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I n t r o d u c t i o n  

The Paul H. Nitze Award honors the leadership of Paul H. 
Nitze, a Trustee of The CNA Corporation, for his long and distin- 
guished service to our countly. He has shaped the issues and 
events that are the landmarks of modern national security pol- 
icy: the strategic bombing survey, the Marshall Plan, the H-bomb 
debate, NSC-68, the Korean war, the Berlin and Cuban missile 
crises, Vietnam, SALT, INF, and START. 

Harold Brown has devoted himself to understanding and 
shaping the scientific, technical, policy, and political aspects of 
national and international security. Like Paul Nitze, his record 
of public service reflects an unusual degree of vision, wisdom, 
and accomplishment. He's renowned for the brilliance of his 
intellect, the breadth of his interests, and the depth of his com- 
mitment to the security of the United States. 

Both during his tenure as Secretary of Defense and there 
after, Harold Brown had had a particularly strong impact on 
strategic nuclear issues, setting in place policies and programs 
that serve as the foundation of U.S. strategic policy to this day. 
He made major organization changes within the Department of 
Defense and strengthened U.S. relations with friends and allies 
around the globe--most particularly with our NATO partners. 

Since leaving government, Dr. Brown has been an advisor to 
senior leaders and a thoughtful commentator on national secu- 
rity affairs, and has helped shape the future leadership of the 
national security community. 

CNA has presented the Paul H. Nitze Award to five other 
distinguished leaders in the area of international security: 

Sir Michael Howard--decorated officer in the Coldstream 
Guards during World War II, teacher to generations of 
students of military history and international security 
affairs, and influential advisor in international security 
matters 



James Schlesinger--former Secretary of Defense, first 
Secretary of Energy, Director of Central Intelligence, and 
long-time leading intellectual and shaper of security 
policy of the United States and the North Atlantic Alli- 
ance 

• Sam Nunn--former Senator and chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee for 8 years, leader in national 
security and alliance affairs, principal architect of 
improving NATO's conventional deterrent, and promoter 
of nuclear safety and rigorous control of nuclear weapons 

• William Perry--former Secretary of Defense, champion of 
the development of stealth technology and of the cruise 
missile, and throughout his career, a leader in the practi- 
cal, the technical, the policy, and the political aspects of 
national and international security 

• Lee Hamilton--elected to the House of Representative for 
17 terms, with a record of understanding, articulating, 
influencing, and improving national security and foreign 

relations. 

Harold Brown has joined a distinguished g-roup. His record 
of public service, like that of Paul Nitze and the other award 
recipients, reflects a singular, sustained influence on national 
security and international relations. 

We are pleased to be able to make available this sixth in the 
series of Paul H. Nitze Award lectures. 

Robert J. Murray 
April 2000 
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U.S. Nat iona l  S e c u r i t y - - T h e  Next  50 Years  

P r o l o g u e  

Let  me  begin by express ing  m y  t h a n k s  on receiving th is  
year 's  Paul  H. Nitze Award  from CNA. I am proud to be associ- 
a ted  wi th  m y  predecessors  in this  s t a tus  and  del ighted  wi th  the  
n a m e  of the  award  itself. Paul  Nitze and I have  known  each other  
for 40 years,  not  a long t ime  in his  life, bu t  a considerable  por t ion 
of anyone  else's. Paul  and  I f irst  crossed pa ths  at  a conference at  
As i lomar  in California in 1960. I gave a ta lk  t h a t  ne i t he r  I nor  
anyone  else r emembers ,  whi le  he  gave one t h a t  caused h im  con- 
s iderable  difficulty wi th  a cer ta in  s e g m e n t  of the  political spec- 
t r u m  for years  af terwards.  

Dur ing  the  decades  t h a t  followed, Paul  and  I have  been col- 
leagues  and in te l lec tual  in ter locutors ,  usual ly  agreeing,  some- 
t imes  disagreeing,  wi th  one of us in g o v e r n m e n t  and  the  o ther  
out, both  of us  in, or both of us  out. Throughou t ,  I have  admi red  
the  s h a r p n e s s  of his intel lect ,  the  t enac i ty  of his purpose,  and  his 
abili ty to t h i n k  coolly and ana ly t ica l ly - -a l l  of which explain why  
his service has  been effective and  his  views have  con t inued  to be 
inf luent ia l  to the  p r e sen t  m o m e n t .  

