	The world of twenty years from now could very easily be quite different from that of today.  We are currently in a "unipolar moment," where the United States is the world's lone superpower.  But in 1980, Ronald Reagan had not yet been elected President.  Détente was in trouble after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, but the Cold War had not developed into the frigid state that came about in the first Reagan Administration.  Hostages were being held in Iran, a blemish on American credibility and pride.  Most importantly, twenty years ago, the world was unquestionably bipolar.  On one side was the United States and its allies; on the other, the Soviet Union and its allies.  The world was in the balance.  In 1980, the major threat to international security still lay in nuclear weapons.  Even with eight years of mutually assured destruction, the fate of the world was still in the nuclear balance.  Other threats to international security came from the proliferation of Islamic fundamentalism and tensions in the Third World between the two superpower blocs -- Nicaragua, Angola, Ethiopia.  Twenty years later, the world is radically different.  Will the world be radically different in twenty years, in 2020?  It is difficult to say, but the clear and present threats to international security will shift.  While today, the three greatest threats to international security are the conflict between India and Pakistan, the proliferation of conventional arms, and the threat of terrorism using biological and chemical weapons, in twenty years the great threats to international security will be the rise of China, the threat of state implosion, and the use of nuclear weapons in a small-scale manner, either in a terrorist action, a war, or even an accidental release.  Short and long term policy maneuvering can affect both the threats faced today, and perhaps impact the threats of tomorrow.


	The Indo-Pakistani conflict is the greatest threat to international security today because it involves two states who wish to do damage to each other, and who have the capabilities to do it.  The development of the Pakistani nuclear program has made this crisis even more dangerous because it is unlikely that the Musharaf government has a survivable nuclear deterrent, raising the stakes for preemption.  Also, the economic state in Pakistan is woeful, and a foreign war could alleviate domestic pressures on the junta in power.  If the Musharaf government were to fall, this crisis could alleviate.  Or it could worsen, depending on what the replacement was.  It is more likely that Pakistani provocation would start a conflict than Indian provocation, but India has shown a willingness in the last fifty years to strike back when stricken.  A conflict in South Asia could pull in the People's Republic of China, the Muslim former republics of the Soviet Union, Iran, and many other regional actors.  Islamabad is the only place in the world where a government sees immediate benefits from an attack, and has the capabilities to make it happen.  This is not the case on the Taiwan Straits -- China has missiles, but no substantial amphibious capability.  With India and Pakistan, the border is overland.  And both sides have shown facility in going to war (Economist 27)  It is the single most likely flashpoint in the world to go nuclear.  As such it is a grave threat to US national security.


	The best policy recommendation for dealing with the Indo-Pakistani conflict is engagement.  Isolating the Pakistani government is no way to convince them to seek peaceful forms of negotiation.  While the Musharaf government is not ideal, it is in some respects more stable than the Sharif government before it.  The US government should attempt to bring India and Pakistan to the table and negotiate.  There is no other solution.  Classic balance-of-power politics does not work because the weaker side, Pakistan, has also proven itself uncooperative; and if the United States were to align with India, Pakistan could feel backed into a corner.  And until any conflict happens, there is no justification for intervention.  Engaging India and Pakistan is the best way to defuse this crisis.


	The proliferation of conventional weapons is a "fuzzy" threat to international security.  Unlike the Indo-Pakistani conflict, it is less quantifiable, less clear-cut.  Yet it is a major threat.  The Third World battlefields of the Cold War are covered with American and especially Soviet armaments which are effective, inexpensive, and deadly.  The trade in light weapons, for example, has been the "growth industry" of the global arms complex since the end of the Cold War (Spear 386).  The proliferation of conventional weapons worldwide can be seen in as varied examples as violent crime problems in the United States and Russia and civil war in sub-Saharan Africa, the part of the world most touched by weapons proliferation.  The availability of weaponry to insurgent movements is a major instability factor in international security.  During the Cold War, the Soviets and Americans controlled the flows of weapons tightly to insurgent movements and governments.  UNITA in Angola may have gotten weapons, but insurgencies in Zaire did not.  This has all changed since the end of the Cold War.  Another reason why this is a threat to international security is the power of these weapons.  They are often portable, effective, and can be used against any military force -- even the United States.  A clear example of this is the Stinger missile system, introduced into the Afghan War.  Now, there is a cadre of Islamic fundamentalists, trained in the use of the Stinger, whose intentions are hostile toward the United States.  Stingers could be used in a myriad of terrorist attacks against military or civilian aircraft, or could be used by hostile forces against the vaunted might of American strategic air power.


