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FOREWORD

The American public and its leaders are paying
Increasing attention to the issue of homeland defense. With
the exception of attacks by ballistic missiles, the continental
United States was long held to be virtually immune from
attack. For Americans, wars were something that took
place in other countries. Inthe future, that may not hold.

But while strategic thinkers agree that homeland
defense needs greater attention, there is less consensus on
the precise nature of the threat. In this monograph, Dr. lan
Roxborough takes issue with the commonly held
assumption that the main threat to the American homeland
will come from terrorism inspired by U.S. leadership of
globalization. Roxborough contends that the architects of
the American strategy for homeland defense need a broader
perspective that includes a wide range of existing or
potential threats.

The Strategic Studies Institute is pleased to publish this
monograph as a contribution to the ongoing evolution of
American thinking about homeland defense.

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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SUMMARY

The U.S. Commission on National Security/21st
Century, popularly known as the Hart-Rudman
Commission after its chairs, has recently produced a series
of reports. The commission believes that recent changes in
the security environment mean the rise of new threats, in
particular the likelihood of an attack on American soil
resulting in thousands of casualties. As a consequence, the
commission calls for major changes in the organization of
national security institutions in order to respond
adequately to these new challenges.

This monograph discusses the assumptions underlying
the diagnosis and threat assessment made by the
commission. It argues that several assumptions made by
the commission are of debatable merit and rest on a very
selective reading of social science. The commission relies
heavily on the notion that globalization has both integrative
and disintegrative tendencies. While for much of the world
globalization increases integration, there will be an intense
rejection of western culture and a backlash to globalization
in parts of the Third World. The key assumptions
underlying this picture are that people in traditional
societies are disoriented by rapid social change and seek to
turn the clock back.

In fact, this notion that globalization is likely to produce
a backlash from Third World, and particularly Islamic
societies, has very little to support it. The monograph
argues that the work of the commission is based on poor
social science and that there is the risk that this has
produced an inaccurate diagnosis of the causes of conflict in
the 21st century. The commission believes that
fundamentally we are moving into an era of global cultural
conflict. This is speculative, and there is little in the way of
hard evidence to support such an assertion. We might
equally be moving into a historical period in which global
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resource conflicts and changing regional power balances
will lead aspiring regional hegemons to embark on policies
that lead to war.

The monograph discusses four assumptions underlying
the work of the commission. They are: (1) globalization will
be a mixed blessing, producing both more integration and
also strident rejection; (2) social change is disruptive and
produces conflict because people lose their moral bearings
(what some authors call “anomie”); (3) what underlies
conflict is ultimately a clash of fundamental values; and (4)
the world is entering a radically new age. Each of these
assumptions is, in the view of the author of this monograph,
wrong.

The commission’s focus on a threat of mass casualty
attack on the American homeland perpetrated by Third
World states runs the risk of an unbalanced threat
assessment. The threat of mass casualty by foreign states
cannot be discounted, but it is not clear how the commission
arrives at the conclusion that this is likely to be America’s
biggest security challenge in the coming decades. This
monograph argues, first, that there is also a substantial risk
of mass casualty attack perpetrated by U.S. citizens.
Focusing on primarily on a threat from foreign states may
lead to defensive measures which may do little to reduce the
domestic threat. Second, the focus on dealing with the
threat of mass casualty attack on the United States needs to
be balanced with a range of other security concerns,
including the possible rise of would-be regional hegemons.

The monograph also discusses the analysis made by the
Hart-Rudman Commission concerning likely future trends
In American society and the implications these will have for
American military power. The commission argues that
globalization and declining social cohesion in American
society will together lead to an erosion of the ties between
citizens and the state. The commission believes that this
will result in a rather brittle public support for American
military operations. The monograph argues that this
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analysis of social trends in American society is one-sided.
While there are many matters that should concern us about
likely future trends in American society, the redefinition of
social ties should not be one. America is experiencing rapid
change in patterns of family, work and leisure, and these
will not uniformly result in less social integration. At any
event, it is unclear that changing conceptions of citizenship
will impinge on America’s ability to conduct military
operations in the ways which the commission thinks are
likely.

For these reasons, while many of the policy
recommendations of the Hart-Rudman Commission are
eminently sound, there is some risk they will not provide a
balanced and adequate strategic response to the changed
security environment.