I r emember ,  for example,  a m e e t i n g  of the  Armed  Forces 
Policy Council  in 1967 or 1968 at  which Pau l  sugges ted  tha t ,  
f rom a pure ly  s t ra tegic  poin t  of view, the  appropr ia te  course for 
the  Un i t ed  States ,  as the  number -one  power, would  be to s t r ike  a 
deal wi th  the  number - t h r ee  p o w e r - - t h e  People's Republ ic  of 
C h i n a - - i n  opposi t ion to the  number - two  p o w e r - - t h e  Soviet  
Union.  And  t h a t  was th ree -and-a -ha l f  years  before Nixon's t r ip  
to China.  Tha t  k ind  of foresight,  t r a ined  on a more  d i s t an t  
future ,  and  how to achieve it  is the  subject  of my  r e m a r k s  this  
evening.  

The past  50 years  

Dur ing  the  Cold War, U.S. na t iona l  secur i ty  policy had  a 
clear unif~dng principle,  expounded  in George Kennan ' s  Long 



Telegram and  Paul  Nitze's NSC-68. It  was  to conta in  the  Soviet  
expans ion i sm t h a t  was fueled by both  its ideological and  nat ion-  
alistic objectives, while  de t e r r ing  nuc lea r  a t t ack  on, or in t imida-  
t ion of, t he  Un i t ed  S ta tes  and  its allies. In  some ways t ha t  
concept  m a y  have  been too d o m i n a n t  in U.S. policy. Regional  
i ssues  were  inves ted  wi th  global significance, some t imes  mis tak-  
enly. We suppo r t ed  some dubious  cl ients  and  we m a d e  some bad 
mis takes .  But  f u n d a m e n t a l l y  the  policy was correct. Contain-  
m e n t  worked  and  de te r rence  worked.  They  provided  the  shield 
u n d e r  which  m a r k e t  economies won  out  and  world ou tpu t  grew. 
The  first  ha l f  of the  20th  cen tu ry  had  been, on average,  a catas- 
t rophe.  The  second ha l f  ended  wi th  human i ty ,  on average,  m u c h  
be t te r  off t h a n  w h e n  it  began. 

Now the  world is subs tan t i a l ly  more  complicated,  and  a 
single un i fy ing  principle  to provide clear gu idance  in specific 
cases is absent .  I m m i n e n t  or even d i s t an t  t h r ea t s  to the  exist- 
ence of the  Un i t ed  S ta tes  are h a r d e r  to posit  in a believable way 
t h a n  t hey  were  du r ing  the  Cold War, w h e n  the  dange r  was very  
real. Even  s i tua t ions  t ha t  mee t  the  lower s t a n d a r d  of clear 
t h rea t s  to U.S. na t iona l  in te res t s  seem r a t h e r  remote.  But  the re  
remain ,  never the less ,  m a n y  s ignif icant  secur i ty  problems 
a round  the  world. Some of t h e m  affect us  directly; m a n y  others  
don' t  now, bu t  could in the  future.  

Security objectives 

We need  to t h i n k  about  how the  Un i t ed  S ta tes  should  
behave  to min imize  the  chances  t h a t  the  21st  cen tu ry  will pro- 
duce hor rors  of the  m a g n i t u d e  t h a t  charac te r ized  so m u c h  of the  
20th.  How can we preserve  U.S. na t iona l  security, which I define 
as p ro tec t ing  the  Uni ted  S ta tes  and  its popula t ion  from exter- 
nal ly  g e n e r a t e d  ha rm ,  w h e t h e r  mi l i t a ry  at tack,  economic 
decline, or polit ical  or social d i s rup t ion?  It 's  easy to come up wi th  
s logans- -"Peace  and  Freedom" is a good example.  Bu t  let 's  look 
at  a few more-specif ic  e l emen t s  of U.S. na t iona l  secur i ty  policy, 
and  p e r h a p s  even the i r  relat ive priority. 