	This problem was caused, in part, by short-sighted policy decisions in the United States.  The Soviet presence in Afghanistan was judged to be such a threat that advanced weapons systems were given to the mujahadin, without worries of what future consequences could come.  There are few policy recommendations that can solve the problem now, though.  The weapons are far too plentiful to be reclaimed.  The system of client states which allowed the superpowers to control weapons proliferation during the Cold War is gone, replaced by a global American hegemony antithetical to many of these insurgencies.  The United States can attempt to cut the flow of weapons from industrialized countries, but the demand is too high -- it would be bad for business; both in the United States and abroad, someone would appear to fill the demand, especially in the former Soviet Union.  Spear discusses in this in her article, talking about the "disintegration of supply-side control." (Spear 385)  The US can attempt to take long-range steps to prevent conventional weapons proliferation, but even arms embargoes have been shown ineffective, as was the case against Bosnia in the 1990s and nearly every other UN arms embargo of the 1990s. (Spear 390)  In short, there is no policy recommendation on the question of conventional weapons proliferation, because there is nothing that can be done from the American governmental perspective.  Suggestions such as tightening national controls over light weapons transfers (Spear 390-391) have major domestic political ramifications.


	The final pressing threat to international security is the threat of us, or actual use, of biological and chemical weapons of mass destruction by terrorist groups.  It is exceedingly difficult for terrorist actors to acquire nuclear weapons, as has been seen since the end of the Cold War.  However, terrorists have used CBW weapons before -- most notably, in the Aum Shirikiyo Tokyo subway attack in 1995.  CBW weapons can be manufactured or procured, can be quite effective as a weapon when utilized correctly, and have a fear factor attached to them that no other weapon has.  Unlike a nuclear device or a conventional bomb, a germ or a gas particle is invisible.  Threats of chemical and biological attack can lead to panic in the cities of the West.  As such, they make excellent terrorist weapons.  The Soviet chemical and biological warfare program, as well, contains tons of gas and germs which could be sold off to terrorists by scientists or soldiers.  While CBW terrorism has not been seen as a major trend, the reason why it is such a threat to international security is the potentiality of the threat.  A CBW terrorist attack could come any day.  If it was a "doomsday" group, they would have no fear of death, increasing the odds of success.  The weapons are available, and the groups know about them.


	There are "tactical" and "strategic" policy recommendations for dealing with CBW terrorism.  On the tactical side, vaccinations of military personnel need to increase.  Research and development on antidotes for chemical and biological agents needs to increase.  General funding for terrorist prevention needs to increase.  Part of the problem is that chemical agents are easily produced, and biological agents are easily available.  While it is difficult to stem the flow of binary agents used in creating chemical weapons, it takes a good deal of chemical agent to kill a large number of people.  With biological weapons, on the other hand, the question is quality, not quantity, since germs replicate themselves.  Some long-term steps which could be taken by the United States include stricter enforcement of the Biological Weapons Convention, and attempting to cut biological weapons stockpiles worldwide.  Private companies could be influenced, perhaps, to do checks on whom bacteriological and viral cultures are being sent.  Most importantly is to negotiate with the Russian government, in good faith, for a complete elimination of the Russian biological weapons program, to have all the cultures burned and stockpiles destroyed, thus removing the largest stockpile of biological weapons that could be available to a terrorist group.  In the end, though, CBW weapons can be procured, if a terrorist group is willing to go to certain lengths, much easier than procuring a nuclear device.  The United States needs to be prepared to deal with the consequences of such an attack.


