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MIT President CharlesVest and
Professor Emeritus Lincoln

Bloomfield sharing a light moment

at the CIS anniversary dinner.
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50™ ANNIVERSARY

On May 15th and 16th, 2002, the Center for
celebrated its 50th
anniversary with a series of events
that demonstrated the strength and
breadth of its achievements over the

International Studies

past half-century. In his opening
remarks, CIS Director Richard ]J.
Samuels noted that “an anniversary
like this gives us the chance to look
back and reflect on how large a
swath of world affairs the Center’s
been witness to, has been affected
by, and in its own way has tried to shape....
We’re very pleased at how much has changed in
the last fifty years at the Center.”

The events reflected a year of planning by
Amy Tarr, CIS Director of Public Programs,
Laurie Scheffler, Assistant to the Director of
CIS, Tisha Gomes, formerly the Assistant to the
Executive Director and currently the Executive

Director of CIS’s Seminar XXI Program, and
Professor Samuels.

The kick-off to the anniversary, a dinner at
the Royal Sonesta Hotel in Cambridge, brought
together current and former affiliates of CIS,
including faculty, students, staff, and friends of
the Center. MIT President Charles Vest was on
hand to announce a $ 10 million gift by the Starr
Foundation (see below), which, among other
things, guarantees that CIS will continue to

sponsor key scholarships.

Sadako Ogata’s Journey to Cambridge

The keynote speech was delivered by Dr.
Sadako Ogata, the U.N. High Commissioner for
Refugees from 1991-2001. During her tenure
at the U.N., Dr. Ogata oversaw humanitarian
efforts around the world and played a critical
role in ameliorating refugee problems stem-
ming from wars and natural disasters. Dr. Ogata

continued on next page

CIS RECEIVES $10 MILLION GIFT FROM STARR FOUNDATION

At CIS’s 50th anniversary celebration dinner at the Royal Sonesta Hotel in Cambridge
on May 15th, MIT President Charles M. Vest surprised most in the audience with the
announcement of a $10 million, three-year grant to the Center from the Starr Foundation,

one of the largest private foundations in the United States.

This is the largest gift from a private foundation ever given in support of a component of

the School of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, surpassing the Foundation’s $6 million
gift to the MIT International Science and Technology Initiatives (MISTI) in 1998 to support

student internships abroad.

The grant will help CIS to continue its work in the study of international security,

refugees and crisis management, human rights and justice, science and technology, national

security policy, as well as fund its newly-named series of public forums, the CIS Starr

Forum.

President Vest said of the gift, “This new commitment is a tremendous and well-deserved

vote of confidence in the Center’s continued and future contributions to the health and secu-

rity of our world.”




50TH ANNIVERSARY

Continued from previous page

worked closely with the late Professor Myron
Weiner, a former director of CIS, so her partic-
ipation in the celebration was, in part, a tribute
to him.

Professor Samuels and the event’s organizers
were relieved that Dr. Ogata made it to the
event. A few weeks earlier, U.N. Secretary
General Kofi Annan had named Dr. Ogata to the
U.N's fact-finding mission in Jenin, on the West
Bank, following a controversial Isracli military
action there, and it seemed that she would be

U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan had named Dr.
Ogata to the U.N.s fact-finding mission in Jenin, on

the West Bank, following a controversial Israeli military
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action there...

unable to attend. The mission was cancelled,
however, and Dr. Ogata flew to Cambridge
soon after returning to the U.S. from mission
headquarters in Geneva, in order to honor her
commitment to the Center.

A Day-Long Symposium

The anniversary dinner was followed by a
day-long symposium on May 16th. It began
with a videotaped greeting by Walt Rostow, Rex
G. Baker, Jr. Professor Emeritus of Political

Economy at the University of Texas at Austin
and one of the original faculty members at CIS.
(Professor Rostow taught economic history at
MIT from 1950-1961 before becoming a
national security advisor to Presidents Kennedy
and Johnson.) Professor Rostow’s remarks were
followed by four panel discussions that touched
on various aspects of the Center’s work, past
and present, and included an impressive array of
speakers, some of whom traveled long distances
to participate.

Policy and University Research

Moderating the first discussion, “Research
and the National Interest,” was Professor
Emeritus Carl Kaysen, Senior Lecturer at CIS
and former Deputy Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs to President Kennedy.
The panelists discussed the relationship
between fundamental university research and
the formulation of national policy, and
addressed the Center’s own role in the creation
of foreign policy.

Francis Bator — who was Executive Assistant
to Max Millikan, CIS’s first director, was
Deputy National Security Advisor to President
Johnson, and currently is Emeritus Professor of
Political Economy at Harvard’s Kennedy School
of Government — explained to those in the
audience who were not at the Center in its early
years that CIS took on the task of applying social
science to serious foreign policy problems
during the most critical point of the Cold War.

Another panelist, Francis X. Sutton, former
deputy vice president and acting vice president
of the international division of the Ford
Foundation, spoke on “Interest in the Exotic,”

précis is published twice each academic year in order to familiarize readers
with the work of the Center for International Studies at MIT.
For further information about CIS or précis, please contact:

Center for International Studies
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
292 Main Street, E-38-6th Floor
Cambridge, MA 02139-4307

RICHARD ). SAMUELS, Director
STEPHEN VAN EVERA, Associate Director
CAROLYN MAKINSON, Executive Director
AMY TARR, Director of Public Programs

ANDREA GABBITAS, précis Editor
LAURIE SCHEFFLER, précis Coordinator

Printed on recycled paper. £



CIS Director Richard
Samuels posing with
Dr. Sadako Ogata, the
anniversary dinner’s
keynote speaker.

Professor Joshua Cohen, Head of the Department
of Political Science, talking with Professor

Suzanne Berger.
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the collaboration between the Ford Foundation
and the Center’s research. The Ford Foundation
was one of the major sponsors of the Center in
its carly years.

In his remarks, Professor Thomas Schelling
of the University of Maryland noted that
research is a key producer of human capital.
“Academic research and teaching
have had a greater influence on
defense policy than on any area of
policy at the national level,” he
said, adding that the importance of
the research done at CIS has large-
ly been due to the significant inter-
action between high-ranking U.S.
military officers and academics (as
is currently the case with the
Military Fellows Program organ-
ized by the Center’s Security
Studies Program).

Finally, MIT Professor of Physics Ernest ]J.
Moniz, former Undersecretary of Energy,
spoke about the tensions that exist at institu-
tions like MIT between conducting research
that serves the government and maintaining the
openness that is the hallmark of scientific activ-
ity. He cited the tensions that came to a boil in
the 1960s when CIS’s relationship with the CIA

was attacked, and, eventually, ended.

The Future of Conflict

Although  generally
optimistic over the long
run, experts on the sec-
ond panel, “Conflict in the
Twenty-First Century,”
predicted that significant
levels of civil warfare
would continue in the
near term. CIS Associate
Director Stephen Van
Evera, an expert on the
causes of war, moderated
the discussion and was
the most pessimistic about the future of war-
fare. He talked of a world replete with nuclear
and biological weapons which are likely to fall
into the hands of actors who cannot be
deterred.

In contrast, Professor John Mueller of Ohio
State University expanded on the thesis of his
book, The Obsolescence of Major War, arguing that

war has been delegitimized since World War I
and that major-power war will be far less like-
ly in the future. Instead of major-power war, he
said, we will continue to see “criminal warfare”
in the form of civil wars based on predation,
often in failed states.

Professor Jack Snyder of Columbia University
expressed optimism about the positive effects of
American hegemony and the spread of democ-
racy for peace in the long run, but predicted
that these same factors were likely to cause
greater levels of conflict in the short run.

The fourth panelist, Dr. Cindy Williams,
Senior Fellow at the Security Studies Program
and an expert on the U.S. defense budget
and military forces, highlighted new trends in
warfare. Most grippingly, she drew attention to
the problem of mass-casualty terrorism and the
failure of the United States to shift its fiscal pri-
orities to respond to the post-9/11 world. She
criticized the government for ignoring the
“shots across the bow” presented by the terror-
ist attacks.

New Frontiers in Human Rights

The third panel at the CIS Symposium
examined human rights challenges in the 21st
century. The discussion was led by Professor
Balakrishnan Rajagopal, Director of the CIS
Program on Human Rights and Justice.
Professor Rajagopal addressed to the pes-
rights that has
arisen since 9/11 despite the 1990s being the
“age of human rights”—this as countries

simism about human

around the world reflected human rights con-
cerns in their constitutions and in policies con-
cerning military intervention.

Professor Saskia Sassen of the University of
Chicago addressed the effects of globalization
on human rights. Although globalization itself
has not been detrimental to progress, she said,
it has had several unintended and unfortunate
results that have been detrimental to human
rights— such as “strategies of despair,”
economic systems that form on the backs of
weak groups (often women) and trample their
basic rights.

Tom Farer, Dean of the Graduate School of
International Studies at the University of
Denver, spoke about the prospects for humani-
tarian intervention after 9/11, given what he

continued on next page
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Professor Emeritus
Lucian Pye enjoy-

ing the company
at the CIS dinner.

Pngfessor Kenneth Oge,
CIS Director from 1992-2000, making the

closing remarks.
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sees as the Bush doctrine of taking unilateral
action to hunt down and destroy Al Qaeda’s
terrorist network. He argued that U.S. actions
outside the U.N. forum have the potential to

shatter norms of human rights. But he added
that thus far, the United States has consulted oth-

I ——

"

ers and may be able to preserve
the normative system that has
been built over the last 50
years —if it continues to act
multilaterally.

C.G.

Weeramantry, retired vice presi-

His Excellency

dent of the International Criminal
Court, spoke on the importance
of a multicultural approach to
international justice. He criti-
cized the Western monocultural
vision of international law and
warned that the provision of
human rights and elimination of violence is
dependent upon understanding the different
cultures that make up the world community. In
his words, “we must think not in terms of a clash
of civilizations but of a confluence of civiliza-
tions, where we gather
together all the richness that
humanity is heir to and put it
together in a form that
makes it the common inher-
itance, the common proper-
ty of all.”

Professor Joshua Cohen,
Head of MIT’s Department
of Political Science, conclud-

1)
:"il'r

parT

ed with a discussion of
whether we can hope for
[ . . . » .

‘more than minimalism” in
human rights. He argued that

we can, and that we should be more ambitious.

CIS and Global Education

The final panel, led by Professor Suzanne
Berger, addressed the significance of global edu-
cation in the new century. She commended the
Center for taking a lead among universities in
“trying to define global education and trying to

define what the international role of the univer-
sity should be in American society more broad-
ly” and argued that MIT is at a decision point at
which it can choose whether to become a glob-
al university or a national institution.

Dr. Norman Neureiter, Science and
Technology Advisor to the U.S. Secretary of
State, described himself as “irredeemably
maniacal” about the value of an international
education, calling it the responsibility of all
Americans to receive one in order to become
responsible citizens. He said that his office is
engaged in trying to better integrate science
and technology expertise into foreign policy.

