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Praise for Zbigniew Brzezinski’s The Choice


[The Choice] takes readers on a tour d’horizon of U.S. foreign policy, discusses the inevitable contradictions and tensions that enmesh a democratic society that is also a global hegemon, criticizes the Bush administration, and articulates his own vision of the way forward—all in a little over 200 pages. Even those who do not accept Brzezinski’s critique of the Bush administration will admire the sagacity of his views; for Democrats attempting to assemble a serious and thoughtful alternative to Bush’s foreign policy, The Choice is indispensable.”

—Walter Russell Mead, Foreign Affairs


 



For those troubled by President Bush’s ‘war on terrorism’ approach to national security, the flag of the opposition has finally and firmly been planted. Together, this new book by the distinguished scholar-diplomat and the Bush administration’s 2002 national security strategy define the parameters of the establishment debate on national security.... His critique of the Bush administration’s approach is understated but hard-hitting, and it is effective.”

—G. John Ikenberry, The New York Times


 



“No one understands the interdependence of power and principle better than Zbigniew Brzezinski. The Choice is an indisputable road map to the current geopolitical situation, and a guide on how America must conduct herself to ensure peace and stability in the future.”

—Jimmy Carter

 



“Zbigniew Brzezinski makes a brilliant case for multilateralism. His customary clarity of thought and breadth of vision is on dazzling display. The Choice shows why we must strive to build a global community of shared interest, and how the United States can help lead that effort.”

—Kofi Annan, United Nations Secretary General

 



Given his recent acuity, Brzezinski’s new book, The Choice, deserves careful attention . . . . Brzezinski emerges from the carnage and confusion of Iraq with an enhanced role as one of the nation’s most important voices on foreign policy. That he has been saying pretty much the same thing for 30 years only makes his message more powerful.”

—The Washington Post Book World 


 



“The global cultural transformation led by the United States could become a lonely and destabilizing crusade without the experienced and creative counsel imparted to our foreign policy leadership by Zbigniew Brzezinksi. I have listened to him, carefully, for twenty-five years.”

—Senator Richard G. Lugar, Chairman, U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee

 



“The Choice is . . . a nuanced expression of the conventional wisdom among American foreign policy experts.”

—The New York Review of Books


 



“Brzezinski, a former national security adviser, is no naive multilateralist and cannot be attacked on those grounds. . . . Mr. Brzezinski gives the reader as good a  tour d’horizon of the world’s problems as is possible in a handful of pages. . . . For those who still think that foreign policy doesn’t matter anymore or wish the Cold War had never ended, this is a most useful cor rective. . . . The author takes no easy, partisan cheap shots at the Bush administration. . . . In the furor over the war on Iraq (was it justified?), the author gets back to what the debate should be about. The polemicists on both sides of this argument would be well advised to heed Mr. Brzezinski. The betting, of course, is that won’t happen, but it won’t be the author’s fault if they are sucked into a debate that is often pointless, or involves some agenda other than the nation’s well-being.”

—Washington Times


 



“Brzezinski has considered carefully the arguments of the anti-globalizers, and while he may differ fundamentally from them on the desirability of American power, he acknowledges that a shrinking, aging western population with a lion’s share of the world’s wealth fuels the bitterness and resentment of developing countries. . . . A pragmatic ‘security requires global justice’ agenda that might just galvanise electorates on both sides of the Atlantic, and kick the ongoing debates of the Global Justice Movement on global governance, trade, aid and debt, back on to the mainstream agenda.”

—The Guardian (London)

 



“The Choice presents compelling arguments for transition to a network of alliances as a way to preserve American leadership, stabilize the ‘global Balkans,’ avoid a clash of civilizations and preserve stable balance in the Far East. It is unique in its clarity and grasp of our strategic alternatives. This is the right book for this moment in world history.”

—Frank Carlucci, former Secretary of Defense and Deputy Director of the CIA 


 



“In a fascinating and important analysis of America’s global strategy, Brzezinski makes a compelling case for leadership through partnership and reminds us that inclusiveness, generosity and patience are essential elements of national security.” —Javier Solana, High Representative for the Common

Foreign and Security Policy (EU)

 



“In The Choice, Brzezinski recommends that the United States try to reclaim its former identity as a status quo power and return to a policy of leadership rather than of domination over the rest of the world. With this book, he is refashioning himself as a realpolitik critic of the Bush Administration, a position that could help the cause of peace.”