The mos t  f u n d a m e n t a l  secur i ty  objective is p re se rv ing  U.S. 
na t iona l  existence,  i ts terr i tor ia l  integrity,  and  its form of gov- 
e rnmen t .  To t h a t  end, an  overr id ing  pr ior i ty  is to prevent ,  by a 
var ie ty  of mi l i t a ry  and  non-mi l i t a ry  means ,  direct  a t t ack  on the  
Uni ted  S ta tes  by convent ional ,  nuclear,  chemical ,  or biological 
war fare  e i ther  by adversar ia l  na t iona l  actors or by non-s ta te  ele- 
ments .  Opposing the  rise and  ambi t ions  of a host i le  h e g e m o n  
d o m i n a t i n g  e i ther  end of the  E u r a s i a n  cont inen t  has  been a con- 
s t an t  of U.S. secur i ty  policy t h r o u g h o u t  the  20th cen tu ry  and will 
r e m a i n  so, jo ined by a s imi lar  view of the  Pers ian  Gulf. T h a t  
objective impl ies  a con t inued  h igh  pr ior i ty  for al l iances and  pro- 
tect ion of allies. A th i rd  e l e m e n t  is a s su r ing  access to n a t u r a l  
resources  t h a t  we need  to impor t  and  to m a r k e t s  for our  prod- 
ucts, t h rough  flows of t r ade  and  inves tmen t .  And some of the 
i n s t r u m e n t s  to advance  these  p r ima ry  goals include suppor t  of 
m a r k e t  economies,  democra t ic  governments ,  h u m a n  r ights ,  and 
protect ion of the  env i ronmen t .  

Though  m u c h  more  specific t h a n  "Peace and  Freedom,"  
these  priori t ies  are still broad enough  for one to recognize poten- 
t im or actual  conflicts a m o n g  them.  Economics and  technology 
play an inc reas ing  role in mos t  of them,  especial ly as t hey  
become even more  globalized. 

W h a t  I've said so far could be described as a view from Mars  
or from an academic  conference. A view in mi l i t a ry  t e r m s  would  
look at  the  problem of na t iona l  secur i ty  in a narrower,  more  spe- 
cific light.  It  would  ask  w h a t  mi l i t a ry  capabil i t ies will be 
requi red ,  a long wi th  economic and political ones, to suppor t  our  
goals. We can also imag ine  some consensus  on those capabili t ies,  
a l though  the re  would  be considerable  difference of opinion. 

Required military capabilities 

I would  still p u t  at  or nea r  the  top of a l ist  of r equ i red  mili- 
t a ry  capabil i t ies  a secure nuc lea r  de t e r r en t  aga ins t  nuc lea r  
a t tack  and  possibly aga ins t  a t t ack  by o ther  weapons  of m a s s  
des t ruc t ion .  Next  would  be an abil i ty for global project ion of con- 



vent ional  mi l i ta ry  power. We need to be able to strike from a long 
dis tance precisely, quickly, and  with  the ability to pene t ra te  
surely th rough defenses - -a t  both fixed strategic and mobile tac- 
tical t a rge t s - -w i th  bombers from dis tant  land bases, wi th  cruise 
missiles from arsenal  ships or other  vessels, and from closer in 
wi th  effective land- and sea-based tactical air. We also need con- 
trol of the seas and the abili ty to win major  regional conflicts 
(MRCs), whe the r  one or two, through the rapid deployment  of 
thea te r  forces. 

In the controversy about s imul tane i ty  of two MRCs, my view 
was, and is, that ,  given an inevitable l imit  on mi l i ta ry  resources, 
the original formulat ion of win-hold-win was sensible; it worked 
in World War II. An impor tan t  ability in ground warfare  yet  to be 
developed will employ dis t r ibuted units,  t ightly l inked by com- 
munica t ion  and using comprehensive battlefield awareness ,  
batt le managemen t ,  and C4ISR to call in precision str ikes from 
a dis tance and to establish control on the ground. Addit ional  
impor tan t  capabilities, difficult to achieve, include significant 
active defenses against  weapons of mass  destruct ion and the 
ability to prevail  in warfa re  in u rban  areas. 

That 's  an expensive and chal lenging menu,  but  the Uni ted  
States  clearly has  the ability to achieve a reasonable level of 
those capabi l i t ies- - i f  not at 3 percent  of gross domestic product,  
then  at less than  4 percent.  