Forced into global competition in the 1980s,
Arthur Pfaelzer, President of Intronics, Inc., a
Massachusetts-based converter and signal
processor manufacturer, spoke of how he
turned to MIT’s Japan Program to help him
provide his small company with an internation-
al edge.

To end the discussion, Xiaomin Mou, a
Ph.D. Candidate in the Harvard-MIT Health,
Science and Technology Program, shared her
experiences as an MIT International Science
and Technology Initiatives (MISTI) intern six
years ago. After her freshman year at MIT, she
traveled to China to teach students about the
internet, teamwork, and communication. Her
experience inspired her to study speech com-
munication and learn about Japan. After study-
ing Japanese language and culture for three
years, she told the rapt audience, she again took
advantage of MISTI programs by taking a job at
IBM Tokyo through MIT Japan. Ms. Mou mov-
ingly conveyed the value of the Center’s interna-
tional programs and how an international edu-
cation can broaden one’s perspective, under-
standing, and involvement in policy.

Celebrating the Center

Professor Kenneth Oye, Director of the
Center from 1992-2000, made closing remarks
on “what we are doing as scholars and whether
it is useful in terms of the problems that face
us today” He reminded the audience that
behind every policy controversy there is a
scholarly debate. Although CIS research often
goes against the grain, he said, it makes key
contributions to policy — contributions that
should be celebrated.

In his summary of the day’s activities,
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Professor Samuels said, “The anniversary event
was a reassuring affirmation that while the
Center has evolved and reinvented itself several
times in the past 50 years, CIS research remains
focused on the goals first articulated by the
Center’s founders. We remain attentive to the
critical role international education in science
and technology plays in the transformation and
future conduct of foreign affairs and commercial
diplomacy. We continue to seek new ways in
which the social sciences, in conjunction with
emerging technologies, can be brought to bear
on public policy. This new knowledge, and a
range of unresolved problems, from financial

crises to international terrorism, continue to

S
MIT
— Center for

international
Siudies

Professor Emeritus Eugene Skolnikoff; CIS Director from
1972-1987, discussing the Center’s past and future challenges.

Xiaomin Mou, Ph.D. candidate in the Harvard-MIT Health,
Science & Technology Program, movingly describes her

experiences as an intern in MISTI's China Program.

drive us to reaffirm our mission and to increase
significantly our efforts to generate the
knowledge, skills, and leadership necessary to
address an increasingly complex international
political and economic environment.” mm
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CIS PUBLISHES BLACKMER
HISTORY OF THE CENTER’S

EARLY YEARS

Two years ago, with the 50th Anniversary of
CIS approaching in May of 2002, CIS Director
Richard ]. Samuels asked Political Science
Professor Emeritus Donald L.M. Blackmer to
write a history of the Center in honor of the
occasion.

Professor Blackmer, a comparativist who has
written on Soviet and European communism,
was an obvious choice for the proj-
ect. His affiliation with the Center
dates back to 1956, when he became
executive assistant to CIS’s first
director, Max F. Millikan. Professor
Blackmer later served as CIS’s
Assistant Director (as well as Head
of the Political Science Department
and Associate Dean of the School of
Humanities and Social Sciences).

In  accepting the project,
Professor Blackmer decided to con-
centrate on the Center’s early years.
The resulting book, The MIT Center

for International Studies: The Founding

Years 1951-1969, is a captivating and
detailed exploration of how one of
the leading centers for international
policy research came to be founded
at MIT, a university known for its
work in engineering and the sciences but not the
social sciences.

As preparation for telling this “very special
story,” Professor Blackmer spent months
searching the MIT archives and other files.
During the course of his research, he says, he
discovered how important a role MIT’s top
administrators played in the founding of CIS.
Then-President James Killian and Provost Jay
Stratton “took hold of the idea to start the
Center well before the Institute was fully
committed to developing the social sciences or
working on international issues.”

Like many institutions founded in the 1950s,
the Center’s early years were shaped by the
Cold War. In fact, CIS was formed as the result of
Project Troy, a government-sponsored program

headquartered at MIT. Physical scientists in the
group were asked to find a way to circumvent
Soviet jamming of Voice of America broadcasts,
while social scientists set out to determine what
kinds of information would best serve U.S.
interests behind the Iron Curtain — otherwise
known as psychological warfare.

According to Professor Blackmer, the
biggest challenge in writing the book was trying
to “communicate the feeling and responses of
people of that time to a newer generation more
familiar with Vietnam than World War II. It was
inescapably clear that the Center’s work was
influenced by the policy environment and the
politics of the time.”

In addition to covering the controversies
surrounding CIA funding for certain CIS
projects until the mid-1960s, the sometimes-
close ties between Center researchers and
Washington policymakers, the creation of the
MIT political science department during this
period as a direct outgrowth of the Center’s
work, and the souring of CIS’s close relationship
with the government of India during the
1960s, the Blackmer history also examines
CIS’s work on political and economic develop-
ment, international communication, and
Communist societies. The Center’s researchers,
he says, believed that encouraging economic
growth and democracy abroad was “the best
way in which these societies could be prevented
from falling under communist control.”

Today’s CIS is maintaining the Center’s orig-
inal dual focus, Blackmer says, conducting
quality academic research while also contribut-
ing to the mnational policy discourse.
Furthermore, he notes, the Security Studies
Program carries on the Center’s early focus on
policy-related research in national security, and
the Center’s year-old Program on Human
Rights and Justice takes up the spirit of CIS’s
early development work.

A limited number of copies of The Founding
Years are available, free of charge, by contacting
ciscommunications(@mit.edu.



Blackmer on the origins of the Center:
The Center’s programs in international communica-
tion, economic and political development, and com-
munist studies were shaped by the political context of
the day and by intellectual currents mediated by the
Ford Foundation and other providers of research
fundingA In tbesefie]ds the Center, b)/ arriving on the
scene at the right time, recruiting a talented, multi-
faceted group of scholars, and betting on the value of
interdisciplinary team research, played a pioneering
role. As theVietnam conflict deepened, some of the
Center’s work became controversial, seeming to repre-
sent points of view regarded by some as emblematic of

the Cold War.

Blackmer on the Center’s work in devel-
opment: During the 1950s and 1960s, the Center

... the biggest challenge in writing the book was

trying to “communicate the feeling and responses of
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people qf that time to a newer generation more
familiar with Vietnam than World War 11.”

Donald L.M. Blackmer

was Wide])/ recognized for its development work. It
p]a)/ed a pioneering role b)/ Iauncbing ambitious pro-
grams qf po]icy—oriented ﬁeld work while simultane-
ous]y sponsoring basic research on the deve]opment
process as a whole. In addition to these scbolar])/ con-
tributions, Center members partici-
pated ngorous])/ in debates about
economic aid as an instrument qf
American forei(qu po]icy, attempting
to iryquence not only po]jcy makers
in the executive and ]egis]ative
branches, but pub]ic opinion more
general])/. In this context more than
any other, the Center as an institu-
tion was an actor on the political

Stage.

Blackmer on the Center’s
distinctive qualities as a
research institution: For fif
teen years or so [the Center| had functioned as a spe-
cial sort g" hybrid. On the one hand, it had been creat-
ed as, in eﬁfect, a semi-autonomous “think tank” doing
policy-relevant research supported by government con-
tracts and foundation grants, with a staff of senior and

junior researchers almost all gf whom had short-term

appointments. On the other hand, the Center was for-
mally an interdisciplinary research group operating
within a university that had educational as well as
research responsibilities. . . .

This h)/brid model ran well for a time, in ]ar(qe
measure because in the 1950s MIT was a university
with two unusual attributes. First, its disciplinary base
in the social sciences was weak, which meant that dis-
cip]ines and departments, except for economics, were
not as dominant as in most universities. This enabled
the Center in its first two decades to play a leading role
in developing the social sciences at MIT. [T]he cir-
cumstances that made this possible faded away, as the
Center. . .gave birth to an increasingly strong Political
Science Department.

MIT’s second distinctive attribute was its valued
tradition of prestigious research laboratories,
supported almost entire])/ tg/ the government, that had
he]ped to solve prob]ems of vital national import. This
tradition, rejqected in Project 7r0)/, goes a ]ong way
toward eXp]aining Wh)/ MIT was so supportive Qf the
Center in its ear])/ years. This characteristic too became
radically weakened in the 1960s, largely in response
to cbanges in the national and international environ-
ment. An ear])/ sign qf this was mounting pressure on
the Center to abandon its contractual re]ationsbip
with the CIA. The pressure was exerted intermittently
b)/ the MIT administration and the Visiting
Committee, then more forcefu]])/ b)/ Center members
involved in the India crisis and some qf their co]]eagues
in Economics. But these local pressures were also man-
r‘festations of a more genera] change gp attitude among
Americans toward their government and its ﬁreign po]—
icy. Actions and associations that had seemed entire])/
appropriate in a periad stﬂused b)/ the shadow cftbe
Cold War were becoming Iess acceptable. The war in
Vietnam progressive])/ eroded the nation’s faith in its
government, ]eading many facu]ty members and stu-
dents to believe that universities were no p]ace for gov-
ernment—sponsored research in the interest (f national

securit)/. [



Professor Suzanne Berger

informs students about
European reactions

to9/11.

CIS RESPONDS TO

SEPTEMBER 11 ANNIVERSARY
— —

A year after the tragic events of September
11, 2001, several CIS faculty and affiliates gath-
ered to take stock of
the war on terror
and the nature of the
threats we still face.
Two events, organ-

ized by the CIS Starr

Forum and the
Security Studies
Program (SSP),

posed difficult ques-
tions about U.S. pol-
icy after September
11. Panelists chal-
lenged —and in
some cases support-
ed—U.S.
and gauged the effects of these actions on dif-

actions,

ferent regions around the world.

On September 9, the CIS Starr Forum
(named for the Starr Foundation, whose recent
$10 million grant to the Center is funding pub-
lic events as well as other activities and pro-
grams) sponsored a discussion in Killian Hall
entitled “Responses to 9/11: The U.S., Europe,
and the Middle East.”

Van Evera argued that Iraq does not present an

imminent threat, and that we should not launch a
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war with Iraq that could drain resources and

efforts from the war against Al Qaeda.

B 8

An “F minus” from Van Evera

One of the panelists, Stephen Van Evera,
Professor of Political Science at MIT and
Associate Director of CIS, gave the U.S. admin-
istration an “F minus” for its response to the
crisis. Professor Van Evera criticized the Bush
Administration for fighting an all-encompassing
war on terror rather than focusing on Al Qaeda,

a proven and immediate threat to the United
States. He argued that Iraq does not present an
imminent threat, and that we should not launch
a war with Iraq that could drain resources and
efforts from the war against Al Qaeda.
Professor Van Evera also contended that
while the United States succeeded in destroying
the Taliban and avoided a large unilateral
intervention in Afghanistan, the U.S. made a
serious mistake by not committing its own
troops to fight in Tora Bora, allowing the Al
Qaeda leadership to escape. Furthermore,
Van that the
Administration’s homeland security efforts are

Professor Evera argued
indadequate. He argued that the government
has failed to take steps to seal U.S. borders, and
that it has done a poor job of public diplomacy.
But in perhaps his strongest criticism of
the evening, Professor Van Evera said that, in
“the single worst failure of the U.S. government
in modern times,” the Administration had
failed to deal with the problem of Soviet
“loose nukes.”The current timetable for securing
Russian materials, the year 2018, is far too late,
he argued. The United States is spending only
$1 billion per year on the problem despite the
fact that Russia and the states of the former
Soviet Union are the most likely sources from
which Al Qaeda could get nuclear materials.