—The Nation


 



“Useful and important. . . . Brzezinski prescribes U.S. policy toward Europe, the Middle East, the Islamic world and Asia; he analyzes globalization, U.S. cultural imperialism, immigration reform and multiculturalism. . . . Brzezinski builds on his experience to persuade policy-makers and citizens alike to grapple with the complex opportunities and perils we face. The Choice provides clarity and synthesis while avoiding Manichaean simplification (‘you’re with us or against us’) and jingoism.”

—Raleigh News & Observer


 



“Perhaps even the most stubborn U.S. unilateralists would think twice if they read carefully the arguments put forward by Professor Brzezinski in this indispensable book. Both experts and laymen interested in crucial matters of American foreign policy will find The Choice illuminating reading.”

—Ernesto Zedillo, Director of the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, and former president of Mexico

 



“With this book, [Brzezinski] is refashioning himself as a realpolitik critic of the Bush Administration, a position that could help the cause of peace.”

—The Nation

 



“The Choice is a brilliantly argued, succinct yet penetrating analysis of contemporary global politics and the American role in it. Brzezinski convincingly shows that American security is inseparable from global security and can only be achieved by the United States providing constructive leadership in the cooperative creation of world order. Our political leaders need to read this book and absorb its wise advice.”

—Samuel P. Huntington 


 



“This latest of high-concept books on global politics by Jimmy Carter’s national security advisor will obtain peak attention in foreign policy and media circles as Brzezinski’s pronouncement on American strategy in a war-on-terror world. . . . For those disconcerted by current events, Brzezinski’s proposals represent an alternative to George W. Bush’s weltanshauung.”

—Booklist


 



“A brilliant analysis of the state of global politics with sound advice for Americans and America’s European allies giving the transatlantic relationship and US leadership a new orientation and relevance in a turbulent world.”

—Karl Kaiser, German Council on Foreign Relations, Berlin

 



“A perceptive overview of the disorienting new strategic challenges America faces. . . . This book makes an exemplary argument for the proposition that idealistic internationalism is ‘the common-sense dictate of hard-nosed realism.’”

—Publishers Weekly


 



“Carefully, meticulously and ultimately irrefutably, Zbigniew Brzezinski has taken the dangerous and shallow ‘imperial theology’ behind the war in Iraq and shown how its propagators are attempting quite literally to transform American history. The Choice is must reading for anyone who cares about the future of the world.”

—Georgie Anne Geyer, syndicated columnist, Universal Press Syndicate, and author of Guerrilla Prince, The Untold Story of Fidel Castro


 



“The grand illusion of American political life is the belief that America will not have to make painful adjustments to adapt to the new world (which has ironically been created by America). No nation will be spared these pains of adjustment—not even America. The Choice is a thoughtful piece of work which explains some of the decisions America will have to take.”

—Kishore Mahbubani, author of Can Asians Think?
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PREFACE

My central argument about America’s role in the world is simple: America’s power, asserting in a dominant fashion the nation’s sovereignty, is today the ultimate guarantor of global stability, yet American society stimulates global social trends that dilute traditional national sovereignty. American power and American social dynamics, working together, could promote the gradual emergence of a global community of shared interest. Misused and in collision, they could push the world into chaos while leaving America beleaguered.

At the outset of the twenty-first century, America’s power is unprecedented in its global military reach, in the centrality of America’s economic vitality for the well-being of the world economy, in the innovative impact of America’s technological dynamism, and in the worldwide appeal of the multifaceted and often crass American mass culture. All of these give America matchless global political clout. For better or worse, America is the global pacesetter, and there is no rival in sight.

Europe might be competitive economically, but it will be a long time before Europe acquires the degree of unity that would enable it to compete politically. Japan, once seen as the next superstate, is out of the race, while China, despite its economic progress, is likely to remain  relatively poor for at least two generations and in the meantime may encounter severe political difficulties. Russia is no longer in the running. In brief, America does not have, and will not soon face, a global peer.

There is thus no realistic alternative to the prevailing American hegemony and the role of U.S. power as the indispensable component of global security. At the same time, American democracy—and the example of American success—disseminates economic, cultural, and technological changes that promote growing global interconnections over and above national frontiers. These changes can undermine the very stability that American power seeks to ensure, and can even breed anti-American hostility.

America, therefore, confronts a unique paradox: it is the first and only truly global superpower, and yet Americans are increasingly preoccupied with threats from a variety of much weaker hostile sources. The fact that America possesses peerless global political clout makes it the focus of envy, resentment, and, for some, intense hatred. These antagonisms can also be exploited, indeed abetted, by America’s more traditional rivals even if they themselves are too cautious to risk a direct collision with America. The risks to America’s security are real.