I would add a caution, however. The need for a long view, the 
accelerated effects of new technologies, and the increased uncer- 
t a in ty  about  the na tu re  of fu ture  geopolitical and geostrategic 
developments  all argue for devoting a larger, not a smaller, share  
of defense expendi tures  to research and development,  especially 
exploratory development.  It has  become even more impor tan t  
now than  it was dur ing  the decades of the Cold War for the 
nat ional  securi ty  complex to be fully aware of cur ren t  and pro- 
spective scientific and technological advances in the civil sector. 
To do so, it mus t  be invo]ved, both by its own parallel  efforts in 
the corresponding mi l i ta ry  applications and by funding univer-  
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sity research  and " th ink  tank"  policy studies.  This  future-  
o r ien ted  effort should not  be s l igh ted  in favor of the  las t  10 or 20 
percent  of the  pr ior i ty  list for cu r r en t  or nea r - t e rm  capability. 

In t h ink ing  about  how to shape  a U.S. na t ional  secur i ty  
policy for the  next  ha l f -cen tury  as NSC-68 shaped  it  for the  nea r  
ha l f -century  of the  Cold War, we need  to add at leas t  two more  
considera t ions  to those genera l  goals and  those  pa r t i cu la r  mili- 
t a ry  capabilities. One is the  n a t u r e  of the  world of the  next  five 
decades.  I'll come back to that .  The o ther  is the  set  of political- 
mi l i t a ry  approaches  tha t ,  a long wi th  the  economic and  diplo- 
mat ic  ones, should connect  the  mi l i t a ry  (and other)  capabil i t ies  
wi th  each o ther  and  wi th  the  previously  m e n t i o n e d  goals. Here 
is where  the  issues become more  content ious  t h a n  the  ma in  ele- 
m e n t s  of na t iona l  secur i ty  policy wi th  which  I began,  or t h a n  the  
specific mi l i t a ry  capabil i t ies I have outl ined.  

Some questions 

Let  me  raise some exempla ry  quest ions.  W h e n  should  the  
U.S. act uni la tera l ly  and  w h e n  should  we condi t ion our actions 
on being mul t i l a te ra l?  To w h a t  ex ten t  should  we count  on the  
na t ions  of the  developed regions  as allies and  p a r t n e r s  even 
t h o u g h  in some sense they  will be economic compet i tors  (despi te  
globalizat ion and the  inc reas ing  impor t ance  of m u l t i n a t i o n a l  
corporat ions)? They  m a y  in t u r n  ask how far they  can count  on 
us. Russ ia  will recover and  China  and  India  will modernize ,  and  
each aspires  to grea t -power  s ta tus .  Wha t  policies should  we 
pu r sue  to avoid adversar ia l  re la t ions  wi th  Ch ina  and  Russ ia  
while  at the  same t ime d iscourag ing  t h e m  from hegemon ic  ambi-  
t ions t ha t  could t h r e a t e n  others?  Will t hey  come to be- -wi l l  they  
choose to be - - incorpora t ed  into an  i n t e rna t i ona l  concert  of 
powers  t h a t  p romotes  peaceful  and  stable growth  wi th in  them-  
selves and  e lsewhere  in the  world? Or should  we begin now to t ry 
to protect  ourselves aga ins t  t he  prospect  of an  adversa r ia l  alli- 
ance a m o n g  r is ing and  r e s u r g e n t  powers? 



Is conflict be tween  the  r icher  and the  poorer  na t ions  inevi- 
table, and  does global izat ion of technology and  the  spread  of 
knowledge  about  weapons  of mass  des t ruc t ion  m a k e  the  contes t  
more  equal  t h a n  it  has  been  in previous  centur ies?  To w h a t  
degree can (and should)  we confine our  foreign policy and  the  
official act ions of our  g o v e r n m e n t  in dea l ing  wi th  foreign coun- 
t r ies  to the  ques t ion  of how they  t r ea t  the i r  ne ighbors?  When  
does in te rna l  injust ice,  conflict, or civil war  wi th in  a count ry  
w a r r a n t  external  mi l i t a ry  in te rven t ion ,  and  by whom,  uni la ter -  
ally or mul t i l a t e ra l ly?  And t h a t  leads to the  ques t ion  of micro- 
na t ional i sm;  w h a t  group of people should  be able to decide t h a t  
they  cons t i tu te  a sovereign state? It  is no t  the i r  n u m b e r s  or the i r  
clear e thnic  ident i ty ;  Tuvalu ,  a Pacific I s land na t ion  of 10,000 
people is about  to be a d m i t t e d  to the  UN, whi le  more  t h a n  20 mil- 
lion Kurds  have  no such prospect .  