The monograph then discusses the implications for the
Army and for the Department of Defense of the threat of a
mass casualty attack on the American homeland. It argues
that the Army should be cautious in the manner in which it
accepts the homeland defense mission. First, with the
addition of a new mission, there is likely to be a
strategy-resources mismatch unless considerable
additional resources are forthcoming (which is unlikely.)
Second, the monograph argues that it is by no means clear
that Army resources (and in particular, the National
Guard) are the most cost-effective way to deal with the
conseguences of a mass casualty attack on the American
homeland. While there is agreat deal that the Army can and
should do, the brunt of consequence management s likely to
be borne by civilian emergency response agencies. While
these agencies have the potential to deal effectively with the
consequences of such an attack, they are at present
seriously unprepared for the consequence management
task, and should receive additional resources as a high
priority.

The major recommendations of the commission concern
reorganization of the institutions of national security. While
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many of these recommendations, such as the call for a
National Homeland Security Agency, should be adopted,
the commission is prone to rely heavily on moral
exhortation rather than, for example, economic incentives,
as a way of changing what it sees as inefficiencies and
defects in American government. This monograph argues
that moral exhortation is unlikely to be effective except as
part of a large package of policies.

The Hart-Rudman Commission calls for the United
States to develop a “culture of coordinated strategic
planning.” This is an important recommendation which
plays to one of the Army’s strengths. It is in the Army’s
interest to do what it can to encourage the development of
strategic culture, and in particular of a balanced set of
capabilities to deal with a wide range of diverse threats.
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THE HART-RUDMAN COMMISSION
AND HOMELAND DEFENSE

Introduction.

The U.S. Commission on National Security/21st
Century, frequently known as the Hart-Rudman
Commission after its chairmen, issued its third and final
report in January 2001. The bottom-line conclusion is that
the primary national security challenge that the United
States will face in the next 20 or 30 years will be an attack by
an adversary on the American homeland which could
produce thousands of casualties. To deal with this threat,
the commission calls for a major reorganization of the U.S.
national security apparatus. The changed security
environment and the changed threat to American society
suggest a fundamental rethinking of the organizations
designed to achieve national security: there is no reason to
assume that an organizational structure established in the
early days of the Cold War and designed to counter the
Soviet threat will prove adequate to deal with the new
threat that the commission forecasts.

The basic proposition of the commission is that the forces
of globalization and the internet will have mixed results.
They will produce greater global integration in some areas,
and a rejection of modernity in others. As a result, the
commission concludes that “like it or not, we are entering an
era of global culture conflict.”* The commission believes, in a
formulation that is clearly indebted to the work of Alvin and
Heidi Toffler, that “[w]e are witnessing a transformation of
human society on the magnitude of that between the
agricultural and industrial epochs—and in a far more
compressed period of time.”?

This analysis of the sources of conflict in the 21st century
Is certainly open to debate. In my view it is wrong. If so, the



policy implications suggested by the commission need to be
considered carefully before being implemented.

I argue that the underlying assumptions of the
commission led it to a mistaken analysis of trends, both
globally and in the United States. This, in turn, produces a
threat assessment which is heavily skewed to one particular
kind of threat, and which does not properly balance a range
of threats. Further, as a result of the underlying
assumptions about the nature of trends in the United
States, while the commission identifies some important
areas for policy change, it misdiagnoses other issues.

Central Arguments and Underlying Assumptions.

The argument that the United States now faces a
radically new security environment in which the threat of
mass casualty attack on the American homeland is a serious
possibility is not entirely original. In recent years several
official panels and commissions, and many independent
commentators, have turned their attention to the prospects
of mass casualty attacks within the United States and
appropriate responses. What distinguishes the work of the
Hart-Rudman Commission is the intellectual effort
invested in a careful analysis of the future security
environment, embedded in a serious effort at analyzing
future trends more generally. Together with three reports,
the commission produced a 150-page supporting document,
New World Coming: American Security in the 21st Century,
which contains a detailed and careful analysis of global
dynamics, regional trends, trends in technology, and trends
In American society and culture. A large study group and
support staff facilitated the work of the commissioners. As
such, the work of the commission merits extended comment.
Itis the only official report to provide a sustained analysis of
likely future trends, both in the United States and globally,
which may bear on an assessment of the probability of a
mass casualty attack on the U.S. homeland. The intellectual



courage of the authors of this valuable report is to be
applauded.