Does it follow, then, that America is entitled to more security than other nation-states? Its leaders, as the managers of the nation’s power and as the representatives of a democratic society, must seek a carefully calibrated balance between two roles. Exclusive dependence on multilateral cooperation could become a prescription for strategic lethargy in a world in which threats to national and eventually even to global security are evidently on the rise and potentially menace all of mankind. Yet primary reliance on the unilateral exercise of sovereign power, especially if accompanied by a self-serving definition of the emerging threats, could bring self-isolation, growing national paranoia, and increasing vulnerability to a globally spreading anti-American virus.

An anxious America, obsessed with its own security, could find itself isolated in a hostile world. If its quest for solitary security were to get out of hand, it could transform the land of the free into a garrison state imbued with a siege mentality. At the same time, however,  the end of the Cold War has coincided with a massive diffusion of the technical knowledge and capability needed to make weapons of mass destruction, not only among states but potentially even among political groups with terrorist motivations.

The American public bravely faced the horrendous reality of “two scorpions in the bottle”—the United States and the Soviet Union deterring each other with potentially devastating nuclear arsenals—but it is more troubled by percolating violence, periodic acts of terrorism, and the diffusion of weapons of mass destruction. Americans sense that in this politically unclear, sometimes morally ambiguous, and often mystifying setting of political unpredictability, there lurks a danger to America precisely because America is the world’s predominant power.

Unlike previous hegemonic powers, America operates in a world of intensifying immediacy and intimacy. Past imperial powers such as Great Britain during the nineteenth century, China at various stages in its several thousand years of history, or Rome during half a millennium, just to name a few, were relatively impervious to external threats. The world they dominated was compartmentalized and non-interactive. Distance and time provided breathing space and enhanced homeland security. In contrast, America may be uniquely powerful in its global scope, but its homeland is also uniquely insecure. Having to live with such insecurity is likely to be a chronic condition.

Hence, the key question is whether America can conduct a wise, responsible, and effective foreign policy—one that avoids the pitfalls of a beleaguered mindset but still comports with America’s historically novel status as the world’s paramount power. The quest for a wise foreign policy must begin with the realization that “globalization” in its essence means global interdependence. Such interdependence does not ensure equality of status or even equality of security for all nations. But it means no nation has total immunity from the consequences of the technological revolution that has so vastly increased the human capability to inflict violence and yet tightened the bonds that increasingly tie humanity together.

Ultimately, the central policy question confronting America is “Hegemony for the sake of what?” At stake is whether the nation will strive to shape a new global system based on shared interests, or use its sovereign global power primarily to entrench its own security.

In the pages that follow, I have focused on what I consider to be the main issues to which a strategically comprehensive response is needed:
• What are the main threats to America?

• Given its hegemonic status, is America entitled to more security than other nations?

• How should America cope with potentially lethal threats that increasingly emanate not from powerful rivals but from weak foes?

• Can America constructively manage its long-term relationship with the Islamic world, many of whose 1.2 billion people increasingly view America as implacably hostile?

• Can America act decisively to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, given the overlapping but legitimate claims of two peoples to the same land?

• What is needed to create political stability in the volatile new “Global Balkans” located within the southern rim of central Eurasia?

• Can America forge a genuine partnership with Europe, given Europe’s slow progress to political unity but increasing economic might?

• Can Russia, no longer a rival to America, be drawn into an American-led Atlantic framework?

• What should be the American role in the Far East, given Japan’s continued but reluctant dependence on the United States—as well as its quietly growing military might—and also given the rise of Chinese power? 


• How likely is it that globalization might breed a coherent counter-doctrine or a counter-alliance against America?

• Are demography and migration becoming the new threats to global stability?

• Is America’s culture compatible with an essentially imperial responsibility?

• How should America respond to the emerging inequality in human affairs, which the current scientific revolution may precipitate and which globalization may accentuate?

• Is American democracy compatible with a hegemonic role, however carefully that hegemony may be camouflaged? How will the security imperatives of that special role affect traditional civil rights?





This book is thus partially predictive and partially prescriptive. Its point of departure is that the recent revolution in advanced technologies, especially in communications, promotes the progressive emergence of a global community of increasingly shared interest with America at its center. But the potential self-isolation of the only superpower could plunge the world into escalating anarchy, made all the more ominous by the dissemination of weaponry of mass destruction. With America—given the contradictory roles it plays in the world—fated to be the catalyst either for a global community or for global chaos, Americans have the unique historical responsibility to determine which of the two will come to pass. Our choice is between dominating the world and leading it.

