost of war, nor harsh enough to make
 another war impossible."2 In humiliating
 Germany, in pressing for every conceivable
 momentary advantage from her, and in giv-
 ing rise to her feelings of betrayal and the
 need for vengeance, the Allies at Versailles
 helped sow the seeds of their own devasta-
 tion at Germany's hands in the Second
 World War.

 If the lessons of this Wilsonian parable
 are not heeded, a Third World War could
 result sometime in the twenty-first century.
 Such an event may seem highly improbable
 at the moment and may remain so for some
 time. But we nevertheless discern an eerie

 resonance between Germany's feelings of
 betrayal in 1919 with those of Russia and
 China following the Cold War. Even more
 troubling, we also see similarities between
 the victors' enthusiasm for humiliating Ger-
 many in 1919 and the lack of empathy so
 far shown in the West - particularly by the
 United States - for the situation of the ma-

 jor communist "losers" in the half-century-
 long Cold War. For these reasons, we be-
 lieve, a great power conflict between Russia
 or China (or both) and the United States is
 not impossible and, in fact, the risk of such
 a conflict may rise over time, unless we act
 to lower that risk. In 1919, as the combat-
 ants in the First World War sat down to ne-

 gotiate in Paris, the risk of another great
 power conflict was also low. By 1933, with
 the ascension of the Nazis to power, it may
 have been too late to prevent it. This, there-

 fore, should be our objective: to prevent the
 twenty-first century from ever arriving at its
 own figurative "1933."

 Before the astounding events of 1989,
 for example, little serious thought was given
 in the West, and particularly in the United
 States, to the reconciliation or integration
 of Russia and China into an international

 system of shared values, beliefs, and institu-
 tions. The communist "bloc" was the enemy,
 and it had its own system - its own mutual
 security and economic organizations. A prin-
 cipal purpose of such organizations, on both
 sides, was to prevent anything resembling
 integration between the two systems. Recon-
 ciliation on terms acceptable to both bloc
 was generally seen as an impossible pipe
 dream and suggestions to the contrary were
 customarily regarded on both sides as sedi-
 tious, as caving in to the enemy. The em-
 phasis was on intra-bloc solidarity, not
 inter-bloc integration.

 The Cold War's principal surprise is that
 it never erupted into a full-blown military
 conflict between two or more of the great
 powers on either side. The Soviet Union
 collapsed, and communist ideology was glo-
 bally and irreversibly discredited (although
 communist parties retained power in a few
 countries, including China). All this hap-
 pened without Western military conquest
 and occupation, without any kind of official
 "surrender." That all this happened peace-
 fully was both a shock and a blessing.

 Yet this supreme blessing of the Cold
 War - its relative "coldness," including its
 peaceful conclusion - is, in a sense, the post-
 Cold War era's curse, because it mimics, in
 an eerie way, the conclusion and aftermath
 of the First World War. Just as the other
 Great Power signatories of the Treaty of Ver-
 sailles ensured that Germany entered the
 1920s humiliated, destabilized, bankrupt,
 and bitter, Russia and China after the Cold

 , War seem in many respects to feel alienated
 - politically, economically, militarily, so-
 cially, and psychologically - from the global
 community established by the other great
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 powers. Russia and China, in their individ-
 ual ways, still feel very much "out in the
 cold," just as Germany did 80 years before

 It is useful to keep in mind why the end
 of the previous great power conflict, the Sec-
 ond World War, does not, in most respects,
 offer useful lessons for those seeking guid-
 ance on how to achieve integration and rec-
 onciliation for Russia and China in the

 twenty-first century. The difference is ob-
 vious but critically important: the uncondi-
 tional surrender, and subsequent extended
 occupation, of Germany and Japan made it
 possible for the United States and the West
 to force quick integration and eventual rec-
 onciliation with their former enemies. No

 such possibility exists with regard to Rus-
 sia's and China's entrance into the main-

 stream of the twenty-first century.
 In the absence of military occupation of

 Russia and China, and the consequent im-
 possibility of their enforced tutelage in
 Western-style civil society, and political and
 economic affairs, by what indirect means
 might the United States and the West
 bring these powers in from the cold? How
 might this be accomplished, moreover, be-
 fore Russia's and China's alienation from,
 and suspicion of, the United States and the
 West provoke a crisis, possibly leading to a
 military confrontation? If we cannot forcibly
 remold Russia and China according to West-
 ern political values, how can we reach them,
 make contact with them, develop a dialogue
 of mutual exploration, by the conclusion of
 which their integration and reconciliation
 might be achieved?