Sugges ted  po l i c i e s  and re lated  i s sues  

At this  nex t  level down toward  specificity, m y  own evalua-  
t ion of a l t e rna t ives  leads m e  toward  the  following l ines for U.S. 
policies. 

We should  cont inue  to t ake  the  lead in m a i n t a i n i n g  the  alli- 
ances wi th  o ther  developed na t ions  t h a t  worked  well in the  las t  
ha l f  of the  20th  century. The  lack of an overa rch ing  mi l i t a ry  
t h r ea t  at  p r e sen t  m a k e s  successful  con t inua t ion  of close alli- 
ances uncer ta in ,  even wi th  ad jus tmen t s .  Bu t  these  n a t i o n s - -  
Western  Europe,  J a p a n ,  Canada ,  and  Aust ra l ia ,  a long wi th  a few 
others,  inc lud ing  some asp i ran t s  to or m e m b e r s  of NATO, Eb,  
and  OECD--suf f ic ien t ly  share  economic s t a tus  and  political 
ins t i tu t ions ,  so t h a t  our  in te res t s  (and also our  principles)  con- 
verge more  t h a n  they  clash. Moreover, the  group as a whole  has  
two-and-a-ha l f  t imes  the  economic and  demograph ic  weigh t  of 
the  Uni ted  S ta tes  alone. Those  facts sugges t  tha t ,  in facing the  
k n o t t y  problems we have  in common,  added  s t r e n g t h  is wor th  
the  compromises  and  di lut ion of U.S. f reedom of act ion t h a t  will 
often be required.  Bu t  not  a l w a y s - - s o m e t i m e s  we m a y  well have  
to act alone. 
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Though the misdirection and misuse of developmental aid 

has often distorted and even retarded the economic and political 
progress of its recipients, the balance of U.S. national security 
spending needs adjustment in the direction of non-military 
assistance (now |ess than 3 percent as large as the defense bud- 
get, and under 0.1 percent of USGDP). Early and proper use of 
such aid offers at least a chance of avoiding costly military action 
later. 

Disapproval, and corresponding political action, of the way 
another nation treats its own people is a legitimate, in some 
cases even mandatory, reaction for the United States and for 
other governments committed to human rights. Sadly, that will 
often bolster our self-esteem more than it will help the objects of 
its concern. Economic penalties imposed by private groups are a 

matter of their choice; economic boycotts by our governmental 

authorities, however, should consider not only whether it bene- 

fits more than it harms the oppressed in the target countw, but 
also its effect on U.S. economic welfare. 

As to the further step of the use of military force in such 
cases, caution in military intervention in response to internal 
tyranny, internal ethnic conflicts, or civil wars, whether unilater- 
ally or multilaterally, should be the rule. We should first be con- 

vinced that we will not be making things worse and that we are 

prepared to deal with the future behavior of the side on which we 
are intervening. 

Threats or aggressive actions against other countries by 
such regimes, however, are another matter. Collective response 
by multilateral organizations, by coalitions of the willing, or even 
unilaterally by the U.S., depending on the degree of U.S. national 
interest involved, is called for. 

I recognize that more than one quite different set of policies 
can legitimately be advanced--and they are. Isolation plus uni- 
lateralism: attending to "the city on the hill," building a 20-foot 
wall around it to keep out foreigners, and an impervious dome in 
the sky to keep out weapons of mass destruction caricatures one 



such  approach,  bu t  i ts  e l e m e n t s  appeal  to a s ignif icant  p a r t  of 
the  public and of the  political class. One potent ia l  difficulty of 
t h a t  approach  is seen ins t ead  by some as a plus: no t rade  equals  
less competi t ion.  At the  o ther  end of the  spec t rum,  the  policy of 
be ing a pure  "civil power" w i t h o u t  the  abili ty to use  force (popu- 
lar  in J apan)  is the  logical consequence,  if not  the  s ta ted  goal, of 
policy t h inke r s  who  regard  U.S. mi l i t a r i sm and overween ing  tri- 
u m p h a l i s m  as the  pr incipal  t h r e a t  to world peace. 

The  t roub l ing  th ing  about  those  a l t e rna t ive  policies of isola- 
t ion or of r enunc ia t ion  of mi l i t a ry  capabi l i ty  is t ha t  the re  is some 
jus t i f ica t ion for t h e m - - n o t  much ,  bu t  enough  to make  us th ink .  
And  w h e n  it  comes down to concrete  decisions in t ime of crisis, 
the  ques t ions  ra i sed  by those  who subscribe to t h e m  will need to 
be answered ,  even if the  basic U.S. policy cont inues  along the  
l ines  out l ined  earlier. 