June 30, 2003






PART I:

AMERICAN HEGEMONY AND GLOBAL SECURITY

America’s unique standing in the global hierarchy is now widely acknowledged. Foreigners’ initial surprise and even anger at explicit assertions of America’s hegemonic role have given way to more resigned—if still resentful—efforts to harness, contain, deflect, or ridicule that hegemony.1 Even the Russians, who for nostalgic reasons have been the most reluctant to recognize the scale of America’s power and influence, have accepted that for some time to come the United States will remain the decisive player in world affairs.2 When America was struck by terrorism on September 11, 2001, the British, guided by Prime Minister Tony Blair, gained a major voice in Washington by promptly embracing America’s declaration of war against global terrorism. Much of the world followed suit, including countries that earlier had themselves felt the pain of terrorist attacks with only limited American commiseration. Worldwide declarations that “We are all Americans” were not only expressions of genuine empathy; they were also expedient affirmations of political loyalty.

The contemporary world may not like American preeminence—may distrust it, resent it, even at times conspire against it. But as a practical matter, it cannot oppose it directly. The last decade has seen occasional attempts at such opposition, but to no avail. The Chinese and the Russians flirted with a strategic partnership to promote global “multipolarity,” a term easily decoded as “anti-hegemony.” Not much came of that, given Russia’s relative weakness vis-à-vis China, as well as China’s pragmatic recognition that right now, most of all, it needs foreign capital and technology. Neither of these would be forthcoming if China’s relations with the United States were antagonistic. In the last year of the twentieth century, the Europeans, and especially the French, grandly announced that Europe would shortly acquire “an autonomous global security capability.” The war in Afghanistan quickly revealed this commitment to be reminiscent of the once famous Soviet assertion that the historical victory of Communism “is on the horizon,” an imaginary line that recedes as one walks toward it.

History is a record of change, a reminder that nothing endures indefinitely. It can also remind us, however, that some things endure for a long time, and when they disappear, the status quo ante does not reappear. So it will be with the current American global preponderance. It, too, will fade at some point, probably later than some wish and earlier than many Americans take for granted. The key question is: What will replace it? An abrupt termination of American hegemony would without doubt precipitate global chaos, in which international anarchy would be punctuated by eruptions of truly massive destructiveness. An unguided progressive decline would have a similar effect, spread out over a longer time. But a gradual and controlled devolution of power could lead to an increasingly formalized global community of shared interest, with supranational arrangements increasingly assuming some of the special security roles of traditional nation-states.

In any case, the eventual end of American hegemony will not involve a restoration of multipolarity among the familiar major powers that dominated world affairs for the last two centuries. Nor will it  yield to another dominant hegemon that would displace the United States by assuming a similar political, military, economic, technological, and sociocultural worldwide preeminence. The familiar powers of the last century are too fatigued or too weak to assume the role the United States now plays. It is noteworthy that since 1880, in a comparative ranking of world powers (cumulatively based on their economic strength, military budgets and assets, populations, etc.), the top five slots at sequential twenty-year intervals have been shared by just seven states: the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, Japan, and China. Only the United States, however, unambiguously earned inclusion among the top five in every one of the twenty-year intervals, and the gap in the year 2000 between the top-ranked United States and the rest was vastly wider than ever before.3


The former major European powers—Great Britain, Germany, and France—are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become sufficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico-military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomically lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan’s population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the 1980s that Japan is destined to be the next “superstate” now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still constrained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which additionally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity.

Even a coalition among the above—a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims—would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to both push America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evident American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America’s  leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hegemony would not dampen the clashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions—in the event of America’s decline—could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction.

The bottom line is twofold: For the next two decades, the steadying effect of American power will be indispensable to global stability, while the principal challenge to American power can come only from within—either from the repudiation of power by the American democracy itself, or from America’s global misuse of its own power. American society, even though rather parochial in its intellectual and cultural interests, steadily sustained a protracted worldwide engagement against the threat of totalitarian communism, and it is currently mobilized against international terrorism. As long as that commitment endures, America’s role as the global stabilizer will also endure. Should that commitment fade—either because terrorism has faded, or because Americans tire or lose their sense of common purpose—America’s global role could rapidly terminate.

That role could also be undermined and delegitimated by the misuse of U.S. power. Conduct that is perceived worldwide as arbitrary could prompt America’s progressive isolation, undercutting not America’s power to defend itself as such, but rather its ability to use that power to enlist others in a common effort to shape a more secure international environment.

On the whole, the public understands that the new security threat to America dramatized by 9/11 will be a lasting one. The country’s wealth and economic dynamism make a defense budget of 3-4 percent of GDP relatively tolerable; this burden is considerably lower than it was during the Cold War, not to mention World War II. In the meantime, globalization contributes to such interweaving of American society with the rest of the world that American national security is becoming increasingly blended with issues of global well-being.