 Realistic Empathy
 Our answer is to deploy "realistic empathy,"
 a process that, we believe, must lie at the
 heart of any successful strategy of bringing
 Russia and China in from the cold. With oc-

 cupation not a realistic (or desirable) option,
 a policy based on empathy is an idea whose
 time has come. Think of it this way: a pol-
 icy whose objective is not to preach but to
 listen; to learn something of the history and

 culture of Russia and China, rather than to
 proclaim the virtues of our history and sys-
 tems; to treat them, in effect, as our equals,
 as peoples and cultures who seek peace and
 tranquility but also dignity and respect.

 Empathy has nothing to do with sympa-
 thy, with which it is often confused. Ralph
 K. White, a former U.S. Information Agency
 official, later a political scientist and psy-
 chologist at George Washington University,
 was for a generation the foremost advocate
 of realistic empathy in foreign affairs, and
 he made exactly the distinction that must
 be made between empathy and sympathy.
 According to White: "Empathy is the great
 corrective for all forms of war-promoting
 misperception. It means simply under-
 standing the thoughts and feelings of oth-
 ers. It is distinguished from sympathy,
 which is defined as feeling with others -
 as being in agreement with them. Empa-
 thy with opponents is therefore psycho-
 logically possible even when a conflict is so
 intense that sympathy is out of the ques-
 tion. We are not talking about warmth or
 approval, and certainly not about agreeing
 with, or siding with, but only about realis-
 tic understanding."3

 The great philosopher of empathy,
 Sir Isaiah Berlin, wrote that in addition to
 knowing the mind of an adversary, empathy
 requires one to grasp "the particular vision
 of the universe which lies at the heart of {an

 adversary's] thought." This capacity, he said,
 permits one to "to some degree re-enact the
 states of mind of men" who are fundamen-

 tally at odds with oneself.4 This is what we
 call the "deployment" of empathy, the "oc-
 cupation" of a mindset whose assumptions
 are fundamentally alien from one's own. The
 journalist and scholar Michael Ignatieff has
 written that to act uninformed by empathy,
 to refuse to occupy as fully as possible the
 mindset of an actual or potential adversary,
 is to submit to what he calls "autism," the
 behavior of those who are "so locked into

 their own myths. . .that they can't listen,
 can't hear, can't learn from anybody outside
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 themselves." In these instances, "What is de-
 nied is the possibility of empathy: that hu-
 man understanding is capable of penetrating
 the bell jars of separate identities."5

 The United States is at present the
 world's only superpower and is commonly
 regarded by friends and foes alike as arro-
 gant and lacking in objectivity toward it-
 self. Thus, it is possible that a principal
 benefit to Americans of the deployment of
 a strategy of realistic empathy would be an
 unprecedented "honest look at oneself."
 Should this occur, it could easily have a
 stunning effect upon the Russians and the
 Chinese. When empathy is embraced it is
 possible to construct a peaceful solution even
 when all the momentum of history, politics,
 and military alerting schedules seem to be
 forcing the parties involved toward calami-
 tous hostilities.

 Anticipating Inadvertent Conflict
 This is our second imperative for prevent-
 ing great power conflict: anticipate that any
 military confrontation between the United
 States and either Russia or China may occur
 inadvertently. Inadvertent conflict is not "ac-
 cidental" conflict. Rather, it is conflict that
 occurs due to the unintended consequences
 of actions taken by many actors, over an ex-
 tended period, at the outset of which none
 of the actors will have anticipated a crisis
 leading to heightened risk of war between
 two or more of them.