	As mentioned earlier, in twenty years the world could be a very different place, or it could be very similar to the world we are in today.  There are developments today which, if they continue, could develop into "tomorrow's security threats."  Primary among these is China.  Today, China lacks many of the power projection and military capabilities to be considered a "superpower."  Its economy, while growing at an enormous rate, must support over 1 billion people.  The key is that the Chinese leadership knows this, and is working to overcome it.  No longer does the People's Liberation Army espouse the doctrine of "people's war."  Infusions of former Soviet military technology have been occurring since the end of the Cold War, and are mutually beneficial.  Even if the United States is safe behind its "two-ocean moat" and the industrialized nations of the EU are on the other side of the Eurasian land mass, China could still pose a threat.  The development of intercontinental nuclear missiles gives the Chinese, in some regards, power projection on the greatest level, yet in some ways not at all, given the nuclear taboo shared by most, if not all, nuclear powers.  Also, the People's Republic is surrounded by neighbors with whom it has had cool relations at times.  Vietnam was invaded in 1979.  India went to war with China in 1962, and had declared at the resumption of nuclear testing that China was the main threat.  Granted, India has sought to improve its relations with China, but it sees relations with the United States as more important (Economist 26).  Japan and China have a bloody history from the Second World War, and both are seeking to be the hegemon in Asia.  Even Korea could pose problems for Chinese hegemony.  China is seeking hegemony in Asia.  Is this a security threat?  If China were to go about this in a peaceful manner, using economics and diplomacy to achieve this end, it would be.  But the People's Republic has used military force to achieve its ends in the past - the Taiwan Straits crisis of the mid-1990s, for example.  Also, while the People's Republic is a dictatorship, the leadership will need to cling to power.  Given the historical legacy held by all the states surrounding China, memories fresh in many people's minds, and given the nature of the Chinese government, the moves by China to seek hegemony in Asia, which will increase in the next twenty years as capabilities increase, are a threat to international security.


	There are three different policy approaches to take when dealing with China in the long term, based on assumptions of Chinese mentality.  If the Chinese government, not the Chinese people, is the cause of friction between the United States and the People's Republic, then a risky, yet possible solution, would be to try and change the system of government.  This could be done in two ways, either through engagement, the idea that exposure to democracy would convince the people of China to push for political freedom; or through active means to destabilize and bring down the Politburo and the Chinese Communist Party. This is not only impractical, but to be realistic, the second option would never even be considered by most American policy makers unless we were in a Cold War with the Chinese.  The first option could be taken, but if the rationales came out, it would lead to frostier relations with the People's Republic.  The other two policy options for preventing China from becoming a threat to international security are based as well on assumptions, whether or not China is hostile to the United States.  If China is hostile to the United States, then the best option is containment, to support weaker actors against the People's Republic in Asia so as to prevent expansion and deter China.  Nations such as Japan, Vietnam, Korea, and even India could be utilized to this end.  This does not, however, improve relations with China, and would lock us in another Cold War.  If we believe that China's intentions are more benign, and that it wants to work with the United States for whatever reason (strategic, economic, etc.) engagement is the way to go.  Working with China rather than against China, if China is willing to work with us on acceptable terms, would be the ideal way to bring them into the international system as a major player without a threat to international security, and perhaps even delaying the Chinese intention to overtake the United States as a world power, or at least as the Asian hegemon.  The problem with this is that the United States does not want to be the second power in the world, but the Chinese wish to be more powerful.  The most important thing is to discern the intentions of the government of the People's Republic, and then applying one of the previous strategies.


	Another problem that could be extremely grave for international security in twenty years is state implosion.  This was seen after the Cold War in Somalia and Yugoslavia, but the stakes could be much, much higher.  The two most likely candidates for implosion, or at least the threat thereof, are Mexico and Russia.  In Mexico, the growth of the drug trade has been explosive, and scholars have written about Mexico's "Colombianization."  Given that Mexico has a much larger population than Colombia and shares a large border with the United States, such a trend could be ruinous to international security and stability.  A collapse in Russia, a "spin-out" of the old Russian empire into its constituent parts, could be even more disastrous.  While the collapse of the Soviet Union was well-managed, so to speak, a breakup of Russia would most likely lead to a civil war.  Also, nuclear weapons are much more widely dispersed across Russia than they were across the Soviet Union, and command and control is much worse than it was in 1991.  The "loose nuke" problem would be magnified a hundred-fold, even a thousand-fold.  Instability could also spread to "the near abroad," the former Soviet republics, increasing the threat to international security.  Another threat to international security comes from the threat of state implosion, and what that could do politically.  If Russia was on the brink of collapse, strong centralized leadership from the Communists or Russian nationalists could step in, establish dictatorial powers, and reestablish a more warlike state.  Having done this, an authoritarian regime would become much more likely to get involved in conflict than a democratic regime.