Europeans Fear U.S. Unilateralism

Suzanne Berger, Raphael Dorman and Helen
Starbuck Professor of Political Science at MIT
and a leading expert on French and Italian
politics, spoke on European reactions to
September 11— which she observed close up,
while on sabbatical in Paris for the 2001-2002
academic year.

In her talk, Professor Berger focused on
opposition in Europe to what is seen as U.S.
unilateralism. We need our allies in Europe in
our ongoing effort to combat terrorism,
Professor Berger argued, and pushing them
away as a result of unilateralist policies would be
a mistake.

According to Professor Berger, Europe’s
immediate reaction to last year’s attacks was an



“enormous wave of sympathy” On September
12, the lead editorial of Le Monde, one of

France’s most influential
newspapers—and a fre-
quent critic of U.S. poli-
“We Are All

Americans.” Nevertheless
bl

cies— was:

support of the U.S. began to
wane after only four days,
she said. Some in Europe
began to voice doubt over
whether the attacks were
unjustified or even whether
they were actually perpetrat-
ed by Al Qaeda. Many saw
September 11 as an attack on
globalization and its effects,
or as an expression of dis-

agreement with the U.S. role
as the sole superpower (what
the French call the “hyperpower”).

At the same time, there has been a European

Dr. Jeremy Pressman
4

discusses the impact
of 9/11 on the

Israeli-Palestinian w . ) ”
failure to read the American mood,” Professor

coqﬂict.

Berger said. Many Europeans, alarmed at the
proliferation of American
flags in the U.S. after
11, did not
understand that the wearing

of the colors of the flag by

government and military

September

personnel as well as ordinary
citizens was not a call to
arms but an expression of
solidarity and sorrow, a way
for Americans to deal with

the loss that they felt after

Photo Donna Coveney, MIT

MIT students gather with President
Chuck Vest at Kresge Auditorium to

remember the victims of the

the attacks.
Wariness in the Middle East

September 1 1th attacks.
Jeremy Pressman, a recent graduate of

Some in Europe began to voice doubt over whether the
attacks were un justI:ﬁed or even whether they were

actually perpetrated by Al Qaeda

MIT’s Ph.D. program in Political Science
and a post-doctoral fellow at the John F.
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Kennedy School of Government at Harvard
University, spoke about reactions to
September 11 in the Middle East. Many in that
region felt that the United States had this kind
of attack coming, given its unilateralist med-
dling in the world. Some even claimed that the
attacks were invented by the CIA or other quar-
ters of the U.S. government. At the same time,
he said, many of those who felt antipathy toward
U.S. policy nevertheless felt sympathy for the vic-
tims of the attacks.

Many in the region feel that they are being
viewed as being on the wrong side of the war on
terrorism, according to Pressman, and the
attacks sparked a debate in the Arab world
about the fundamental nature of Islam: Is the
religion being used as an excuse for the attacks,
or is the religion itself driving fundamentalist
extremism?

Pressman was critical of President Bush’s
June 24, 2002 speech, which he said gave Israel
too free a hand to deal with the Palestinians.
And regarding a war with Iraq, he said that
while the Arab League has declared that “an
attack on one [Arab state] is an attack on all,” the
position of the Arab states is actually more
nuanced; they want to see whether the United
States is serious about its commitment to rein-
vent Iraq before they risk losing political capital
by backing or standing by during a U.S. attack.

Security Studies Seminar on 9/11

On the anniversary of September 11, the
Security Studies Program held a seminar at CIS
on “The War on Terror a Year Later.” Professor
Van Evera reiterated the critical evaluation of
the U.S. war on terror that he had shared with
the Killian Hall audience on September 9, but
Professor Harvey Sapolsky, Director of SSP,
disagreed, saying that the United States suc-
ceeded in chasing Al Qaeda from Afghanistan,
removing the Taliban from power, cementing
Pakistan as a cooperative ally, demonstrating its
capacity to project power in difficult places, and
leaving a small footprint.

Professor Sapolsky said he also believes that
the United States will take the war to Iraq, that
the Democrats and Great Britain will sign on,
and that the other allies will have to support the

war because they cannot afford to sit it out. It is

continued on next page
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The American flag flies
over beams from the World
Trade Center at a candle-

light vigil in Cambridge
on September 11%.

Pny%ssor Van Evera

conveys his sense of
alarm about the
danger of the terror-
ist threat as Berger
looks on.
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SEPTEMBER 11™

continued from previous page

time to liberate Iraq and bring democracy and
modernization to the Middle East, he added.
Professor  Sapolsky  also
claimed that the war on terror may
have what he sees as a positive side
benefit of getting Europe to better
provide for its own security and
allowing the United States to pull

out of the European continent.

Non-State Actors, WMD
Questions

In her talk, Professor Nazli
Choucri said that September 11
focused the world’s attention on
the non-state actors who had
received little attention prior to the attacks.
Issues of religion and individuals, which had for-
merly been considered “low politics,” have
quickly been transformed into critical factors in
“high politics,” she said. Furthermore, the
Middle East is undergoing a transformation due
to the changing nature of bor-
ders in the region and the effects
of globalization. In order to suc-
cessfully combat terrorism,
Choucri argued, we need to get
a handle on these new factors.

In his remarks, Owen Coté,
Associate Director of SSP, said
there has been a disconnect
between UL.S. policy on Iraqi
weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and its policy on Russian nuclear
weapons. He criticized the fact that the Bush
Administration has been preparing for war
against Iraq in the name of stopping its pursuit
of nuclear weapons, despite the fact that Iraq’s
possession of WMD is essentially the same as it
was at the end of the Gulf War in 1991. He

added that it has been and will continue to be
difficult for Iraq to build indigenous uranium
enrichment capabilities under the strictures of
UN sanctions and international scrutiny.
Echoing Professor Van Evera’s comments two
days earlier, Cot¢ said that the most likely route
to nuclear materials is through Russian fissile
materials, the leakage of which the United
States has failed to take serious action to try to
prevent.

To view or listen to the September 9
CIS Starr Forum on the events of
9/11, see the webcast at MIT World:
http: //web.mit.edu/MITWorld/. ==
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Apart from all that it meant
to those who lost dear friends
and family, and apart from all
that it meant for our renewed
sense of America as a communi-

ty, 9/11 was also a terrifying

challenge to the academy. It

tested the relevance of the knowledge we generate
and the quality of the recommendations we make. It
reminded us with painful urgency of our responsi-
bilities as educators and public intellectuals.

— Richard J. Samuels, CIS Director

Because of the events of
September 11, 2001, we now
have a renewed sense of vul-
attacks by

nuclear, biological, and chem-

nerability  to

ical weapons and “dirty”

bombs. Incomprehensibly, lit-
tle has been done to protect us
from these weapons. Instead of shoring up the
Biological Weapons Treaty, the Bush administration
spurned it. Hundreds of tons of bomb materials lie
in poorly secured conditions in the former Soviet

Union, but the U.S. and G8 are acting slowly to pro-
vide aid to secure them. The recent spiriting away of
Yugoslav uranium by the U.S. and Russia was made
possible only due to funding by Ted Turner’s founda-
tion. The mind-set of the U.S. remains a cold war
one: it will be attacked by a nation (Iraq) armed with
nuclear-tipped missiles. In reality, as the 9/11 and
anthrax attacks have already shown, the threat is
from unsecured biological, chemical, and nuclear
materials that will be used against us.

— Allison Macfarlane, Senior Research
Associate, Securities Studies Program

The U.S. federal budget
picture changed substantially
in the wake of the September
11 attacks, in part due to large
increases in spending for
defense and homeland security.
The
Office now anticipates that the

Congressional Budget

government will run in deficit
rather than in surplus for the next several years, thus
increasing the fiscal pressures that economists antic-
ipate as baby boomers become eligible to retire
around 2011. Part of the spending increase came

from emergency legislation passed within weeks of
the attacks...in addition to the emergency meas-
ures, the Bush administration requested an increase
in the budget for the Department of Defense of
nearly $50 billion for fiscal year 2003. The planned
increase will bring overall spending for national
defense to $396 billion, substantially higher than
average spending for defense during the
Cold War.. .. Although President Bush hopes that the
planned new department for homeland security will
not add to federal costs in 2003 and beyond, it
almost surely will.

— Cindy Williams, Senior Research Fellow

September 11th reminds us of
our vulnerability to attack by

-
-

them or to kill vast numbers of innocent civilians in

groups and nations for which the
threat of devastating retaliation is
not an effective deterrent. We can-
not credibly threaten to destroy
equivalent symbols of importance to

cis 11

their home cities. Instead, we have to embark on the
difficult task of preemption, making judgments about
the potential actions of movements and leaders about

which we will always know too little.

— Harvey M. Sapolsky, Director,
Security Studies Program



Salvatore Scaturro, one (yrthe new

MISTI student ambassadors, posing
inTibet. MISTI sent Scaturro to China
as a teacher in 2000 and as an intern

in 2001. He is known as “Mr. CETI”
for his dedication to the MIT China
Educational Technology Initiative,
which sends students to Chinese

high schools to team-teach science and
technology-related subjects, including
web design, engineering, and robotics.
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MISTI PROGRAM NAMES

STUDENT AMBASSADORS
I

Since 1981, the MIT International Science
and Technology Initiatives program (MISTI) has
exposed more than 1,200 talented MIT science,

engineering and management
students to countries with
which they will engage pro-
fessionally, through paid
internships with corporations
and research institutions in
Japan,  China,
France, India, and Italy.

Germany,

Until now, there has been
no formal means of bringing
these MISTI graduates togeth-
er once their study and
research experiences abroad have ended, to
provide guidance to potential and new recruits,
offer constructive suggestions about the pro-
gram, and help raise funds. In October, howev-
er, MISTI chose 17 students who will do just
that during the current academic year, as the
first MISTI student “ambassadors.”

These students will help make more visible
to the MIT community the program’s commit-
ment to international education. According to
Professor Suzanne Berger, MISTI Director, “At
MIT, we recognize that educating tomorrow’s
leaders for an increasingly interconnected
world takes new knowledge and skills. They
must be global citizens able to live, work, com-
municate, and innovate outside their home

countries. One of our main responsibilities in
educating tomorrow’s leaders is to prepare
them for this planetary perspective with first
hand experience in foreign societies. At MIT, we
do this through MISTI.

The new MISTI Ambassador Student
Program, which will be administered by MISTI
Associate Directors Patricia Gercik and Bernd
Widdig, each year will accept applications from
students who have participated in a MISTI
internship in a company or research lab, or who
were placed by MISTI at a foreign university.
The ambassadorships will last one year, with the
possibility of a one-year renewal.