 It is becoming increasingly apparent
 that the gravest dangers to great power se-
 curity, and to the peace of the world, derive
 not from threats uttered or implied at the
 moment, but from inadvertence - from the
 unintended consequences of hugely com-
 plicated interactions of policies, pronounce-
 ments, and actions taken over time by a
 multilateral cast of players. In fact, often
 some of the most important actions leading
 to conflict are taken years, decades, or cen-
 turies before the shooting begins. History -
 incommensurable interpretations of the
 "same" history - must also be taken into ac-

 count as a potentially explosive factor in a
 process leading to increased risk of conflict.

 It is a perversely fascinating fact of life as
 we enter the twenty-first century that, while
 our capacity to destroy our fellow human be-
 ings is in effect infinite, and the globaliza-
 tion and interconnection of the world is now

 almost beyond comprehension - in spite of
 these developments, concepts of national se-
 curity and foreign policy still rely almost
 exclusively on assumptions of direct threat,
 counterthreat, and the like. To an extent,
 new ideas appeared in the late 1950s, as U.S.
 specialists began to study the implications
 of endeavoring to "defend" the country in a
 situation where there could be no meaning-
 ful defense against Soviet ballistic missiles
 tipped with nuclear warheads. In this singu-
 larly uncomfortable fact lay the origins of
 the so-called theory of nuclear deterrence, ac-
 cording to which each side in the Cold War
 sought to convince its adversary that an at-
 tack by the opponent very probably would
 result in unacceptable damage inflicted in a
 retaliatory strike.

 The bottom line from these develop-
 ments was even less comforting to Ameri-
 cans than the knowledge that the Russians
 (after 1949) and the Chinese (after 1964)
 had nuclear weapons. It was this: that in or-
 der to avoid nuclear destruction, one must
 rely on the sanity and discretion of the en-
 emy not to launch a devastating first strike
 against the United States. The Russians and
 Chinese, in other words, had to become our
 collaborators, and we had to become theirs,
 in pursuit of our mutual survival. We had
 to trust each other - no easy task for either
 side then or now.

 Straining the Imagination
 In the twenty-first century, the most de-
 structive type of conflict would involve two
 or more great powers, armed with nuclear
 weapons, who find their interests so irrecon-
 cilable, their situation so perverse and non-
 negotiable, that the least bad option at some
 critical moment seems to be to go to war
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 with one another. It strains the imagination
 of many at the moment to articulate plausi-
 ble scenarios by which the United States
 might become involved in a war with po-
 tential enemies that are, or likely will be,
 great military powers during the course of
 the twenty-first century. The leading candi-
 dates - virtually the only plausible candi-
 dates at present - are Russia and China,
 America's former Cold War rivals. Yet

 Russia is in terrible straits economically,
 psychologically, and militarily, whereas
 China remains militarily inferior to the
 United States at every level and also faces
 deep uncertainty about the future of its so-
 cial, political, and economic systems. Each
 may be said to be, relative to the position of
 the United States and the West, deeply infe-
 rior, hardly in a position to risk war with
 the United States.

 But what is not adequately appreciated,
 especially in the United States, is the poten-
 tial significance of the reaction in Russia
 and China to what both perceive as post-
 Cold War U.S. unilateralism. The key ele-
 ments of their common reaction are: first,
 that due to the way the Cold War ended,
 the United States has become triumphalist
 and increasingly arrogant in the prosecution
 of its foreign policy, especially toward Rus-
 sia and China, the "losers" in the Cold War
 struggle; and second, that this U.S. arro-
 gance is not only irritating, it is also danger-
 ous because it threatens a number of inter-
 ests Russia and China consider vital. U.S.

 arrogance, in their view, is displayed most
 ominously in its betrayal of both Russia and
 China on pivotal and contentious issues, be-
 trayals that demonstrate a U.S. disregard for
 its international commitments. To Russian

 and Chinese eyes, America appears to be-
 lieve that as the world's only remaining su-
 perpower, it need not adhere to accepted
 norms of international behavior among
 great powers.