The task of statesmanship is to translate this underlying public consensus on security into a long-term strategy that will mobilize,  not alienate, global support. This cannot be accomplished by a recourse to jingoism or by panic mongering. It requires the fusion of traditional American idealism with sober pragmatism regarding the new realities of global security. Both point to the same conclusion: For America, increased global security is an essential component of national security.




NOTES 


1   In 1997 when I published The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives, the former German chancellor Helmut Schmidt (in a signed review) was outraged by my acknowledgment of the historically novel fact of American global hegemony. Subsequently, the French foreign minister at the time, Hubert Vedrine, ironically labeled it as “hyperpower.”


2   Recent Russian analyses of global trends explicitly concede the continuation of American primacy for at least two decades or so, with no other power even near. See “Mir na Rubezhe Tisiacheletii” (collective publication of the Institute of World Economy and International Affairs), Moscow 2001. President Putin’s decision to identify himself strongly with America after 9/11 was clearly derived from the realization that open hostility toward America could only worsen Russia’s own security dilemmas.


3   Arguably, the international pecking order in 1900 included, sequentially, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, and the United States, all relatively closely bunched; in 1960 the lead had shifted to the United States and Russia (the USSR), with Japan, China, and the United Kingdom much further back; in 2000 the United States is alone at the top, followed far behind by China, Germany, Japan, and Russia.
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THE DILEMMAS OF NATIONAL INSECURITY

For most of America’s history as a sovereign nation, its citizens have considered security the norm and occasional insecurity an aberration. From now on, it will be the reverse. In the era of globalization, insecurity will be the enduring reality and the quest for national security a continuing preoccupation. Consequently, deciding how much vulnerability is tolerable will be a perplexing policy issue for the United States as the world’s current hegemon, as well as a cultural dilemma for American society.




THE END OF SOVEREIGN SECURITY 

America came into its own during an era in which national sovereignty and national security were nearly synonymous. They defined international affairs. The international order of the last several centuries has been based on the premise of nation-state sovereignty, with each state the ultimate and absolute arbiter within its territory of its own requirements for national security. Though that sovereignty was legally defined as absolute, obvious asymmetries in national power not only necessitated major compromises, especially on the part of the weaker states, but also involved significant violations of some states’ sovereignty by stronger ones. Nonetheless, when the first global organization of cooperative states was established in reaction  to World War I—the League of Nations—the abstract notion of absolute sovereignty resulted in the endowment of equal voting rights to all member states. Symptomatically, the United States, acutely sensitive about its sovereign status and aware of its geographically advantageous security situation, chose not to be part of that body.

By the time the United Nations was set up in 1945, it was clear to the major states that the realities of global power had to be accommodated if the organization was to play any meaningful security role. Still, the principle of equality of sovereign states could not be discarded altogether. The resulting compromise provided for voting equality in the UN General Assembly for all member states, and for a veto right in the UN Security Council for the five leading powers that emerged as victors from World War II. This formula was a tacit recognition that national sovereignty was increasingly an illusion for all but a few very powerful states.

For America, the linkage between state sovereignty and national security was traditionally even more symbiotic than for most other states. It was reflected in the sense of manifest destiny preached by the country’s revolutionary elite, which sought to insulate America from Europe’s remote interstate conflicts while representing America as the standard bearer of an altogether novel, universally valid conception of how a state should be organized. The linkage was reinforced by the awareness that geography made America a sanctuary. With two huge oceans providing extraordinary security buffers and with much weaker neighbors to the north and south, Americans considered their nation’s sovereignty to be both a natural right as well as a natural consequence of peerless national security. Even when America was drawn into two world wars, it was the Americans who crossed the oceans to combat others in distant lands. Americans went to war, but war did not come to America.1


After the end of World War II, with the onset of the largely unexpected Cold War with a hostile ideological and strategic foe, most Americans initially felt protected by the U.S. monopoly of the atomic bomb. The Strategic Air Command (SAC), with its unilateral capability (at least into the mid-1950s) to devastate the Soviet Union, became  the nation’s security blanket, much as the two-ocean Navy had been earlier. SAC both symbolized and perpetuated the notion that security is inherent in America’s special position, even though insecurity had become the norm in the twentieth century for almost all other nation-states. To be sure, American troops in Germany and Japan were protecting others while also protecting America—but they were also keeping danger geographically distant from America.