Each of the MISTI country programs is rep-
resented. This year’s ambassadors for MIT
China will be Virginia Corless, Jeff LeBlanc,
Jean Lu, Salvatore Scaturro and Xiaomin Mou.
For MIT France they will be Kathryn Kaminski,
Ana Ramos and Diana Cheng; for MIT
Germany they will be Madleina Scheidegger,
Kushan Surana and Marek Polonski; for MIT
Italy they will be Matthew Bilotti and Danielle
Guez; for MIT Japan they will be Christine
Robson, Joyce Wu and Nini Duh; and for MIT
India the ambassador will be Gergana Bounova.

“These are the best people to promote
MISTI to those who don’t know about it,” says
Sean Gilbert, coordinator of the MIT China
program. mm
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WAR-MAKING IN

THE NEW MILLENNIUM

The post-Cold War era ushered in a new
wave of optimism about an end to world
wars and a possible reduction in global-scale
violence. As the new millennium loomed large,
heightened expectations about world
peace and global political stability cap-
tured the imagination of those who
scarcely a decade earlier concerned
themselves primarily with war-making
among superpowers and their satellites.
Shifting rhetorics and rising expecta-
tions were further fueled by the so-
called third wave of democracy that
continued materializing in the post-
1989 world. As democratization and global-
ization reached ever further corners of the
globe, long-standing claims of political scientists
that democracies do not fight each other took
on greater signiﬁcancc. For many security ana-
lysts, new forms of regional and international
economic cooperation between countries com-
mitted to a common project of liberalization
also promised to reduce the likelihood of wide-
spread global conflict.

But now, from the vantage point of a new
millennium, and in a post-9/11 world, initial
optimism seems muted. Few would counsel
that the threat of armed conflict is on the wane,
at least insofar as violence and armed coercion
still continue as facts of life. Even as a tentative
peace settles in among previously contending
geopolitical superpowers struggling over
spheres of influence, those countries and
regions that lay in the interstices of this larger
power structure —and whose fates not that
long ago seemed overdetermined by the eco-
nomic or political competition between Cold
War antagonists — are beginning to implode
with greater frequency. This is especially the
case in countries where liberalization of the
economy has proceeded more rapidly than the
expansion of citizenship rights and the consoli-
dation of newly democratic institutions. In
those places with particularly vulnerable politi-
cal and economic conditions, the strong arm of
the state is directed inwardly as much as out-
wardly, as is increasingly evident in Central and

East Europe, Latin America, Africa, Central and
East Asia, and the Middle East. In many of these
locations, specialized paramilitary forces and
police now replace the national military on the
front lines of violent conflict, while citizens arm
themselves both offensively and defensively as
vigilante groups, militias, terrorists, and even
mafia organizations sccking to counteract or
bypass the state’s claim on a monopoly of
legitimate force. These developments not only
suggest that further study of the origins and
larger political impacts of these new patterns of
armed force might take us far in explaining the
potential obstacles to world peace, and even the
erosion of democracy and citizenship rights in
the contemporary era; they also shed light on a
potential paradox that few were prepared to
consider during the celebratory dawn of the
initial post-Cold War euphoria: as the probability
of world war diminishes, the likelihood of
“internal” war and subnational violence may be

continued on next page

DAVIS JOINS CIS

Diane Davis is an Assistant Professor of
Political Sociology in the Department of Urban
Studies and Planning. In September 2001, Davis
came to MIT from her position as Chair of the
Department of Sociology at the New School for
Social Research. She has also held teaching posi-
tions at Harvard, We]]es]ey, and Tlgﬁs.

Davis has pub]isbed extensive])/ on poljtics and
po]icy in Mexico, inc]uding works on democratiza-
tion, industrialization and deve]opment, and the
repercussions gf the 1985 earthquake in Mexico
City. Her newest book, Middle Classes and Late
Industrialization: Comparative Studies in
Development History and Theory, will be pub-
lished by Cambridge University Press in 2003.

Davis has recent]y been named a Camegie
Scholar by the Carnegie Corporation (zf New York,
earning her a §100,000 grant for her project:
“Public versus Private Security Forces and the Rule
@F Law: The Eangformation of Policing in Moscow,
Mexico City, and jobannesburg.”
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continued from previous page

increasing, at least for certain countries of the
world.

What seems to have changed, in short, is not
the likelihood of militarized coercion and armed
conflict so much as its character and scope. In
those regions of the world where violence seems
most prevalent, the predominant forms of war-
making and the means of coercion
appear markedly different than in the
immediate past; and with the terrain of
experience shifting so dramatically, old
theories and long-standing analytic
points of entry must be called into
question, even if the persistence of
conflict is not. Today we see a large
number of armed conflicts in which
the main protagonists comprise not
nationally conscripted standing armies
waging war in the name of sovereign
nations but states acting against their
own peoples. We also see popularly
constituted or clandestine armed
forces who frequently act on behalf of
subnational groups (often defined in
terms of ethnicity, language, region,
or religion) and whose claims to national sover-
eignty themselves are problematic. What seems
to be most under contention, then, are not the
interstate hegemonies or globally contested
geopolitical balances of power that led to large-
scale wars in previous decades, but the legiti-
macy, power, and reach of national states, espe-
cially as seen from the point of view of those
populations contained within their own territo-
rial jurisdictions.

The stakes and terms of these conflicts also
are different than they were when nations pri-
marily fought each other. Many of these more
“irregular” armed forces — ranging in form
from paramilitaries and the police to vigilantes,
terrorists, and militias — derive their charge
and calling from civil society; and if they do
answer to the state in some fashion, it is gener-
ally not to the national executive or the military
defense establishment but to locally organized
law enforcement agencies (as in the case of
police) or more clandestine security apparatuses

(as with specialized paramilitary forces). These
latter agencies may be closely articulated with
the national executive and national defense min-
istries, to be sure. But historically, police, mili-
tias, and paramilitary personnel have operated
under different organizational, political, and dis-
ciplinary dynamics than have conventional
armed forces. Moreover, to the extent that many
of these alternative armed forces comprise pre-
vious military personnel, especially in the con-
text of the transition from authoritarian rule,
they may carry with them traditions, tech-
niques, and networks (not to mention arms) that
still link them to national defense ministries
although they are formally separate from nation-
al armed forces. As such, their relationships to
the military, the state, and even civil society may
differ in ways that are not well articulated in the
conventional literature on armed forces.

The military as a key national institution is
not about to disappear; nor in all probability
will the nation-state and interstate or interna-
tional conflicts, including those in which nations
cooperate regionally or globally to fight against
particular regimes. But developments in recent
years, especially when compared to the period
starting with World War I to the end of the Cold
War in 1989, do suggest a fundamental trans-
formation in what we have generally considered
war-making, and in the type of coercive vio-
lence being deployed by citizens and the state.
To the extent that so many different forms and
agents of internally directed violence now seem
to proliferate, it is time to reexamine conven-
tional views about warfare, armed force, and
their larger implications. We must be prepared
to consider the possibility that nation-states, in
addition to losing their monopoly over the
means of coercion, may also be in the position
of losing the incentives, will, or means to estab-
lish universal social contracts with their own
peoples, as occurred during the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries when national governments
conscripted citizens to fight on their behalf.

This excerpt has been reprinted from the introduction of
Diane E. Davis and Anthony Pereira, eds., Irregular
Armed Forces and Their Role in Politics and State
Formation (London: Cambridge University Press, forth-
coming), with permission from the publisher. wm
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Incentives theory provides several important
insights into what kinds ofinducements might be

most successful in convincing Russia to reduce its
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INCENTIVES FOR

NUCLEAR RESTRAINT IN RUSSIA

This excerpt is taken from David Cortright and Andrea
Gabbitas, “Incentives ﬂ)r Nuclear Restraint: The Role g(
Inducement Strategies In Controlling Russian Tactical
Nuclear Weapons,” Chapter § in Alistair Millar and
eds.,
(Washington, D.C.: Brassey’s Inc.,fbrthcoming). David
Cortright is a Visiting Fellow of the Institute for

Brian  Alexander, Uncovered Nukes

International Peace at the University of Notre Dame
and the President of the Fourth Freedom Forum in
Washington, D.C. Andrea Gabbitas is a Ph.D.
Candidate in Political Science at MIT.

Various means are available to states for
controlling and reducing nuclear dangers.
Denial strategies include export control
regimes, the imposition of sanctions, and the
use of military force. Coercive strategies, such
as threats to cancel or block foreign aid or to
use military force, can increase the costs of
pursuing unsavory nuclear policies. Persuasive
strategies are also available and can be used
effectively in nuclear arms control. In this piece

we examine the role of incentives as instru-

TNW arsenal.

ments of bargaining leverage for nonprolifera-
tion and disarmament purposes. Our goal is to
identify strategies that the United States could
employ in reducing the danger of uncontrolled
tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) in Russia.
The United States and Russia both face con-
flicting national interests that affect their
policies on tactical nuclear weapons. While
both states have an interest in reducing the
threat posed by these weapons, each has revised
its security doctrine in recent years to give
increased importance to the role of tactical
nuclear weapons — as an active element of

counter-proliferation policy in the United

States, and as compensation for reduced con-
ventional military capability in Russia. While
Russia has expressed greater interest in strate-
gic nuclear reductions, in part because its
nuclear capabilities are shrinking as weapons
reach the end of their service life, it has not
adequately reined in or secured its vast arsenal
of tactical nuclear weapons, which may number
upwards of 20,000 weapons. The United States
has been reluctant to accept deeper cuts in
strategic nuclear forces or to eliminate its
remaining tactical weapons, especially the
1,350 nuclear weapons that remain in Europe
as part of NATO. Nonetheless, even in the
absence of a strong political commitment to
reduce the number of tactical nuclear weapons,
it is important to develop strategies that can
advance these objectives. These weapons
present a significant danger, and in the wake of
September 11, there is a new urgency in
both the United States and Russia to keep
nuclear materials out of the hands of terrorists.
However, negotiations have not yet touched
on the specific problem of tactical nuclear
weapons. We believe that the demonstrated
availability of effective strategies can improve
the feasibility and political viability of arms
reduction policies and help to mitigate this
danger.

The Applicability of Incentives to the
Russian Case

Incentives theory provides several important
insights into what kinds of inducements might
be most successful in convincing Russia to
reduce its TNW arsenal. Using the lessons
learned through prior inducement strategies in
the nuclear arena helps to create a set of poten-
tial inducements that could induce Russian
cooperation in controlling the threat from its
TNWs. Four main factors affect the role and
utility of inducements in the case of Russia.

First, inducements are most successful when
they address the goals pursued by the target
state. The fact that Russia maintains its tactical
nuclear weapons to preserve its security makes

continued on next page
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the application of inducements more difficult
since states are more likely to respond positive-
ly to inducements when the change sought is in
the non-security arena. Since Russia’s tactical

One of the main impediments to an agreement on

tactical nuclear weapons is the seemin(qu incompati-
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ble demands of the United States and Russia.