 Many contentious issues divide the
 United States and the West from Russia and

 China. Both oppose the building of a U.S.

 national missile defense: Russia, because it
 will violate the terms of the 1972 Anti-Bal-

 listic Missile Treaty between the United
 States and the Soviet Union; China because
 Beijing believes it will compromise China's
 relatively small nuclear deterrent force. Rus-
 sia resents U.S. and Western accusations of

 human rights abuses in the ongoing war in
 Chechnya, which Russia regards as a purely
 internal matter. China takes the same dim

 view of Western criticism of its governance
 of Tibet. Beijing also objects strenuously to
 the 1996 renewal of the U.S.-Japan Security
 Alliance, believing that it represents an at-
 tempt to encircle and contain China.

 In 1997, Prime Minister Li Peng stated
 emphatically to Robert McNamara during a
 visit to his country that, whereas initially
 the treaty might have been directed against
 the Soviet Union, with the end of the Cold
 War it could have no purpose other than to
 contain and, ultimately, threaten China. He
 supported his argument by emphasizing
 that in contrast to Germany, Japan had
 never admitted or accepted responsibility
 for its role in the Second World War. To

 this day, the majority of Japanese citizens
 are ignorant of the degree to which their
 country's actions contributed to the initia-
 tion of the war in the Pacific.

 The lists of Russian and Chinese griev-
 ances are long and their resentment is, in
 some cases, strong - leaving open the ques-
 tion of whether it is justified. Our purpose
 here is not to try to "resolve" all these issues,
 but rather to penetrate as deeply as we can
 in a brief space into the Russian and Chi-
 nese mindsets that harbor this substantial
 resentment toward the United States. We
 are convinced that the resentment is real and

 growing. It is in many ways remarkable that
 in the space of a single decade since the con-
 clusion of the Cold War, U.S. relations with
 Russia and China have plummeted from an
 initial heady optimism to their present testy,
 occasionally very tense state. It would be an
 exaggeration to say that we are in the midst
 of a new Cold War with either country. But
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 we believe that Russian president Boris Yelt-
 sin did not exaggerate when he warned in
 December 1994 of an imminent descent
 into a "cold peace," caused, he said, by at-
 tempts of the United States and the West to
 "bury democracy in Russia."6 As we see it,
 the cold peace predicted by Yeltsin in late
 1994 has now arrived.

 We will focus briefly on two issues: the
 reaction of Russia to the U.S. decision to

 enlarge the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
 zation (NATO); and the reaction of China
 to what it perceives as a shift in U.S. policy
 toward Taiwan, from the "one China" policy
 inaugurated by the Nixon administration,
 to one favoring independence for the island.

 To reiterate: We do not necessarily agree
 with these Russian and Chinese assessments.

 In fact, we do not believe that their accuracy
 - as to whether they represent a true under-
 standing of U.S. motives - should be the
 principal issue, either for scholars of foreign
 policy or U.S. and Western foreign policy-
 makers themselves. Far more important,
 in our view, is this: we believe Russia and
 China see the United States and, to a lesser
 extent, the other Western powers, as push-
 ing them into a corner over these issues,
 raising the risk not only of regional con-
 frontations but also of a military clash that
 would not be in the interest of any of the
 countries involved. Such a clash would al-

 most certainly be a disaster for all sides.
 This is why we emphasize the primacy of
 comprehending the Russian and Chinese
 views, rather than arguing with or lecturing
 Russia and China. An ounce of empathy and
 anticipation of inadvertent paths to conflict
 will be worth a pound of disputation, and a
 ton of traditional "deterrence."

 The "Betrayal" of Russia
 According to former deputy secretary of state
 Strobe Talbott, the Clinton administration's
 coordinator of Russia policy, the post- Cold
 War preservation and expansion of NATO
 was required to provide "the means of deter-
 ring or, if necessary, defeating threats to our

 common security," and to provide "newly
 liberated and democratic states. . .[with] the

 security that the Alliance affords."7
 The Russian view is totally different.

 Russia sees NATO expansion as part of an
 American post-Cold War doctrine of neo-
 containment, whose purpose is the encircle-
 ment and neutralization of Russia in its

 traditional European sphere of influence.
 Any Russian diplomat can recite the litany
 of ostensible U.S. betrayals leading up to
 NATO expansion. In 1989-90, for example,
 the Soviet government believed that the
 United States had pledged never to expand
 NATO eastward, if Moscow would agree to
 the unification of Germany.