Thus,  U.S. behavior  in hypothe t i ca l  c r i ses - - such  as a Chi- 
nese  move aga ins t  Taiwan,  or an esca la t ing  conflict be tween  
Ind ia  and  Pak i s t an ,  or an  Iraqi or Nor th  Korean a t tack  on a 
ne ighbor  (with a t h r ea t  to use  weapons  of mass  des t ruc t ion  on 
our forces or on U.S. t e r r i to ry  should  the  U.S. i n t e r v e n e ) - - t h o u g h  
guided  by the  previously  s t a t ed  pr inciples  and the  s o m e w h a t  
more-specific policies, will be d e t e r m i n e d  in detail  by the  actual  
c i rcumstances .  The  local mi l i t a ry  balance,  our  a s s e s s m e n t  of the  
reac t ions  of the  adversary,  a t t i t udes  of allies and of o ther  major  
powers,  the  ways in which  the  mu l t i -b r anched  scenario m a y  play 
ou t - - a l l  these  m u s t  inf luence U.S. decisions. And  so will ana lyses  
(or guesses)  about  how var ious  resu l t s  would  affect the  broader  
world  picture.  T h a t  used  to m e a n  how it  would  affect the  ba lance  
of the  U.S.-Soviet compet i t ion.  Now it m e a n s  some th ing  m u c h  
more  complex. 

T h e  n e x t  50 y e a r s  

At this point you may well be inclined to ask, "After 50 years 

in the national security arena, doesn't Harold Brown have 



a n y t h i n g  new to tell us?" Pe rhaps  not, but  let me  at leas t  m a k e  
a few observat ions  about  the  next  50. 

The issues  I've a l ready  noted  are difficult enough,  and  m a n y  
of t h e m  will have to be se t t led  over and  over again. The  grea te r  
n u m b e r  of players  and  in te rac t ions  and  the  lack of a single over- 
a rch ing  principle  will probably m a k e  case-by-case analys is  and  
resolut ion the rule. Moreover, the  global context  w i th in  which 
these  issues  will have  to be deal t - -pol i t ica l ,  economic, technolog- 
ical, env i ronmenta l ,  and  cu l tu ra l - -wi l l  be chang ing  m u c h  more  
rapidly  over the  next  50 years  t h a n  du r ing  the  pas t  50. 

In political terms,  the  na t ion- s t a t e  will face chal lenges  and 
erosion of its posi t ion from above and  from below. Sup rana t i ona l  
agencies,  from the E u r o p e a n  Union  up (or down) t h rough  the  UN 
to the  In t e rna t iona l  Mone t a ry  Fund ,  from the  In t e rna t iona l  
Cour t  of Jus t ice  to ASEAN to APEC, will play an  increas ing  role. 
Though  a lmos t  all of t h e m  are cons t i tu ted  by and are, in princi- 
ple, the  tools of na t iona l  governments ,  the i r  bureaucrac ies  are 
coming  to have a life of the i r  own, and,  increasingly,  some of the  
organizat ions  will l imit  actions of the i r  cons t i t uen t  govern- 
ments ,  as the i r  char te r s  prescribe.  For example ,  the  m o v e m e n t  
toward  sup rana t iona l  c u r r e n c i e s - - t h e  euro, dol lar iza t ion in the  
Wes te rn  H e m i s p h e r e - - l i m i t s  the  economic f reedom of act ion of 
some nat ions .  Devolut ion of au tho r i t y  downward  to subna t iona l  
un i t s  or to cross-border regions  is also t a k i n g  place. Non-govern-  
m e n t a l  organizat ions ,  less accountable  t h a n  g o v e r n m e n t s  at  any  
level, d raw away g o v e r n m e n t a l  au tho r i ty  from the  side, as it 
were. Mul t ina t iona l  corporat ions  pose difficulties for govern- 
m e n t s  and  vice versa.  And  globalizat ion in the  form of more  
rap id  m o v e m e n t  across na t iona l  boundar ies  of capital ,  goods, 
services, and  even labor will move  more  quickly in the  next  50 
years  t h a n  they  did in the  era  of the  Cold War. Yet, despi te  these  
changes,  mos t  indiv iduals  cont inue  to r egard  t hemse lves  as citi- 
zens of a na t ion-s ta te  r a t h e r  t h a n  of a region or the  world; this  is 
t rue  even in Europe.  