Soviet scientists inspect a

nuclear bomb.
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nuclear weapons fulfill a security need, induce-
ments that are targeted to improve Russia’s
security situation are likely to be most success-
ful. However, it is difficult for one state to
credibly provide security for another. Given
that Russia still claims a need for tactical
nuclear weapons
to mitigate its
conventional infe-
riority to other
regional powers,
the United States
will have to make

Russian  reduc-
tions in these
weapons  more
attractive to

Moscow by offer-
ing Russia significant enough inducements to
change its decision calculus. Political assurances
and an improvement in Russian security will be
a key part of any inducement strategy.

Positive inducements that address Russia’s
economic weakness could also be offered.
Strengthening its economy is another of Russia’s
top priorities and thus significant benefits
could be offered in this area. Although this
is not the main reason that Russia seeks to keep
its tactical nuclear weapons, €conomic con-
straints have limited the resources that Russia is
able to devote to the dismantlement of nuclear
weapons, thus providing some incentive to
keep even weapons that are outdated or unnec-
essary. Russia also is likely to have trouble

paying its external debt in the coming years,
which will affect the nation’s economic stabili-
ty and its ability to accept foreign investment.
Therefore, economic inducements could offer
significant enough benefits to Russia to make
cooperation on TNWs attractive. However, if
the relationship with the United States were to
sour, it is unlikely that economic inducements
alone would induce Russian cooperation.
Additionally, an inducement strategy must
take into account Russia’s desire to maintain
its great power status. One of the main imped-
iments to an agreement on tactical nuclear
weapons is the seemingly incompatible
demands of the United States and Russia. Given
that Russia has between two and thirteen times
the number of TNWs of the United States,
Washington feels that Russia should take steps
to reduce its TNWs unilaterally, in order to
bring them down to numbers that approximate
those held by the United States. However,
Russia is unwilling to reduce its TN Ws without
U.S. concessions because it fears looking weak.
The second factor that will affect the success
of inducement strategies is the positive rela-
tionship that has grown out of U.S.-Russian
cooperation after September 11.This event has
had a significant effect on the type of instru-
ments that are available in persuading Russia to
give up its tactical nuclear weapons. Prior to
September 11, the relationship between
Washington and Moscow was rocky. The
United States was engaged in a series of policies
that Russia saw as negatively affecting its secu-
rity, including NATO enlargement and the
potential U.S. withdrawal from the ABM
treaty. Additionally, the United States was
highly critical of Russia’s war in Chechnya
while Moscow opposed U.S. military action
and stringent sanctions against Iraq. However,
the World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks
created an unanticipated alignment of U.S. and
Russian interests. Issues that had been bones of
contention before September faded from the
foreground. The United States withdrew from
the ABM treaty with only minor Russian grum-
bling, and it is taken as a given that the next
round of NATO expansion will include the
Baltic states. The United States responded to
Russian help in the war on terrorism by
encouraging a closer relationship between
Russia and NATO and offering U.S. strategic



The Soviets transport a tacti-

cal nuclear weapon during

the Cold War.

nuclear reductions. Each state is responding to
the other’s cooperative efforts with concessions
of its own.

This evidence of positive reciprocity in the
current U.S.-Russian relationship indicates that
inducements are likely to be the most useful
tool for persuading Russia to reach agreement
on tactical nuclear weapons reduc-
tions. Additionally, the history of
U.S.-Soviet relations during the Cold
War further suggests that Russia will
react positively to an inducement
strategy. Therefore, the United States
should offer Russia targeted incen-
tives that will encourage Moscow to
respond in kind in order to maintain
the benefits of the new cooperative
relationship. Furthermore, a more
positive relationship should increase
Russia’s security, perhaps allowing
Russia to concentrate its forces on
greater threats and reducing its need
for tactical nuclear weapons to
counter the West’s military potential.

However, the lessons of positive reciprocity
should also be a caution to the United States.
Although cooperation immediately following
September 11 appeared to be reciprocal, since
December, the United States has pursued a
more unilateralist strategy which has ignored
many of Russia’s concerns. This has caused
domestic opposition to Putin’s pro-American
stance to spread. Many in the Russian elite have
begun to argue that the United States is

Since December, the United States has pursued a

more unilateralist strategy which has ignored many
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of Russia’s concerns.

responding to Russian cooperation with aggres-
sive policies that pursue U.S. interests at
Russia’s expense. Despite U.S. actions, Putin
has continued to respond with cooperation.
However, if the United States does not begin to
respond more positively to Russian conces-
sions, Putin could be forced to backtrack from
cooperation with the United States. This situa-
tion would make an agreement on TN'Ws much

more difficult to accomplish.

Third, since September 11, the United
States and Russia have begun to perceive a com-
mon terrorist threat to their national security.
Fearing that terrorist groups could become
armed with weapons of mass destruction, the
two states have agreed to cooperate in the area
of nuclear materials security. According to their
Shanghai Joint Statement on Counterterrorism,
Bush and Putin plan “to enhance bilateral and
multilateral action to stem the export and pro-
liferation of nuclear, chemical and biological
materials, related technologies, and delivery
systems as a critical component of the battle to
defeat international terrorism.” Both leaders
acknowledge the dangers that stem from the
Russian nuclear complex and are working
together to mitigate these dangers. Increased
cooperation on nuclear issues will increase the
interaction and trust between the states. This
could potentially reduce some of the barriers to
prior cooperation, such as secrecy about facili-
ties and components, and make verification of
the proper allocation of U.S. disarmament
funding or arms agreements increasingly possi-
ble. A more cooperative relationship in this area
could spill over into strategic or tactical nuclear
weapons reductions.

Finally, the potential for inducement strate-
gies to work is benefited by Russia’s current
desire to strengthen its relationship with the
United States. As noted by Foran and Spector,'
the value of the political relationship alone may
be a sufficient incentive for cooperation.
Although Russia is unlikely to reduce its TN'Ws
only to improve its relationship with the United
States, it is clear that Putin highly values a more
positive relationship. The numerous concessions
that Russia has made in the aftermath of
September 11 (especially given the failure of a
partnership to develop out of Russia’s prior
concessions) show that a U.S.-Russian partner-
ship is more highly valued than nearly all other
non-vital Russian interests. Thus, there is cur-
rently a window of opportunity for U.S.-

continued on next page

! Virginia Foran and Leonard Spector, “The

Application of Incentives to Nuclear
Proliferation,” in David Cortright, ed. The Price
of Peace: Incentives and International Conflict

Prevention (New York: Carnegie, 1997), p. 33.
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Russian cooperation. If an inducement package
of sufficient value were offered to Russia, a deal
might be struck. However, as was the case with
North Korea, the ability of the United States to
offer this package may be limited by political
will rather than by opportunity.

Conclusion

Inducement strategies have proven to be an
important part of preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons. Inducement theory and past
cases where incentives were employed offer les-
sons that can be applied to the challenge of con-
trolling tactical nuclear weapons. In fact, histo-
ry suggests that incentive strategies could play a
positive role in the case of Russian TNWs. The
case of Ukraine demonstrates that a combina-
tion of economic assistance and political assur-
ances can be effective in encouraging nonprolif-
eration. Additionally, Foran and Spector argue
that incentives for nuclear restraint are more
likely to succeed under several conditions —
when the sender and recipient are on friendly
terms, when nuclear capability is not vital to a

recipient’s national security, and when the ben-
efits offered by a sender match the perceived
value of nuclear capability and the recipient’s
prior investment in the nuclear program.2 Many
of these conditions are present in the case of
controlling Russia’s TNWs. Furthermore,
Russia’s current interest in a cooperative rela-
tionship with the United States appears to fol-
low a GRIT strategy centered around positive
responses to U.S. policy moves, making it more
likely that U.S. carrots could produce further
Russian cooperation, even in different issue
areas. Among the incentives that might be suc-
cessful in persuading Russia to limit TNWs are
the removal of U.S. TNWs from Europe, a sin-
gle cap on tactical and strategic nuclear
weapons, guarantees of non-deployment of
nuclear weapons in new NATO member states,
giving Russia a lead in the Russia-NATO part-
nership, early and favorable accession into the
WTO, and a debt for disarmament swap. By
taking into account Russia’s main concerns —
security, economic stability and international
prestige — the proposed incentives could be
successful in persuading Russia to cooperate
further in the arena of arms control for tactical
nuclear weapons. mm

2 Ibid.

CIS CO-SPONSORS BOSTON PAN-AFRICA FORUM

With CIS sponsorship, the Boston Pan-
African Forum (BPAF) met in June to discuss
the creation of a long-discussed “United
States of Africa” and to make advances
toward that goal, building on the Africa
Union treaty of June 2000. The treaty has
thus far been ratified by 45 African states and
will replace the Organization of African
Unity within the year.

The June BPAF program brought Marcia
Thomas and Tetteh Kofi to CIS. They both
took part in earlier meetings in Ghana which
laid the groundwork for a Pan-Africa
Parliament and an African Economic
Community. Ms. Thomas is the Executive
Director of “United Support Artists for
Africa,” which produced the “We Are the
World” record. She has supported grassroots
development projects in Africa for more than

a decade. Dr. Kofi, a native of Ghana, is a
professor of economics at the University of
San Francisco, specializing in commodity
economics. He was one of five experts who
drafted the economics section of the
National Plan of Action for the National
Summit.

The Boston Pan-African Forum is an
organization founded five years ago by
Emeritus Professor of Political Science
Willard  Johnson as an outgrowth of
TransAfrica, which Johnson played a part in
founding in 1977. Its mission is public edu-
cation about the African world and the fos-
tering of mutually beneficial relationships
between the United States and African coun-
tries and peoples. For more information on
the BPAF and its programs, see
www.bpaf.org.
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Victor Mallet chats with a

Ghana New Ventures
Competition participant.

CIS SUPPORTS GHANA NEW

VENTURES COMPETITION
[

Ghanaian MIT undergraduates Victor Mallet
and Baafour Asiamah-Adjei would like to return
to Ghana eventually, but opportunities in their
home country are limited, due to its weak busi-
ness climate. Instead of
leaving for good, as
many of Ghana’s young
and well-educated do,
the two students decid-
ed to do something to
improve Ghana’s eco-
nomic opportunities.

Inspired by MIT’s
$50K Entreprencurship
Competition, in March
2000, Mallet
Asiamah-Adjei began

and

to discuss setting up a
similar competition for students at Ghanaian
universities. By January 2001, the Ghana New
Ventures Competition (GNVC) was underway,
with award money set aside for the winners to
use toward the implementation of their busi-
ness plans.

Support from CIS

Professor Richard J. Samuels, Director of
The Center for International Studies, recently
announced a $5,000 grant to the GNVC—
one-fifth of the organization’s sponsorship
money for the coming year. The CIS funds will
go toward organizing and running 10-12
panels which will convene in Ghana at the

Mallet says he hopes that the GNVC “will

become recognized as the place to go to start a
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new company in Ghana’”

beginning of 2003. These panels will provide
teams of students—prospective entrepre-
neurs — with information on how to start and
run a business and how to develop a strong
business plan. Mentors will guide each team

through the process, and the winners of this
year’s competition will receive $7,500 toward
the founding of their businesses.