 The former director of Russia's Institute

 of the USA and Canada, Sergey Rogov, has
 written of NATO's decision to expand: "It is
 very difficult to not interpret this step as
 an expression of deep Western skepticism
 about future developments in Russia and as
 a kind of delayed containment, containment
 in a different form."8 Many Americans share
 Rogov's assessment. During the 1998 con-
 gressional debate over NATO expansion, Sen-
 ator Dale Bumpers of Arkansas, typically a
 supporter of the Clinton administration's
 foreign policy initiatives, made a speech
 criticizing expansion. "The Russians would
 have to be incredibly naive beyond all imagi-
 nation," he asserted, "not to believe that. . .
 NATO enlargement is designed to hem Rus-
 sia in.

 The next critical act of betrayal began in
 May 1997, with the signing in Paris of the
 "Founding Act" of cooperation between Rus-
 sia and the West, in which Russia sought
 to obtain a written commitment that the

 United States and NATO would limit the ex-

 pansion of its military capabilities even as
 its membership grew; disavow any intention
 to use force against any state except in self-
 defense or unless authorized by the U.N. Se-
 curity Council; and grant Russia a role in
 NATO's political decision making. Russia
 achieved the first two objectives but failed
 in the third.10
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 The result, in the Russian view, was an-
 other betrayal in March 1999, when NATO
 began its bombing campaign against the
 Serb government in Belgrade, in an effort to
 force the Serbs to stop their ethnic cleansing
 of Albanians in Kosovo. In the West, the in-
 tervention was portrayed as an attempt to
 avert a humanitarian disaster caused by the
 racist and fascist policies of Serb leader Slo-
 bodan Milosevic. To the Russians, however,
 the NATO intervention was, first, an outrage,
 in part because it was directed against their
 fellow Slavs, the Serbs, but more important,
 because it flagrantly violated the Founding
 Act's commitment that both NATO and Rus-
 sia would refrain "from the threat or use of

 force against each other as well as against
 any other state, its sovereignty, territorial
 integrity or political independence in any
 manner inconsistent with the United Na-
 tions Charter."11

 But Kosovo, for the Russians, was also
 more than a little frightening. They watched
 helplessly, as NATO conducted a high-tech
 air war against the Serbs, seemingly invul-
 nerable to any sort of defense the Serbs, us-
 ing their antiquated Russian equipment,
 could muster. One principal implication of
 NATO's success was drawn by Russian de-
 fense minister Igor Sergeev, following Rus-
 sian maneuvers in June 1999, which simu-
 lated a NATO attack on Russia in the Kalin-

 ingrad Oblast region, using only conven-
 tional forces. "Russia was able to defend

 itself," he said of the training maneuvers,
 "only by using nuclear weapons."12 This led
 Russian president Vladimir Putin to en-
 dorse in 2000 what he calls Russia's "new

 concept of security," renouncing its stated
 policy of "no-first-use" of nuclear weapons
 and relying increasingly on early use of such
 weapons if Russia should be attacked, pre-
 sumably by NATO forces.13 More recently,
 Putin authorized a 15 -year plan to modern-
 ize Russian conventional forces, while re-

 ducing the strategic nuclear arsenal to ap-
 proximately 1,500 warheads.14 The Harvard
 Russia specialist Celeste Wallander draws

 the bottom line. "For Russia," she says, "the
 lesson of Kosovo is that power matters," in-
 cluding both nuclear power and conven-
 tional military power.15

 Sergey Rogov said recently that this per-
 ceived history of betrayal has led the Rus-
 sian foreign policy establishment to begin
 to contemplate, for the first time since the
 end of the Cold War, "a new geopolitical
 split of the world. . .between the West on
 one side and Russia, China and India on the
 other"- a new Cold War.16