An assessment of New World Coming is by no means a
simple task. The report surveys a very wide range of
scenarios and is reluctant to discount all but a few of them.
As must necessarily be the case in any exercise in
futurology, there is a certain quality of “maybe this, maybe
that” about the report. The future, as the report suggests, is
likely to be a mosaic of quite varied outcomes. It would
therefore be easy to unintentionally emphasize some parts
of the report and neglect other, qualifying statements.
Nevertheless, basic themes in the report can be high-
lighted.

The commission subscribes to four underlying
assumptions: (1) globalization will be a mixed blessing,
producing both more integration and also strident rejection;
(2) social change is disruptive and produces conflict because
people lose their moral bearings (what some authors call
“anomie”); (3) what underlies conflict is ultimately a clash of
fundamental values; and (4) the world is entering a
radically new age. These assumptions have become common
currency among social commentators in recent years. Since
they underpin much of the commission’s analysis, they
should not pass unacknowledged. Each of these
assumptions is, in my view, wrong.

The proposition that globalization will produce a
backlash that will be the fundamental security challenge to
the United States has little empirical evidence to support it.
Although popular writers like Robert Kaplan and Benjamin
Barber have argued that globalization will generate a
rejectionist backlash, the most authoritative recent social
science texts® give little weight to this, emphasizing instead
the gradual development of global norms of appropriate
conduct and the increasing extent to which politics is
defined by notions of human rights, common humanity, and
concern for the environment. Certainly there are people
who oppose globalization; but it is by no means clear that



these people will pose the biggest security challenge to the
United States in the coming decades. Certainly there will be
conflicts; but many, and perhaps most of them, will be a
response to factors other than globalization. There is a real
danger of making globalization into a sort of bogeyman that
is held accountable for all the troubles of the world. Itis a
diagnosis which is far too sweeping to usefully inform
strategic choice.

An underlying argument of the commission is that social
change produces dislocation and tumult.* It produces a turn
to pre-modern forms of social and political action. This is,
according to the commission, already noticeable in the
Muslim world. Like several other commentators,® the
Hart-Rudman Commission believes that the real threat to
the United States comes from a rejectionist backlash to
globalization which will take the form of Jihad.

Pressures towards secularization inherent in the Western
technology that will flood much of the world over the next 25
years will not necessarily overcome traditional ways, but might
instead reinvigorate them. . . Geopolitics could become, in
essence, a form of culture politics.®

In this way, the authors of New World Coming manage to
integrate a globalization backlash theory with a theory of
cultural clash, not dissimilar to that suggested by Samuel
Huntington.’

This puts the United States in the position of a status
guo power. As the Hart-Rudman Commission suggests, the
notion of the simultaneously integrative and disruptive
forces of globalization implies that

the essence of American strategy must compose a balance
between two key aims. The first is to reap the benefits of a more
integrated world in order to expand freedom, security, and
prosperity for Americans and others. But, second, American
strategy must also strive to dampen the forces of global
instability so that those benefits can endure.®



Of course, identifying which global changes are likely to
promote freedom, security and prosperity, and which do not
IS no easy task. There exists the danger that all change will
be seen as “instability,” leading U.S. policymakers into an
unthinking conservatism that is both unsustainable and
counterproductive. The achievement of more freedom,
security, and prosperity will almost certainly produce
greater global instability in at least some important spheres
of economic, political, or social life. One can therefore
reasonably ask of the Hart-Rudman Commission how
policymakers are to distinguish change—which is
necessary and inevitable—from instability. There is a real
danger that the United States will make “instability” into a
threat instead of developing a strategy that will enable it to
adapt to the forces of global change over which it cannot
expect to have total control.

Returning to the commission’s main theme of increasing
risk of attack from foreign actors, it must be said that the
empirical and logical basis for globalization backlash and
culture clash theories is by no means self-evident or
convincing, despite the popularity of these theories within
Washington policy circles. Brookings analyst Yahya
Sadowski argues that there is little or no empirical evidence
to support theories which postulate a anti-modernist
reaction to Westernization and globalization. He says:

The great majority of the conflicts in the world today are not
“clashes of civilizations” but fratricides that pit old neighbors,
often from similar or identical cultures, against each other . . .
Societies in the throes of globalization are not any more likely
to suffer anomic social violence, culture clashes, or ethnic
conflict than countries that are not.’