Mass des t ruc t ion  of economic centers  and  popula t ions  
reached  an in t ens i ty  in World War II not  known,  at  leas t  in the  
West, since the  Th i r ty  Years War. The pas t  50 years  have  seen 
episodes on a m u c h  lesser  scale. Bu t  du r ing  the  next  50 years,  
i n s t r u m e n t s  of m a s s  des t ruc t ion  are l ikely to proliferate.  
W h e t h e r  the i r  e m p l o y m e n t  e i ther  across na t iona l  boundar ie s  to 
grea t  des t ruc t ive  effect or in wars  or t e r ro r i sm wi th in  na t iona l  
boundar ies  can be p r even t ed  is an open and  t roubl ing  quest ion.  
Nuc lear  war fa re  ha s  been d e m o n s t r a t e d  to be so terr ible  t ha t  a 
h igh  bar r ie r  still r emains ,  bu t  chemical  war fa re  has  a l ready 
been used  in the  I ran- I raq  war  and wi th in  I raq aga ins t  the  
Kurds.  

W h a t  m a y  not  yet  be fully apprec ia ted  is t h a t  all of this  will 
t ake  place wi th in  both  the  p romise  and  the  shadow of unpara l -  
leled fu r the r  technological  change.  The  revolu t ion  in in format ion  
technology and  t e lecommunica t ions ,  a l ready  so evident  dur ing  
the  pas t  two decades,  is acce lera t ing  and  will explode over the  
whole world du r ing  the  nex t  decade or so, e m b e d d i n g  vas t  com- 
p u t i n g  power  in m a n u f a c t u r e d  products  of all k inds  and flowing 
huge  vo lumes  of in format ion  a round  the  whole  world at  very low 
cost and  very  h igh  speed. T h a t  will change  economies,  cul tures ,  
and  mi l i t a ry  sys t ems  out  of all recognit ion.  In m y  view it will be 
a one- t ime revolut ion ,  t r a n s f o r m i n g  daily l i f e - -pe rhaps  as did, 
or even more  t h a n  did, the  ra i l road,  the  automobile ,  or electric 
p o w e r - - b u t  no t  the  self- image of m a n k i n d .  

In contras t ,  the  biotechnology revolut ion,  which  to m a n y  has  
seemed  d i sappoin t ing ly  slow in fulfi l l ing its p romise  (or threat ) ,  
will in my  j u d g m e n t  cont inue  for a longer  t ime,  t h rough  the  
whole of the  next  50 years.  And it  is l ikely to have  even more  
t r a n s f o r m i n g  effects. Quite  aside from w h a t  it  will do to h u m a n  
hea l th ,  longevity, and  demography,  it could clone h u m a n s  and 
al ter  the  genet ic  cons t i tu t ion  of ind iv idua ls  or groups. T h u s  it 
will chal lenge w h a t  we t h ink  of as ind iv idua l  iden t i ty  and  even 
our defini t ion of humani ty .  Moreover, neuroscience,  which is in 
its infancy even compared  wi th  our knowledge  of molecu la r  biol- 
ogy, and  which  will prove even more  difficult  and  complicated to 
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unravel ,  will provide keys to h u m a n  behavior, the application of 
which for good or ill may go far beyond anyth ing  we have yet  
seen. The biotechnological revolution has a l ready had clear, 
though as yet  modest,  medical  and agr icul tural  applications, but  
neurobiology and behavioral  biology could well dwarf  even the 
foreseeable effects of genetic engineering.  

Of two t rends visible for the next  50 years, then,  one is 
encouraging,  the other troubling. Globalization and technologi- 
cal advance  imply tha t  economic output,  and with  it living stan- 
dards,  will cont inue to advance,  perhaps  accelerate. The affluent  
world will become more so even while  other  regions (unfortu- 
nately, probably not all) will move from being poor countries to 
being rich ones, as J apan  did from 1950 to 1975 and the Eas t  
Asian tigers did from 1975 to 2000. And tha t  affluence will make  
individuals  freer, at least  in external  ways. 