 Jack F. Matlock, Jr., former American
 ambassador to the Soviet Union, recently
 wrote that many U.S. difficulties with Rus-
 sia derive from American historical blind-

 ness, our inability to understand and appre-
 ciate the significance of the fact that "the
 Cold War we won was against the Soviet
 Union, not Russia."17 For just this reason,
 the historian and diplomat George Kennan
 has called NATO expansion "the most fateful
 error of American policy in the entire post-
 Cold War era."18 What particularly worries
 Kennan, and worries us, is the emphasis
 placed by the United States on NATO, on the
 military dimension of its relations with its
 European allies and with Russia. Treating
 Russia more or less as it treated the Soviet

 Union - by giving the Russians the impres-
 sion that they are being encircled and "con-
 tained" once again by the military might of
 a technologically superior West, Kennan
 says, "can only have suicidal significance."19

 The "Betrayal" of China
 Ever since the 1972 opening to China by
 the Nixon administration, the formal U.S.
 position on Taiwan has been one of "strate-
 gic ambiguity." According to this policy, '
 the United States recognizes "one China"
 whose capital is in Beijing, a China to
 which Taiwan belongs. At the same time,
 the United States provides military hard-
 ware and political backing for the (now)
 democratically elected and (at times) inde-
 pendence-minded government in Taipei, in
 an effort to deter Beijing from attempting
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 to conquer the island by force. Washington
 has hoped thereby to delay indefinitely a fi-
 nal resolution of its contradictory policy,
 which it regards as reflecting the reality of
 Taiwan - this disputed remnant of the still
 incompletely resolved Chinese civil war be-
 tween Mao Zedong's Communists and
 Chiang Kai-shek's Nationalists, a war that
 began before the Second World War.

 Yet in Beijing, the feeling of U.S. be-
 trayal on the central issue of Taiwan is pow-
 erful and growing. It derives from the U.S.
 failure (at least in China's eyes) to adhere to
 the "one China" policy it agreed to in 1972.
 Indeed, Beijing believes that the United
 States, through its arms sales and military
 advice to Taiwan, has sought instead to
 make the island an impregnable fortress and
 in this way to force Beijing into accepting
 an eventual "two-China" reality.

 As further proof of the validity of this
 view of U.S. motives, Chinese officials cite
 the continued U.S. military presence in East
 Asia. Especially worrisome to the Chinese
 was the reaffirmation of the U.S.-Japan Se-
 curity Alliance in 1996, which the Chinese
 regard as directed principally against them-
 selves, and especially at their efforts at reuni-
 fication with Taiwan. In this way, Beijing's
 feeling of U.S. betrayal on the Taiwan ques-
 tion has fueled broader suspicions that the
 United States has "hegemonic" objectives in
 East Asia. While the situation is intermit-

 tently tense, the governments in Taipei, Bei-
 jing, and Washington have, at least so far,
 backed off at key moments.

 Many believe, however, that the day of
 reckoning over Taiwan is coming. Increas-
 ingly, the Beijing government threatens to
 intervene militarily if the Taipei govern-
 ment and its more than 20 million constitu-

 ents choose independence. Once every four
 years, during Taiwan's presidential elections,
 some political candidates court voters with
 pledges to move toward the full indepen-
 dence that Beijing says it will never permit.
 The United States is, as always, caught in
 the middle. It seeks better relations with an

 increasingly prosperous and powerful China,
 but it is also committed to protecting Tai-
 wan militarily, should Beijing try to con-
 quer it by force. One analyst has maintained
 that "the question of Taiwan's affiliation" is
 "the single most serious jurisdictional issue
 to survive the Cold War."20 It is a very dan-
 gerous situation.

 In recent years, the perpetually smolder-
 ing danger has twice exploded into crises.
 Beijing believes that the U.S. betrayal began
 in earnest in 1995 when, under pressure
 from Congress, the Clinton administration
 authorized the visit of Taiwan's president
 Lee Teng-hui to the United States, ostensi-
 bly on an "unofficial" visit to attend a class
 reunion at Cornell University. But Lee had
 just previously raised the ante in the war of
 words between Taipei and Beijing by seem-
 ing to Beijing to have openly advocated
 separatism, and by initiating a campaign to
 get Taiwan readmitted to the United Na-
 tions, where it had been replaced by Beijing
 in 1971. In retaliation, the Chinese govern-
 ment flexed its muscles in the lead-up to
 Taiwan's March 1996 election by firing
 three intermediate-range M- 1 1 missiles at
 what they called "target zones" in the Tai-
 wan Strait. The United States responded by
 deploying two aircraft: carrier battle groups
 nearby and by warning Beijing not to
 deepen the crisis.