Early Successes

Mallet and Asiamah-Adjei founded the
GNVC to create an enabling environment for
entrepreneurship in Ghana. By creating a sem-
inar series for entrepreneurship education and
giving startup funding to business plans with
good prospects for success, the GNVC set out
to provide university students with the neces-
sary tools for starting successful businesses in
Ghana, investing in their country, and laying the
groundwork for other profitable ventures to
follow.

During its first year, the GNVC received
$10,000 in support from MIT’s Media Lab, a
Ghanaian radio station, and Mark Davies, the
owner of a successful internet café in Ghana. A
huge success right away, the GNVC received
sixty applications for potential business projects
after only two weeks. Half of these proposals
were selected for the competition and the
workshop, which included notable speakers
such as Dr. Paa Kwesi Nduom, the Ghanaian
Minister for Economic Planning and Regional
Cooperation.

The 2001 winner was Strategic Accounting
Solutions, which proposed to set up accounting
services available to the many small businesses
located in the central market area in Accra,
Ghana’s capital. Other projects proposed fit-
ness centers, agricultural services, and laun-

dromats.

Future Plans

Mallet says he hopes that the GNVC “will
become recognized as the place to go to start a
new company in Ghana.” He graduated in 2002
with a degree in chemical engineering, and
worked in Ghana on this year’s competition
before starting a job with the Boston Consulting
Group this fall. He will continue to make trips to
Ghana to work on the GNVC. The program’s co-
founder, Asiamah-Adjei, is a senior in mechanical
engineering, and will continue to work on the
project from MIT. mm
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THE TRIANGULAR FOREIGN POLICY
MACHINE: AN ILLUSTRATED

THUMBNAIL HISTORY

Every modern U.S. administration has
evolved a special relationship among the
three top foreign policy figures — pres-
ident, secretary of state, and national
security adviser. The first part of the
21st century features a low-key presi-

Professor Bloomfield
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dent catapulted into high-octane leader-
ship, a universally-admired secretary of
state, and an extraordinarily articulate
national security adviser. Occasionally —
as now — a vice—president or secretary
of defense plays a pivotal role. But, in
general, the chemistry that dominates
the drama is that of the core triangle.
History provides an intriguing backdrop to the
process as it unfolds in real time.

The history of this relationship is not long,
The National Security Council and its staff were
invented in 1947, and the national security
adviser (NSA) was formally hatched in 1953
with the title of Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs. The NSA concept is
relatively new. But competitive behavior at the
top is not. Thomas Jefferson was at odds with
his vice-president, Aaron Burr; Abraham
Lincoln often struggled with his ambitious
secretary of state, William Seward; and Franklin
Roosevelt increasingly ignored his secretary of
state and dealt directly with fellow Ivy-Leaguer
Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles.

The Beltway triangle comes in two models.
Under my Model A, activist presidents prefer a
tractable secretary of state, along with a potent
NSA to
Conversely, Model B features a less assertive

enforce the presidential will.

White House, a muscular secretary of state, and
a relatively invisible NSA. In short, reducing
complexity to S(trong) vs W(eak): P® = N® +
SV, but PV = NW + S5 How does this square
with the half-century record? Harry Truman
was a simple man, but a better president than
comparisons with his outsize predecessor
Franklin D. Roosevelt made it seem. But
because Truman lacked the usual Washington
quotient of affect, he not only tolerated but pos-

itively encouraged two potent secretaries of
state — the towering World War Il Army Chief
of Staff General George C. Marshall, and the
formidably mustachioed — and brainy — Dean
Acheson. By the way, according to a 1930s
report, White House assistants were supposed
to have a “passion for anonymity.” Today this is a
joke. But who can name the first proto-National
Security Adviser (Sidney Souers)? This demon-
strates an early Model B.

Dwight Eisenhower, like Truman, was
brighter and more decisive than he appeared to
the naked eye. As a former army general, how-
ever, he was accustomed to delegating authority.
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles (though
not his successor, the gentlemanly Christian
Herter) was determined to dominate the for-
eign policy machinery, repelling all boarders
with his sharp bureaucratic cutlass. (His clout
was nicely illustrated when, as a junior State
Department apparatchik, I had to move out so
top arms control negotiator (and presidential
candidate) Harold Stassen could squeeze into
my little office as part of his punishment for
upstaging Dulles in Geneva.) Again, does any-
one know the names of Eisenhower’s Model B
NSAs? (Robert Cutler, Dillon Anderson,
Gordon Gray). 1961 changed everything. A
great sucking sound was heard as both policy-
making and information flowed unimpeded into
John F. Kennedy’s White House vortex.
Secretary of State Dean Rusk let it be known
that his goal was to “get foreign policy off the
front pages.” That reflected Rusk’s modesty and
unencumbered personality. But it was clearly
not the aim of either the new president or his
youthful staff.

Harvard Dean McGeorge Bundy had been
recommended to Kennedy as perhaps the

Lincoln P Bloomfield is Professor of Political Science,
Emeritus, at MIT. He served in the State Department for
eleven years, and later was Director of Global Issues at the
National Security Council. He is author or co-author of a

dozen books on foreign affairs.



brightest person in the United States, which
may have been close to true. Bundy presided
over a new Situation Room complex in the West
Wing basement, eventually complete with glob-
al communications, computer terminals, print-
ers, secure fax machines and other real-time
machinery to ensure that never again would the
White House have to wait for State, Defense,
and CIA to decide what cable traffic deserved
top-level attention. The effect was to further
boost the purposeful switch to Model A.

In a rare exception, Kennedy’s Pentagon
sometimes acted as the third corner of the top
policy triangle, thanks to the high-voltage char-
acter of Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara
and Assistant Secretary Paul Nitze (as Deputy

Harvard Dean MCGeorge Bundy had been

recommended to Kennedy as perhaps the brightest

person in the United States, which may have been
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close to true.

NSA Walt Whitman Rostow confided plaintively,
“We want State to take responsibility, but we
can’t get them to do it”). We see a slightly
amended Model A.

It would be difficult to find anyone more
hands-on than Lyndon Baines Johnson or his
national security advisers Bundy and then
Rostow. At the same time, Rusk’s paradigm of
behavior was the stately General Marshall, who
waited to advise the president until others had
left the room. Rusk remained a baffling,
Buddha-like figure to the hard-driving White
House staffers who never left the room, and
Model A once again had no real competition.

In the first Nixon administration, the presi-
dent and his NSA Henry Kissinger set out to
completely dominate the national security appa-
ratus. A cats-cradle of inter-agency committees
was established, with NSA Kissinger chairing
each one of them. Despite president-elect
Nixon’s declaration that Harvard Professor
Kissinger would operate quietly in the back-
ground, a media star was born.

During the Nixon years, an underweight

State Department decided to set up its own
gaggle of advisory committees. As an MIT
professor, I was appointed to one of them.
Secretary of State William Rogers hosted a
lunch for the members, and I was seated next to
him. I was astonished to note his deep tan and
unlined visage, which stood out among his
whey-faced staff. It was public knowledge that
he was being systematically excluded from the
top table by the White House, and often went
home early. The sensible “Rogers Plan” for the
Middle East in 1971 was one of his few attempts
to escape from his gilded policy cage, and
Kissinger relates in his memoirs how that plan
was quickly squashed. Kissinger also confesses
to mistreating Rogers, thus managing to enjoy
both sin and confession. In the pre-Watergate
Nixon administration, Model A was ascendant.

In 1973, post-Watergate Nixon appointed
Kissinger to secretary of state. For a while, the
latter also managed to hang on to the NSA
position, leaving his deputy, retired Air Force
Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, to manage things in
the West Wing basement (the NSA now occu-
pies a splendid first floor corner office). But the
administration switched from Model A to B
when, thanks to the web of deceit in which the
Oval Office was entangled, the United States
found itself with a weak president, an NSA
without sharp elbows, and a stronger-than-ever
secretary of state.

President Gerald Ford, a decent man lacking
an outsize ego, was America’s only appointed
president. For these, and other, reasons he
relied heavily on Secretary of State Kissinger.
Brent Scowcroft was Ford’s NSA, and the State-
dominated Model B still ruled.

The Carter administration saw the re-emer-
gence of Model A, with a president engaged to
the point of extensive marginal comments on
papers that percolated upward. NSA Zbigniew
Brzezinski, like Kissinger brilliant and articu-
late, quickly dominated the process. Secretary
of State Cyrus Vance didn’t throw in the towel
as Rogers had under Nixon, but he was badly
out-pointed (as was his short-term successor
Edmund Muskie). In 1980, Vance did what few
cabinet officers do when they feel stiffed on pol-
icy. He resigned over the Iranian hostage rescue
mission, against a background of prior indigni-

continued on next page
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ties and frustrations. Sadly gone now, Vance
represented that rara avis, an uncomplicated
man of principle.

Brzezinski, being a gentlemen, treated
Vance with courtesy, but believed that only he
had what it took to formulate the big strategic
concepts — which he largely did. Vance, also
being a gentleman, forbore to complain pub-
licly. Early in my NSC service, as Brzezinski, his
staff assistant, and I were showering in a West
Wing locker room after a tennis game, Zbig
was having trouble covering a Sunday talk show.
When [ innocently suggested that Vance
undertake the chore, the look from the other
two naked bureaucrats spoke volumes about
my naivete.

The Reagan Administration is hard to ana-
lyze given its parade of NSAs (Richard Allen,
William Clark, Robert McFarlane, John
Poindexter, Colin Powell, and Frank Carlucci)
under a president disengaged from the
details of policy. After an unedifying start with

Brzezinski, being a gentlemen, treated Vance with

courtesy, but believed that only he had what it took

to formulate the big strategic concepts — which he
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Iargely did.

State Secretary Alexander Haig Jr., the
decision-making model became even murkier
with Irangate, when NSAs McFarlane and
Poindexter cut the state and defense secretaries

out of major decision-making with the seeming
assent of an inattentive president (Model A
minus?). When the dust of scandal had settled
over a weakened presidency, Secretary of State
George Shultz played a somewhat stronger
hand, producing a kind of Model B minus.

President George H.W. Bush brought Brent
Scowcroft back as NSA, and James Baker made
a strong Secretary of State. But given Bush’s
long experience in foreign affairs as well as
Scowcroft’s, the balance was narrowly tilted
back toward Model A White House primacy,
continuing after Lawrence Eagleburger
replaced Baker.

The Clinton administration presented the
unusual spectacle of a triangle in which, for a
time, none of the three was particularly pro-
active. Other than trade issues, the President
chose not to focus on foreign policy, despite
campaign rhetoric foretelling drastic changes in
U.S. policy in China and the Balkans. His first
NSA was the self-effacing Anthony Lake, in the
Scowcroft mold (Tony Lake had in fact resigned
from Kissinger’s NSC staff in 1970 over the
bombing of Cambodia). Secretary of State
Warren Christopher, who had served as Vance’s
Deputy in the 1970, was a fine, cautious
lawyer, even more unassertive than Vance.