It was not until the late 1950s, and perhaps not even until the Cuban Missile Crisis, that America was jarred into recognition that modern technology had made invulnerability a thing of the past. The 1960s saw a surge in national anxiety over the “missile gap” (with Soviet leaders deliberately claiming a greater capability for, and greater numbers of, their missiles than they actually had), demonstrated by growing fears that nuclear deterrence was inherently unstable, by a preoccupation among strategists over the possibility of a disarming Soviet nuclear strike as well as over the growing risks of an accidental nuclear discharge, and eventually even by an effort to develop new forms of technologically advanced space-based defensive systems such as antiballistic missiles. The intense national debate on these issues eventually led to a consensus that a relationship of stable deterrence with the Soviet Union was attainable only through mutual restraint. That paved the way in the 1970s for the ABM Treaty and then the SALT treaties, and in the 1980s for the START treaties.

These treaties were, in effect, a recognition that America’s security was no longer entirely in American hands but depended in part on accommodation with a potentially lethal antagonist. That the antagonist was similarly vulnerable and that its conduct seemed to be guided by a similar recognition of its own vulnerability provided a degree of reassurance, making the acceptance of shared vulnerability psychologically easier for the American public. To be sure, the arrangement did not eliminate the risk of mutual destruction, but its apparent rationality and predictability tended to soothe national anxieties. As a result, the Reagan administration’s attempt, in the early 1980s, to regain America’s invulnerability through the proposed Strategic Defense  Initiative (SDI)—space-based defenses against a Soviet ballistic missile attack on the United States—failed to mobilize overwhelming public support.

This unexpected public moderation was doubtless partly due to the expanding American-Soviet détente, which further reduced fears of a nuclear collision, but it was also prompted by the public’s sense that the Soviet bloc and even the Soviet Union itself were facing a massive internal crisis. The threat was perceived as fading. Indeed, following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Soviet missiles ceased to be the subject of arms reduction agreements but instead became the object of American dismantling teams, with U.S. funds and techniques enhancing the security of the storage depots for the formerly awe-inspiring Soviet nuclear warheads. The Soviet nuclear arsenal’s transformation into a beneficiary of U.S. protection testified to the degree to which the Soviet threat had waned.

The disappearance of the Soviet challenge, coinciding as it did with the overwhelming display of technologically novel U.S. military capabilities in the Gulf War, quite naturally led to renewed public confidence in America’s unique power. The U.S.-led and technology-driven revolution in military affairs (RMA) spawned not only new weapons and tactics, which dictated one-sided outcomes of the two short wars in 1991 and 2003 against the Soviet-armed Iraq, but also a new sense of American global military superiority. For a brief while, America again felt almost invulnerable.

That new mood coincided with widespread recognition that the fall of the Soviet Union signaled a more drastic shift in the global distribution of political power. While the wars against Iraq in 1991 and in Kosovo in 1999 dramatized America’s widening lead in the application of technology to military purposes and its ability to strike at other nations with relative impunity, American preponderance increasingly was perceived abroad as not only military. It was at least as evident in the “soft” dimensions of power, in scientific innovation, technological adaptation, economic dynamism, and more intangibly in sociocultural experimentation. By the 1990s,  many foreign commentators recognized America—sometimes with intense resentment—not only as the global hegemon but also as humanity’s unique (and often disturbing) social laboratory. The rapid dissemination of the new Internet connectivity was but one manifestation of the massive global impact of America as the world’s social pioneer.

In the process, America’s role on the world scene has become more “dialectical” than ever: the American state, relying on its dominant power, acts as the bastion of traditional international stability, while American society, through a massive and varied worldwide impact facilitated by globalization, transcends national territorial control and disrupts the traditional social order.

On the one hand, the combination of the two reinforces America’s established inclination to see itself as the model for everyone else, with American preponderance even increasing the country’s sense of its moral vocation. The U.S. Congress’s tendency to mandate the certification of other states’ behavior by the U.S. State Department is symptomatic of the current American attitude, which is increasingly cavalier toward others’ sovereignty while remaining protectively sensitive about America’s.

On the other hand, the combination of American power and globalization is changing the nature of U.S. national security. Modern technology is eliminating the effect of geographic distance, while multiplying the variety of means, the destructive radius, and the number of actors capable of projecting violence. At the same time, the reaction against globalization focuses resentment on the United States as the most obvious target. Thus globalization universalizes vulnerability even as it concentrates hostility on America.