 In a recent memoir, former U.S. secre-
 tary of defense William Perry has written
 that "in retrospect it seems clear that Chi-
 nese government officials had misunder-
 stood the seriousness with which the United

 States viewed unprovoked military actions
 against Taiwan. The CBG [carrier battle
 group] deployment straightened out that
 misunderstanding."21 In fact, however, the
 Chinese by no means regarded their actions
 as unprovoked. They viewed them as re-
 quired by the shrillness and boldness of the
 pre-election rhetoric of several presidential
 candidates in Taiwan urging a declaration
 of full independence from Beijing. Predict-
 ably, the Chinese then regarded deployment
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 of a U.S. carrier battle group as a provoca-
 tion. Prime Minister Li Peng responded by
 reminding the Americans that "with a con-
 centrated fire of guided missiles and artil-
 lery, the People's Liberation Army can bury
 an intruder in a sea of fire."22 The confronta-
 tion ended in a standoff. The United States

 had signaled its willingness to use force to
 protect Taiwan from a forcible takeover.
 China had indicated that any move toward
 Taiwanese independence would be regarded
 in Beijing as an act of war by both Taiwan
 and the United States.

 The Beijing government's view of the
 Taiwan problem mirrors Russia's percep-
 tion of NATO expansion. Beijing believes
 that U.S. policy since 1995 represents a
 betrayal - a unilateral reversal of U.S.
 pledges and written commitments over
 nearly three decades. It believes it has a
 strong case. Here is a relevant passage from
 the "Shanghai Communique" of February
 27, 1972, that concluded the epochal visit
 of President Nixon to China and established

 the ground rules for U.S.-China relations
 ever since: "The U.S. acknowledges that all
 Chinese on either side of the Taiwan Strait
 maintain there is but one China and that

 Taiwan is part of China. The U.S. Govern-
 ment does not challenge that position. It
 reaffirms its interest in a peaceful settle-
 ment of the Taiwan question by the Chi-
 nese themselves. With this prospect in
 mind, it affirms the ultimate objective of
 the withdrawal of all U.S. forces and mili-

 tary institutions from Taiwan."
 The meaning seemed transparently clear

 to the Chinese: politically, the United States
 had committed itself, during the so-called
 transitional era leading to reunification, to a
 steady withdrawal of its presence. Beijing
 believed it would be followed quickly by
 Beijing's recovery of its sovereignty over Tai-
 wan. This was reinforced in two subsequent
 documents: the Joint Communique on the
 Establishment of Diplomatic Relations Be-
 tween China and the United States of 1979,
 and the Joint Communique of August 1982

 concerning U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. In all
 these agreements, the United States agreed
 that "there is but one China and Taiwan is

 part of China." The identical phrase appears
 in all three documents. These are the agree-
 ments that Beijing felt were being violated
 by U.S. support of separatist sentiments
 voiced by Taiwanese leaders in March 1996
 and March 2000.

 Yet the U.S. commitment to Beijing in
 these three communiques is contradicted by
 the language of the Taiwan Relations Act of
 1979, which governs the U.S. relationship
 with the Taiwanese government itself. Ac-
 cording to this act of Congress: "It is the
 policy of the United States. . .to consider any
 effort to determine the future of Taiwan by
 other than peaceful means, including boy-
 cotts or embargoes, a threat to the peace and
 security of the Western Pacific area and of
 grave concern to the United States [and]. . .
 to maintain the capacity of the United States
 to resist any resort to force or other forms of
 coercion that would jeopardize the security,
 or the social and economic system, of the
 people on Taiwan." In other words, Taiwan
 believes that the United States has made a

 commitment to Taiwan that, in the event of
 hostilities between Taiwan and China, the
 United States is legally bound to enter the
 conflict on the side of Taiwan. Taiwan looks

 upon this as an iron-clad security commit-
 ment, of the sort that characterized the secu-
 rity relationship among the NATO countries
 during the Cold War, in the event of an at-
 tack on any of them by Soviet forces.