When the lively, outspoken Madeleine
Albright took over from Christopher it looked
as if State might take the lead. But as Clinton
became more involved in diplomacy in the
Middle East and Northern Ireland, while man-
aging military attacks in the Gulf, Bosnia, and
Kosovo, his sturdy NSA Samuel Berger helped
put the White House once more in the lead.

Current history, both global and bureau-
cratic, is still in first draft. For a definitive take
on the Bush II triangle, stay tuned. wm
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CIS WELCOMES NEW

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
I

On September 1, 2002, CIS welcomed its
new Executive Director, Dr. Carolyn Makinson.
Dr. Makinson came to CIS from the Andrew W.
Mellon Foundation, where she had been
the Program Officer for Population
since 1988.

At the Mellon Foundation, Dr.
Makinson was responsible for dispens-
ing grants totaling $20 million a year in
reproductive biology, forced migration,
and other areas of population policy.
Her extensive work in the area of
refugees and forced migration makes
her a natural fit with CIS, where this
area of study has been a research focus
for many years.

Dr. Makinson, who holds a Ph.D. in
sociology from Princeton University, is
accomplished in both the policy and academic
aspects of international studies. Her publica-
tions include articles on population policy,
demography, child and infant mortality, and
teenage fertility, and she has done work in the
Near East and Africa. Makinson has volunteered
as an affiliate of the International Rescue
Committee in Rwanda and Guinea, as well as

Save the Children in Mozambique. In 1999, she
held the position of Visiting Lecturer of Public
and International Affairs at the Woodrow
Wilson School at Princeton University.

Makinson is excited about her move to CIS.
“I've been a great admirer of the Center for
International Studies from afar, and in particular
of its Inter-University Committee on Inter-
national Migration,” Makinson said, “so I'm
thrilled that 'm going to be an ‘insider’ and a
member of the Center’s team.” (The Mellon
Foundation funds the program on migration,
which is chaired by CIS.)

CIS is equally thrilled to have attracted
Makinson. According to CIS Director Richard J.
Samuels, “Carolyn brings broad skill, long
experience, and great energy to MIT in
equally remarkable doses. I expect us all to be
infected with her enthusiasm for improving
international studies.”

Dr. Makinson succeeds Bill Keller, who was
with CIS for five years. Dr. Keller has accepted
a senior faculty position at the University of
Pittsburgh, where he will direct the Center for
Security Studies. mm

FORDEN MAY BECOME WEAPONS INSPECTOR IN IRAQ

The U.N. has not sent weapons inspectors
back to Iraq, but if a team does go, one of its
members may very
well be  Geoffrey
Forden, a Senior
Research Associate in
CIS’s Security Studies
Program.

Dr. Forden, a
physicist and strate-
gic weapons analyst,
received  General

Training for wea-

Geoff Forden

pons inspectors during the
summer of 2000. He has

taken a leave from CIS for the 2002-2003
academic year to become Chief of the
Multidiscipline Section in the United
Nations Division of Analysis and Assessment,
which he describes as “a small section of ana-
lysts who look at patterns that develop
across Iraq’s WMD programs.”

Dr. Forden, who performed the first
unclassified, independent technical analysis
of the Airborne Laser, conducted research at
the Fermi National Laboratory, the
Congressional Budget Office, and the U.K's
Rutherford Laboratory before joining CIS
in 2000.
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Dan Breznitz, Ph.D. Candidate in Political
Science, received a $7,000 grant from the
Social Science Research Council (SSRC) to
organize and host the History Collaborative
Research Network of the SSRC’s program on
the Corporation as a Social Institution. Breznitz
also presented his work on the development of
high-tech industry in Israel and Ireland to the
Business History Conference Annual Meeting
in April and the Israeli Economic Association
Annual Meeting in May.

Thomas J. Christensen was promoted to
full professor of Political Science in July. He
briefed Vice President Cheney at the White
House in preparation for Chinese Vice
President Hu Jintao’s visit and then
attended a dinner in Hu’s honor on May
1. In June, Christensen was a speaker on
a panel titled “How to Reduce the
Differences and Frictions between
China and the United States on the
Sensitive Issue of Taiwan?” at the 11th
US-China Dialogue at the Potantico
Conference Center in New York, spon-
sored by the National Committee on
US-China Relations. In August, he
spoke on “China’s Strategic Vision
Beyond Taiwan” at the Conference on
China’s Strategic Vision, organized by
the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the
U.S. Department of State. On September 13,
Christensen spoke at the Secretary of State’s
Open Forum Distinguished Lecture Series at
the U.S. Department of State on “The
Challenge of China’s Future.” He was then pre-
sented with a Distinguished Service Award for
Outstanding Contributions to International
and National Affairs by the Secretary’s Open
Forum.

Owen Coté, Associate Director of the
Security Studies Program, spoke at the Joint
Forces Staff College on September 26, 2002.
His talk was entitled “The Sources of
Innovation in Military Doctrine.”

Kelly Greenhill, Ph.D. Candidate in Political
Science, was awarded an Olin Predoctoral
Fellowship at Harvard University for 2002-
2003. She was also the recipient of a Moody
Research Grant from the LBJ] Library
Foundation.

Lisbeth Gronlund, a Senior Research
Associate at SSP, gave a presentation to the House
of Representatives Committee on Government
Reform, Subcommittee on National Security,
Veterans Affairs, and International Relations at a
Special Investigations Briefing on “Rushing to
Failure in 2004: Is Missile Defense Testing
Adequate?” on June 11, 2002. Gronlund’s pres-
entation, “The Value of Fort Greely to the
Intercept Test Program and a Block 2004
Contingency Defense, and the Use of
Classification to Prevent Public Scrutiny,” is
available on the web at www.ucsusa.org/securi-
ty/ift.testimony.html.

Yinan He, Ph.D. Candidate in Political
Science, presented her paper, “Cold War,
Historical Mythmaking and Sino-Japanese
Reconciliation,” at the Conference on
Contemporary China-Japan Relations: Conflict
& Co-operation sponsored by the East Asia
Institute of National University of Singapore on

August 1.

Professor Philip S. Khoury, Dean of the
School of Humanities and Social Sciences, was
elected a Fellow of the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences in spring 2002. Khoury was
also appointed the first holder of the Kenan
Sahin Deanship in the School of Humanities,
Arts, and Social Sciences.

Gregory Koblentz, Ph.D. Candidate in
Political Science, was awarded a predoctoral
fellowship in national security at the Olin

Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard
University for the year 2002-2003.



FALL 2002

mcis 25

Alan ). Kuperman, recipient of a Ph.D. in
Political Science, completed his dissertation,
“Tragic Challenges and the Moral Hazard of
Humanitarian Intervention: How and Why
Ethnic Groups Provoke Genocidal Retaliation.”
Kuperman became an Assistant Professor of

International Relations at the School of
Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns
Hopkins University — Bologna Center in Italy
this fall.

Chappell Lawson, Associate Professor of
Political Science, was recognized as a Hoover
National Fellow by The Hoover Institution at
Stanford University for the year 2002-2003.
Lawson was also recently chosen as holder of
the Class of 1954 Career Development Chair
and selected as a Term Member of the Council
on Foreign Relations.

Ali Lejlic, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science,
received the Krupp Foundation 2002-2003
Academic Year Dissertation Research Fellowship
through the Harvard University Center for
European Studies for his dissertation: “Politics

NEW WORKING GROUP ON

Secking to explore the relationship
between civilians and the military, Professors
Roger Petersen, Chappell Lawson and CIS
Director Richard Samuels recently organized
the Security Studies Program’s Working
Group on Civil-Military Relations. The
group, which met twice in spring 2002, aims
to bring together faculty, research associates,
and graduate students with varying experi-
ence, theoretical perspectives, and method-
ological preferences to explore topics in
civil-military relations.

In its initial meetings, the group drew on
the existing literature in the field to extract a
series of fundamental questions about how
civilian and military leaders share control of
the military, and, by extension, related por-

and National Identity.”

Sarah Lischer, recipient of a Ph.D. in
Political Science, completed her dissertation
entitled “Catalysts of Conflict: How Refugee
Crises Lead to the Spread of Civil War.” She has
received a Post-Doctoral Fellowship at the
Belfer Center at Harvard University, where she
will be working with the International Security
Program and the World Peace Foundation
Program on Intra-State Conflict. Lischer also
gave a talk in June at the annual meeting of the
Academic Council on the United Nations
System in Lisbon, Portugal: “Refugee Crises as
Transnational Security Threats.”

Mike Lynch, Research Affiliate, gave a lunch-
eon talk at the International Association for
Energy Economics annual conference in
Aberdeen, Scotland in June.

continued on next page

CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS

tions of the state. It hopes to combine the
regional expertise and government experi-
ence of its members to develop and refine
models of civil-military relations, and, ulti-
mately, to produce comparative case studies
on the United States, East Asia, South Asia,
Latin America, Africa, and Eastern and
Western Europe.

The group has outlined a template for
comparison that will guide its case studies.
The template may also become the starting
point for a book or working papers
derived from the group’s work. For more
information, or to join the Working Group
on Civil-Military ~ Relations, contact
samuels@mit.edu.
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Allison Macfarlane, Senior Research
Associate, spoke at the Ist International

Professional Meeting of
Independent Technical = Security
Analysts in Chicago on “Military
Plutonium: Ten Years Later and Not
Much to Show for It” and at the
Workshop on Radiological Hazards
Posed by Nuclear Power Plants and
Spent Fuel at MIT on “Potential
Implementation of Dry Storage in
the United States,” both in July. She
also appeared on Wisconsin Public
Radio’s Kathleen Dunn Show in
August on volcanism and Yucca

Mountain’s nuclear waste.

Bruce Mazlish, Professor of
History, was appointed a member of the Kluge
Center Scholars Council of the Library of
Congress. Mazlish also gave a lecture to theYale
Center for the Study of Globalization in April:
“What Is New About Globalization? An
Historian’s Perspective.”

Thomas L. Neff, Research Affiliate, traveled
to Moscow in January for two days of meetings
with Minister of Atomic Energy Alexander
Rumyantsev regarding nuclear weapons reduc-
tions and related issues. He then met privately
with the Minister on his first state visit to the
U.S. in May. Neff has also recently taped sever-
al programs for television on dealing with
weapons of mass destruction in the context of
regional conflicts and terrorist threats.

Navy Commander Sam Perez, former SSP
Military Fellow, was recognized for his work in
helping to save the injured at the Pentagon on
September 11. After dragging one man to safe-
ty, Cdr. Perez returned to the burning building
to try to free others who were trapped.

Barry R. Posen, Professor of Political Science,
was awarded a 2002 Research Fellowship by the
German Marshall Fund of the United States. In
June, he was a panelist on the topic of

“Redefining American Military Power in the

New Security Environment” at the 2002
Current Strategy Forum at the Naval War
College in Newport, Rhode Island. Posen and
Professor Ted Postol were featured in the
WBUR radio documentary “Fighting the Next
War” in January, and in March, Posen spoke on
“The Next Step in Afghanistan” on WBUR’s “On
Point” hosted by Tom Ashbrook.