Technology is the great equalizer of societal vulnerability. The revolutionary compression of distance by modern communications and the quantum leap in the destructive radius of deliberately inflicted lethality have punctured the nation-state’s traditional protective umbrella. Moreover, weaponry is now becoming post-national in both possession and reach. Even non-state actors such as underground  terrorist organizations are gradually improving their access to more destructive weaponry. It is only a question of time before, somewhere, a truly technologically advanced act of terrorism takes place. In addition, the same “equalizing” process is providing poorer states such as North Korea with the means to inflict damage to a degree once restricted to a few rich and powerful states.

At some point, this trend could have apocalyptic consequences. For the first time in history, it is possible to contemplate a non-biblical “end of the world” scenario—not an act of God but a deliberate unleashing of a manmade, global, cataclysmic chain reaction. The Armageddon described in the last book of the New Testament, Revelation 16, could pass for a nuclear and bacteriological global suicide.  2 While the probability of such an event may remain remote for some decades, the inevitable reality is that science will continue to enhance the human capacity for acts of self-destruction that organized society may not always be able to prevent or contain.

Short of such an apocalyptic outcome, the list of violent scenarios that could ensue as a consequence of international tensions or as byproducts of Manichean passions is bound to expand. Such scenarios, ranging from the more traditional to the more novel, include:1. a central and massively destructive strategic war, at this stage still feasible though unlikely, between the United States and Russia and perhaps in twenty or so years between the United States and China, as well as between China and Russia;

2. significant regional wars fought with highly lethal weaponry, for example between India and Pakistan or between Israel and Iran;

3. fragmenting ethnic wars, particularly within multiethnic states such as Indonesia or India;

4. various forms of “national liberation” movements of the downtrodden against existing or perceived racial domination, for example by the Indian peasantry in Latin America, the Chechens in Russia, or the Palestinians against Israel;

5. lash-out attacks by otherwise weak countries that have succeeded in building weapons of mass destruction and in finding ways for their delivery either against neighbors or anonymously against the United States;

6. increasingly lethal terrorist attacks by underground groups against particularly hated targets, repeating what occurred in the United States on 9/11, but eventually escalating to the use of weapons of mass destruction;

7. paralyzing cyber-attacks, undertaken anonymously by states, terrorist organizations, or even individual anarchists, against the operational infrastructure of the advanced societies in order to plunge them into chaos.



It is common knowledge that the tools for such violence are becoming more diversified and accessible. They range from highly complex weapons systems—particularly the various types of nuclear weapons designed for specific military missions, available to only a few states—to less efficient but still deadly nuclear explosives designed to kill large numbers of urban dwellers; and from nuclear explosives to chemical weapons (lethally less efficient) and bacteriological agents (less precisely targetable but highly dynamic). The poorer the state or more isolated the group that seeks to use these weapons, the more likely it is to resort to the less controllable and discriminating means of mass destruction.

Global security dilemmas in the early decades of the twenty-first century are thus qualitatively different from those of the twentieth. The traditional link between national sovereignty and national security has been severed. To be sure, traditional strategic concerns remain central to America’s security, given that potentially hostile major states—such as Russia and China—could still inflict massive damage on the American homeland if the international structure were to break down. Moreover, the major states will continue to refine and develop new  weaponry, and maintaining a technological advantage over them will continue to be a major preoccupation of U.S. national security policy.3


Nevertheless, major wars between more developed states have already become a rarity. The two world wars, originating in the most advanced region of the world at the time—Europe—were “total” in the sense that they were fought with the most advanced means available, in order to kill both combatants and non-combatants indiscriminately. But each side still anticipated its own survival while pursuing the destruction of its opponent. Although total in their goal, these wars nonetheless were not suicidal.

With Hiroshima and Nagasaki giving “total” an altogether new meaning, and with the dissemination of atomic weapons among the major Cold War rivals as well as others, the notion of victory in a total war has become an oxymoron. This fact was acknowledged and institutionalized through the adoption by the United States and the Soviet Union of the strategy of mutual deterrence. Given that the nations that can best afford the most destructive weaponry are most often the ones that have the most to lose from using it, one can still envisage a total war between India and Pakistan, but no longer between France and Germany. It is only a slight exaggeration to say that total wars are becoming reckless acts that only poorer states can afford.

Wars among more developed states (however unlikely), and by developed states against less developed ones (more likely), will henceforth be fought with increasingly precise weaponry and will be designed not to totally destroy the opponent’s society (and thereby court counter-devastation), but to disarm the opponent and thus to subdue him. The U.S. campaigns in late 2001 against the Taliban and in 2003 against Iraq may be seen as a prototype for future military engagements waged with highly advanced weaponry capable of selectively targeting specific high-value military or economic objects.