	Dealing with the threat of state implosion is a case by case issue.  In the case of Mexico, state implosion is tied to the drug trade.  A policy recommendation would be to invest in programs which cut demand in the United States for illegal narcotics, thereby removing the incentives for the drug trade in Mexico.  While this is extremely difficult, this is a problem that could occur twenty years down the road, so time exists in which to implement this.  On a more general note, for both Mexico and Russia, stable democratic regimes need to be reinforced by the United States.  The Soviet example is buttressed by a Mexican tradition of one-party rule under the PRI which has only recently opened up to other parties, and is still in the process of doing so.  Encouraging democracy in these states might not prevent conflict, but it would lessen the likelihood of Mexico and Russia either falling apart or developing into demagogic, authoritarian regimes, threats to international security.


	The third future threat to international security, tied to the previous two and even to the India/Pakistan example of a current threat, is the use of a nuclear weapon against a military force or a civilian population.  This could happen in many different ways.  Tied to the previous example is the collapse of central authority in Russia, which would wreak even more havoc on the command and control of the Strategic Rocket Forces.  Any form of command and control problem could lead to accidental release or the loss of a nuclear weapon, which could end up in the hands of a non-state actor willing to use it.  In its quest to gain world power status, China could also use nuclear weapons, most likely (and probably the only case) in regards to Taiwan.  The emotional and strategic desires to regain what is now the Republic of China are so strong that if war came, and if Taiwan used its stockpiles of chemical weapons against the People's Republic, nuclear weapons could be used.  There is even a fig leaf of protection for the Politburo -- they could argue that the weapon was used within the borders of China.  To use another example, an Indo-Pakistani conflict could go nuclear easily.  While some do not see the threat of this, it is a threat to international security in general by "letting the genie out of the bottle."  Use of nuclear weapons will have one of two reactions.  One, world opinion will be so horrified as to move toward nuclear disarmament.  Two, the world will see nuclear devastation, but not the end of the world, especially in a limited nuclear release.  Here is the threat to international security.  If nuclear weapons are not the great bogeyman, if they do not engender fear of annihilation by their very use, the incentive to use nuclear weapons increases, and this is a major threat to international security and peace.  While the United States remains such a strong superpower, this threat is less likely.  But as time continues, and the American unipolar moment begins to get stale, this becomes more and more of a problem.


	Some of the policy recommendations given earlier can be used to prevent nuclear release.  Cutting down on nuclear stockpiles can aid this, as well.  But it only takes one weapon to make this scenario a reality.  The United States can push for complete nuclear disarmament, but there are three problems.  One, the US has no concrete incentive to give up its arsenal.  Two, no other country has said incentive.  And three, the knowledge and ability to manufacture nuclear weapons is available, thereby making motivation  the key.  The US can make the use of nuclear weapons unattractive, yet what is more important is to use diplomacy and other means to defuse crises before the genie can be let out of the bottle, whether in Russia, China, India, Pakistan, or elsewhere.


	There are many threats to international security today, and there will be many in the future.  Why the six chosen above?  As a current threat, the India/Pakistan conflict stands out because it is the tensest interstate conflict, it is the only interstate conflict involving two nuclear weapons states, and the situation could bring in many other regional and world actors.  The proliferation of conventional weapons has proven a problem worldwide which is nearly impossible to deal with.  And while CBW terrorism may not be a day to day threat such as AIDS or land mines, it could happen at any time, and the results would be quick, fatal, and catastrophic.  The future is much harder to predict.  China is in ascension, unless an economic collapse or the collapse of the state prevents that.  Is it on a collision course with the United States?  That depends on assumptions and mindsets, but given the historical record, it is likely that the People's Republic will want to be a major world power on the level of the United States, if not above.  State collapse and the threat of it can be seen as serious as situations in Russia and Mexico worsen.  And nuclear release could happen any day, but as time goes on and memories of the Cold War, Hiroshima, and Nagasaki fade, the likelihood increases, and the consequences would be extremely detrimental to world security.  This is not to downplay the other threats to international security, either today or in the future.  But the six listed above are the most serious, the ones which can and do or could and would threaten the entire world, not just a particular region or country.  Most of these can be dealt with, fortunately.  The sad state of affairs in conventional arms proliferation, especially portable, small arms, is unlikely to be arrested.  But mediation can be sought in the India-Pakistan crisis, preventive steps can be taken against CBW terrorism, China can be engaged or contained, Russia and Mexico can be strengthened, and nuclear weapons can be reduced in number.  The decision rests with the US government, whether or not to act in a short-sighted manner, or to deal with the problems of today and what could be very serious problems of tomorrow.