Ted Postol, Professor of Science, Technology
and National Security Policy, gave three talks on
ballistic missile defense. On September 9,
2002, he spoke at Carnegie Mellon, at an event
sponsored by the Computer Professionals for
Social Responsibility. On the 18th, he was at the
Burchard Scholars Dinner. On September 24,
he made a presentation at the MIT Alumni
Meeting,

Balakrishnan Rajagopal, Assistant Professor
in Urban Studies and Planning and Director of
the Program on Human Rights and Justice, was
awarded the Ford International Assistant
Professorship starting in July. Last year,
Rajagopal was a panelist or a chair of 11 events
and delivered six major papers, including at the
International Institute for Judges at Brandeis
University, an international conference on law
and sociology at Porto Allegre, Brazil, and at the
University of Toronto Legal Theory Faculty
Colloquium.

David M. Reiner, recipient of a Ph.D. in
Political Science, completed his dissertation,
“Causal Reasoning and Goal Setting: A
Comparative Study of Air Pollution, Antitrust
and Climate Change Policies,” in February.

Jonathan Rodden, Assistant Professor of
Political Science, traveled to the University of
Bremen, Texas A&M’s Conference on Fiscal
Decentralization and Development, the World
Bank’s Annual Economists’ Forum, Stanford
University, and the University of Washington
last spring to give presentations on “Reviving
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Leviathan: Fiscal Federalism and the Growth of
Government” and related topics.

Professor Richard ). Samuels, Director of
the MIT Center for International Studies and
Ford International Professor of Political
Science, was named Outstanding Advisor of the
Year, “for dedication and commitment to fresh-
men advising and the first-year experience.”

Bish Sanyal, Professor of Urban Studies and
Planning, will be chairing a national committee to
contemplate the implications of September 11 for
planning education in U.S. universities. Sanyal
will also chair a global effort with four other uni-
versities (Australia, the Philippines, Kenya and
Brazil) and the Cities Alliance (a consortium of
international authorities chaired by Nelson
Mandela) to conduct an international study on
housing for low-income urban residents.

Professor Harvey Sapolsky, Director of the
Security Studies Program, spoke on “Science,
Universities and Military Transformation” at a
symposium on the Revolution in Military
Affairs and the Research University at the
University of Kentucky’s Patterson School.

Stephen Van Evera, Professor of Political
Science, was promoted to full professor in July
2002. He and Professor Barry Posen were
mentioned in “The War on What?”— an article
by Nicholas Lemann in the September 16, 2002
issue of The New Yorker — as “realist” thinkers
opposed to a U.S. invasion of Iraq.

Cindy Williams, SSP Senior Fellow, received
a grant for her project, “Transforming the
Rewards for Military Service.” Williams will
host a meeting in December with scholars
working on this project. The group is working

continued on next page

POLITICAL SCIENCE DEPARTMENT
NAMES ROOM AFTER MYRON WEINER

On October 10, friends and colleagues of
the late Professor Myron Weiner gathered
outside the Political Science Department’s
small conference room (on the fourth floor
of Building E53) to mark the renaming of the
room in his honor.

Professor Weiner, who died in 1999 at the
age of 68, was an internationally respected
expert on refugees and political change in
developing countries and left an enduring
personal and professional legacy. He was the
author and editor of 32 books on, among
other things, international migration, political
demography, democratization, and ethnic
conflict. His 1991 book The Child and the
State in India: Child Labor and Education Policy
in Comparative Perspective, a stinging analysis of
India’s child labor practices, influenced edu-

cation and labor policies in that country.

Professor Weiner, who was a consultant
to the National Security Council, the World
Bank, the U.S. Department of State, and the
Agency for International Development, was
Head of the Political Science Department
from 1974-77 and Director of CIS from
1987-92 (as well as acting director of the
Center in 1995-96). He was also a co-direc-
tor of CIS’s Seminar XXI Program.

Joshua Cohen, Head of the Department
said, “Myron Weiner was a distinguished
scholar and a special person. He inspired his
students and colleagues to be imaginative
and humane social scientists who subject
their analyses to the discipline of reason and
evidence.”



FALL 2002

Elizabeth A.Wood

mcis 28

on a book that will evaluate the military’s chang-

ing needs for personnel and the potential

reforms that can be made in military pay and
personnel policy to best meet these
needs. The book is due out next year.

Elizabeth A. Wood, Associate
Professor of Russian and Soviet History,
became the director of the Women’s
Studies Program at MIT in January
2002. She has been the holder of the
National ~ Research ~ Competition
Fellowship from the National Council
for Eurasian and East European
Research (2000-2002), with which she
has been completing her book manu-
script, “Performing Justice: Agitation
Trials in Revolutionary Russia.” In January,
Wood gave the Paul Beik Lecture in History at
Swarthmore College on “The Trial of Lenin:
Legitimating the Revolution through Political
Theater, 1920-1923.”

Tim Wolters, Ph.D. Candidate, was awarded a
prize in a student paper competition sponsored
by the League of World War I Aviation Historians
for his paper “The Sopwith Fighters, 1914-1918:
The Process of Integrative Synthesis in

the Development of a Complex Technology.”

David Wright, Senior Research Associate at
SSP, spent a week in Beijing this summer giving
a series of lectures on arms control and technol-
ogy at a Summer School on Arms Control at
Tsinghua University. The week was organized by
physics Professor Li Bin, who was an SSP fellow

from 1994-5.
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New Books by
CIS Authors

Building the Fourth Estate:
Democratization and the Rise of a Free
Press in Mexico

Chappell Lawson, associate profes-
sor of political science, has written
this examination of the role of print
and broadcast media in Mexico’s
democratization over the last twen-
ty-five years. Lawson finds a rela-
tionship between changes in the
press and changes in the political
system of Mexico, showing that
media opening had important polit-
ical consequences.

University of California Press, 2002

Inventing America: A History of the United

States, Volumes 1 and 2

Pauline Maier, William R. Kenan, Jr. Professor

of History, and Merritt Roe Smith, professor of
the history of technology and director

oy By o b
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" of the Science Technology & Society
program, along with Alexander
Keyssar and Daniel Kevles, have com-

pleted this two-volume history of the
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United States focusing on the theme
of innovation. The volumes seek to
reconfigure American history by inte-
grating technology and science into
the usual mainstream discussions of
politics and society. Both volumes are
accompanied by CD-ROMs that
include source materials, video clips, and inno-
vative graphs.

WW, Norton, 2002

Global Inc.
History Professor Bruce Mazlish, has concep-
tualized and written the preface to this histori-

cal atlas of multinational corporations written
by Medard Gabel and Henry Bruner. The book
gives visual representation to the new
Leviathans of our time — the multinational
corporations — in a form equivalent to some
of the atlases devoted to historical empires and
nation-states. The intention is to portray both
the static and dynamic aspects of these power-
ful institutions.

New Press, forthcoming (2002)

Fiscal Decentralization and the Challenge
of Hard Budget Constraints

This volume, edited by Jonathan Rodden, profes-
sor of political science, along with Gunnar
Eskeland, and Jennie Litvack of the World Bank,
develops an analytical framework for considering
the issues related to soft budget constraints,
including the institutions, history, and policies
that drive expectations for bailouts among subna-
tional governments. It examines fiscal, financial,
political, and land market mechanisms for
subnational discipline in each of 11 case study
countries.

MIT Press, forthcoming (2002)
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Other Publications

Thomas ). Christensen, Professor of
Political Science

“Bejing’s Views of Taiwan and the United States
in 2002: The Renaissance of Pessimism,” China
Leadership Monitor, vol. 1, no. 3 (Spring 2002).

“Terrorism, Taiwan Elections, and Tattered
Treaties: PRC  Security Politics From
September 11 Through Year’s End,” China
Leadership Monitor (Winter 2002).

“Tracking China’s Security Relations: Causes
for Optimism and Pessimism,” China Leadership
Monitor (Winter 2002).

Peter C. Evans, Ph.D. Candidate in
Political Science

Liberalizing Global Trade in Energy Services
(Washington, D.C.: The AEI Press, 2002).

Geoffrey Forden, Senior Research
Fellow

“The Deadly Consequences of Successful
Boost-Phase Missile Defense,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists (September/October 2002).

Andrea Gabbitas, Ph.D. Candidate in
Political Science

“Prospects for U.S.-Russian Nonproliferation
Cooperation Under Bush and Putin,” BCSIA
Discussion Paper, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, October

2002.

Kelly M. Greenhill, Ph.D. Candidate in
Political Science

“Engineered Migration and the Use of Refugees
as Political Weapons: A Case Study of the 1994
Cuban Balseros Crisis,” International Migration,

vol. 40, no. 4, 2002.

Ali E. Lejlic, Ph.D. Candidate in Political
Science

“A Theory on the Historical Development of
Bosniak National Identity,” in Sacir Filandra,
ed., “Godisjak BZK Preporod,” [Yearly Journal

of Preporod], (Sarajevo, 2001).

Allison Macfarlane, Senior Research
Associate

“Yucca Mountain,” (with Rodney Ewing),
Science, Spring 2002, 296, 659-660.

Bruce Mazlish, Professor of History
“Die neue Globalgeschichte,” Zeitschrift fur
Weltgeschichte, 3, 1 (2002): 9-22.

“Globalization: The Most Recent Form of
Modernity,” in Multiple Modernities, ed. D.
Sachsenmaier (Brill, August 2002).

Barry R. Posen, Professor of Political
Science

“The Best Defense,” The National Interest, no. 67
(Spring 2002).

Jeremy Pressman, Ph.D. Candidate in
Political Science

“September Statements, October Missiles,
November Elections: Domestic Politics,
Foreign-Policy Making and the Cuban Missile
Crisis,” Security Studies 10:3 (Spring 2001): 80-
114.

Program on Human Rights and Justice,
Reparations: Taking Stock of the Debate, booklet
published from spring conference.
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Balakrishnan Rajagopal, Assistant
Professor in Urban Studies and
Planning

“International law and Resistance: Theoretical

challenges from the perspective of Social
Movements,” Third World and International Law

(Kluwer, forthcoming, 2002).

Bishwapriya Sanyal, Professor of Urban
Studies and Planning

“Globalization, Ethical Compromise and
Planning Theory,” Planning Theory, vol. 1, no. 2
(2002): 117-124.

Eugene Skolnikoff, Professor Emeritus
of Political Science

“Protecting  University ~Research ~ Amid
National-Security Fears,” The Chronicle Record,
The Chronicle of Higher Education, May 10, 2002,
B10-B12.

“Research Universities and National Security;
Can Traditional Values Survive?” in Science and
Technology in A Vulnerable World, AAAS,
Washington, D.C., 2002, pp 65-73.

Edward S. Steinfeld, Associate
Professor of Political Science
“Moving Beyond Transition in China: Financial

Reform and the Political Economy of Declining

Growth,” Comparative Politics (July 2002).
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