Convulsive and percolating strife is becoming far more likely than organized, sustained, formal wars. War as a formally declared state of affairs has already become a thing of the past. The last solemn notifications that a state of war was about to ensue were issued to the Nazi  government in Berlin by the British and French ambassadors on September 3, 1939, following the Nazi attack (without a declaration of war) on Poland. Since the end of World War II, the United States has engaged in two major wars involving nearly 100,000 American fatalities, about half a dozen relatively significant military operations with minor U.S. losses, and unilateral air strikes against at least three foreign capitals, without once declaring a formal state of war. India and Pakistan fought three bloody conflicts also without declaring war. Israel launched its preemptive 1967 attack against adjoining Arab states, and was itself attacked by them in 1973, similarly without any formal declaration. Iraq and Iran fought a bloody and protracted war in the 1980s without formally acknowledging the fact.

In contrast to the traditional international age, when they were formally declared and formally terminated, wars today are viewed as aberrant behavior much like domestic crime. That in itself represents a measure of progress. Nonetheless, in the era of globalization, “war” has given way to informal, pervasive, and often anonymous strife. This violence may be the result of geopolitical instability, such as that which broke out following the fall of the Soviet Union. In other cases, it is the consequence of ethnic and religious hostility, expressing itself through orgiastic mass violence as seen in Rwanda, Bosnia, and Borneo. Whatever its sources, such strife is currently widespread.4 The response to it sometimes involves reactive “police” actions such as in Kosovo in 1999.

In time, demographic pressures from the overpopulated poor regions against the richer areas may also transform illegal immigration into more violent migrations. In other cases, acts of organized violence could be the product of fanaticism fostered by non-state groupings and directed at the most obvious focus of their hatred, as has been the case with some terrorist organizations targeting America. Much of the foregoing might also be mobilized by some new integrative ideology, stimulated by resentments of global inequality and likely directed against the perceived bastion of the status quo, the United States (more on this in Part II).

In brief, America’s security dilemmas in the twenty-first century are coming to resemble the messy and diverse criminal challenges that large urban centers have been confronting for years, with percolating underworld violence both pervasive and normal. The risk inherent in this condition, however, is magnified by the technological potential of lethal violence to suddenly get out of hand and then massively escalate. Moreover, America’s ability to respond may be handicapped by the absence of an easy-to-define and self-evident source of threat. In essence, America’s isolated national security of the nineteenth century, which became defense through overseas alliances during the second half of the twentieth, is transmuting into shared global vulnerability today.

Under such circumstances and especially in the wake of 9/11, the rising inclination in America to seek enhanced national security is understandable. The quest for self-protection against existing, anticipated, suspected, and even imagined threats is justifiable, not only because of the unique global security role that the United States has assumed since the end of the Cold War, but also because of the degree to which America’s global sociocultural celebrity makes it the world’s center of attention. It follows that America has reason to seek more security for itself than most other nations require.

Even if we grant this point, to what extent is a narrowly defined national security conception feasible, in an age in which interstate wars are giving way to widespread strife? At what point does even a justifiable national preoccupation with domestic security cross the invisible line dividing prudence from paranoia? How much of America’s security is dependent on multilateral cooperation and how much of it can be—or should be—sought unilaterally? These simple questions pose extraordinarily complex and difficult national security choices, with far-reaching domestic constitutional implications. Ultimately, given the rapidly changing and dynamic character of both modern technology and the international setting, any answers will have to be contingent and temporary.




NATIONAL POWER AND INTERNATIONAL STRIFE 

The notion of total national security is now a myth. Total security and total defense in the age of globalization are not attainable. The real issue is: with how much insecurity can America live while promoting its interests in an increasingly interactive, interdependent world? Insecurity, while uncomfortable, has been the fate of many other nations for centuries. For America there is no longer a choice: even if socially disagreeable, its insecurity has to be politically manageable.

In reflecting on the security implications of this new reality, it is important to bear in mind the points made earlier. America is the world-transforming society, even revolutionary in its subversive impact on sovereignty-based international politics. At the same time, America is a traditional power, unilaterally protective of its own security while sustaining international stability not only for its own benefit, but for that of the international community as a whole. The latter task compels U.S. policymakers to concentrate on the more traditional U.S. role as the linchpin of global stability. Despite the new realities of global interdependence and the mounting preoccupation of the international community with such new global issues as ecology, global warming, AIDS, and poverty, the argument that American power is uniquely central to world peace is supported by a simple hypothetical test: What would happen if the U.S. Congress were to mandate the prompt retraction of U.S. military power from its three crucial foreign deployments—Europe, the Far East, and the Persian Gulf?
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