At the same time, the spread of new technologies and con- 
nections have made  and will make  it easier  for both individuals  
and s tates  to damage  each other, whe the r  by weapons of mass  
destruct ion,  through the internet ,  or by as yet unknown uses of 
neuroscience. In response to these forces and to environmental 

concerns, political authority may act (and may have to act) to 

invade privacy, restrict autonomy, and control actions. How these 

forces play out will determine whether the world of the 21st cen- 

tury is really a brave new world or a dystopia disguised as one-- 

or, rather, what the mixture will be. 

Conc lus ion  

Many  of these issues of the global context in which the deci- 
sions our political leaders  and our publics will be making  over 
the next 50 years  have been addressed individually, if superfi- 
cially. Papers  have been wr i t t en  postula t ing a l ternat ive  world 
s i tuat ions in the year  2020 or 2030 from the point of view of 
in te rna t iona l  security. But they have not been in-depth or com- 
prehensive examinat ions  of the interact ions  among these vari- 
ous sweeping changes, suggest ing how they will affect U.S. 
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security, how to plan for them, how to try to influence them in 
favorable directions (however defined), or how to prepare our 
capabilities--military, economic, diplomatic, educational, cul- 
tural-to deal with them. 

How can ana lyses  of t hese  issues  be done appropr ia te ly  and 
effectively? Not w i th in  the  gove rnmen t ,  I fear. The  p ressure  for 
dea l ing  wi th  the  nex t  i n t e rna t i ona l  crisis, the  next  in te rna l  or 
external  p re s su re  group,  t he  nex t  election, is so grea t  t ha t  even 
a s t ra tegy  for dea l ing  wi th  the  next  five years  and  an  under-  
s t and ing  of the  context  in which t h a t  s t ra tegy  needs  to be formu- 
la ted is beyond w h a t  g o v e r n m e n t  officials at  a lmos t  any  level are 
able to provide. There  are, squ i r re led  away in some not  very  well- 
known  places, smal l  g roups  t h a t  work  on it. The Office of Net  
A s s e s s m e n t  in the  Office of the  Secre tary  of Defense has  m a d e  
some tries, t hough  not  on the  comprehens ive  scale I've been 
describing. The war  colleges can do someth ing ,  bu t  circum- 
scribed ins t i tu t iona l  m a n d a t e s  t h a t  one-year  s t uden t s  and fac- 
u l ty  reach at  those  i n s t i t u t i ons  ru le  t h e m  out  as a full solution. 
Univers i t ies  do be t t e r  at  dep th  in a discipline t h a n  in interdisci-  
p l inary  breadth ;  p romot ion  the re  has  become too d e p e n d e n t  on 
skills in abs t rac t  theory  and  has  too often penal ized  r a t h e r  t h a n  
r ewarded  exper ience as a p rac t i t ioner  or an in t e r e s t  in practice 
to offer m u c h  hope for so lu t ions  there,  a l though  Op-Ed solut ions  
to cu r ren t  p rob lems  will con t inue  to appear  from some facul ty  
members .  Some t h i n k  tanks ,  if t hey  get  suppor t  to do it, m a y  
have  the  cross-cut t ing skills and  project  discipline to b r ing  
toge the r  t e ams  to deal  wi th  this  sort  of s tudy  of global futures .  
In  the  end,  even the re  it will depend  on the  exis tence of a few 
synthes iz ing  m i n d s  to provide  the  leadersh ip  for this  sort of long- 
t e r m  th inking.  

In any event,  it 's wor th  t ry ing  to find or create  in s t i t u t ions  
to carry out  such analyses.  Wi thou t  the  cor responding  guidance,  
we will probably be able to m u d d l e  along, t h o u g h  at  g rea te r  risk. 
Even wi th  it, avoiding ca t a s t rophe  will still depend  upon  the  
ability of na t iona l  and  pr iva te  sector l eadersh ip  to r e spond  skill- 
fully to events  whose  deta i ls  can never  be predicted.  But ,  wi th  
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this kind of conceptual framework, an increased ability to shape 
trends and events could reduce the number and gravity of the 
individual crises and unexpected developments. Who knows-- 

we might even be able to deal with global warming and threat- 
ened asteroid collisions. 

I know I have raised more questions than I have provided 

answers. But I am convinced that we had better begin to under- 

stand those questions and to arrive at a process for answering 

them if we are to survive the next 50 years with anything like the 

real success that we look on as having been achieved in the past 

50, despite its tragedies and near-catastrophes. 
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