 What is the solution to this downward

 spiral of relations that is driven by the Tai-
 wan issue? What should be done about

 what seems to be a "crisis in slow motion,"
 with a steadily increasing risk of a conflict
 involving the United States and China?23
 The late Michel Oksenberg of Stanford Uni-
 versity, a leading American specialist on
 China, believed that above all else, Ameri-

 cans must begin to show more "empathy
 and understanding. . .in thinking about the
 problems the leaders of China confront."24
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 In particular, he points out, we must try to
 understand their sense of betrayal, and how
 it feeds suspicions going back to the nine-
 teenth century, when China, which had
 long seen itself as the "Middle Kingdom,"
 the center of civilization, entered the mod-
 ern world only to be occupied, humiliated,
 and exploited.

 In addition, there seems to be consider-
 able concern within the post- Cold War lead-
 ership in Beijing regarding the firmness of
 their grip on power and the possibility that
 China might follow in the path of the Soviet
 Union, breaking up into pieces, no one of
 which approaches the power and influence
 of the former union.25 This is a potentially
 deadly combination: the aspiration to re-
 cover the past glory and position of China,
 coexisting with the fear that even its current
 position could be undermined by U.S. and
 Japanese "encirclement." Taiwan symbolizes
 everything the Chinese leadership seeks (re-
 unification and recovery of at least its past
 geographical borders) and fears (the loss of
 Taiwan, loss of face and prestige, and loss of
 the credibility even of its claim to regional
 hegemony, let alone great power status).
 Whether or not one agrees with the policies
 of the communist government in Beijing,
 empathy for the pressure its leaders feel
 seems to us a bare minimum for lowering
 the odds of conflict over Taiwan. At a mini-

 mum, the United States should urge Taiwan
 to avoid actions that appear to be contradic-
 tory to a one-China policy.

 The ambiguous status quo may not be
 completely satisfying to either side, but it
 is surely better than a war - which is likely
 if Taiwan proceeds down the road to inde-
 pendence and/or Beijing continues peri-
 odically to threaten the island militarily.
 The former U.S. assistant secretary of de-
 fense Joseph S. Nye, Jr. (currently the dean
 of the Harvard's Kennedy School of Govern-
 ment), has proposed a useful formula: Bei-
 jing should pledge not to use force against
 Taiwan, which, in turn, should pledge not
 to declare independence.26 While this is not

 an ultimate solution, it would buy much
 precious time that is needed to arrive at one.

 Finally, we believe the United States
 should strive to play the role of mediator in
 pursuit of such an ultimate solution. In the
 past, Beijing has rejected U.S. mediation be-
 cause it has claimed, not without reason,
 that the United States is far from neutral in

 the dispute. Yet we believe it is well worth
 exploring with both Beijing and Taiwan
 whether U.S. mediation might be useful if
 the first interim objective were an agree-
 ment along the lines suggested by Nye.27

 The Difficulty Before Us
 We should have no illusions about the diffi-

 culty before us. Just how difficult is illus-
 trated in the following story of the evolu-
 tion of one individual's thinking. At a 1991
 meeting called by the Carnegie Corporation
 of New York to discuss post-Cold War secu-
 rity needs, a participant suggested to the as-
 sembled group a program somewhat similar
 to the one we propose here. The chair of the
 meeting, Senator Sam Nunn of Georgia, sti-
 fled any further proposals along these lines
 by replying: "Well, you have human nature
 and all of history going against you there.
 What have you got going for you?"28 That
 was in 1991. In the summer of 1999, Sena-
 tor Nunn (since retired from elective office)

 again chaired a meeting of specialists in in-
 ternational security, this time under the aus-
 pices of the Aspen Strategy Group. On this
 occasion, having witnessed the devolution of
 the 1990s into escalating tension between
 Russia and China, on the one hand, and the
 United States and the West on the other, he
 said simply, "We must reverse the course of
 history."29*
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