Not only are theories of globalization based on notions of
anomic backlash fundamentally flawed, similar theories
have been shown in instance after instance to be an
inaccurate and misleading explanation of popular political
radicalism. From early militancy by workers during the
industrial revolution, to Third World urban protest, to the



rise of extremist movements like Naziism, anomie-based
explanations have been consistently falsified by empirical
research.’® And although U.S. policymakers may find
anomie-based theories emotionally and cognitively
comfortable, they are in fact a poor guide for the
understanding of social dynamics, and a dangerous basis for
policymaking. They lead both to overgeneralization and
misidentification of the sources of conflict in the modern
world.

With regard to the third underlying assumption of the
commission, there is no consensus among social scientists
that conflict in the 21st century will be based on a clash of
essentially different values and cultures. Although Samuel
Huntington has made a strong case for a clash of cultures as
the fundamental driving force behind conflict in the 21st
century, his proposition has been subjected to sustained
criticism by other social scientists.** The notion that the
important fault-lines in the world lie between civilizations,
and that therefore future conflicts will be about
fundamental values ignores a mass of research on the role of
strategic, organizational, political, and economic factors in
war causation.'? It is a one-sided focus on a single factor
which creates a gripping story, but is likely to be misleading
as a guide to policy.

It should be noted that there are other ways to view the
world of the early 21st century than the globalization theory
espoused by the commission. The commission does not
subscribe, for instance, to a realist view of international
relations in which the most serious threats to U.S. national
security would come from expanding regional hegemons.
The commissioners note that these threats exist, but argue
that the United States is unlikely to be challenged by a peer
competitor and that threats from would-be regional
hegemons, while they should be guarded against, do not
constitute the most serious threat to the security of the
United States.’ It is not unreasonable to disagree with the
commission’s assessment here.



Finally, the broad conceptual scheme of a transition
from agricultural to industrial to information-based society
(the Toffler view) is but one among many diagnoses of our
times. Certainly a lot of change is going on: whether this
amounts to an epochal shift, and whether the Tofflers have
correctly identified the nature of that shift, remain open
guestions. The periodization proposed by the Tofflers is too
sweeping to provide a useful guide to predicting the
future.’® The notion that we are entering a new age tends to
downplay the continuing importance of economic and
geopolitical factors in producing conflict, and also to
downplay the relevance of realist theories of international
relations. True, we live in a time of rapid change: this does
not mean that everything will change. There will remain a
great deal of continuity in the global system, and threats
from would-be regional hegemons ought not be discounted.

In summary, the underlying assumptions of the
commission’s diagnosis of the current threat environment
are based on a highly selective reading of social science. |
believe it is bad social science. This matters. As Bernard
Brodie once said, “. . . good strategy presumes good
anthropology and sociology. Some of the greatest military
blunders of all time have resulted from juvenile evaluations
in this department.”*®

Threat Assessment.

The commission’s choice of underlying assumptions has
produced a threat analysis that is clearly skewed in a
particular direction: the United States will probably face a
threat of a mass casualty attack on the American homeland
instigated by an adversary state. I will argue below that
there is no reason to believe that this will be America’s
major security challenge. Mass casualty attacks may be
perpetrated by individuals and autonomous groups, and
these people are as likely to be American citizens as
foreigners. Moreover, it is by no means clear that the main



security challenge will come from this direction, rather than
from instability caused by emerging regional hegemons.

Although the Hart-Rudman Commission believes that
the principal threat will come from terrorists, they believe
that these will not be acting on their own but will be
sponsored by adversary states. They say,

Terrorism will appeal to many weak states as an attractive
asymmetric option to blunt the influence of major powers.
Hence, state-sponsored terrorists are at least as likely, if not
more so, than attacks by independent, unaffiliated terrorist
groups.™®

These states are likely to be Islamic, and they will avoid
challenging the United States on its own terms. Instead,
they will threaten the United States with long-range
missiles or with attacks carried out by groups and
individuals who have entered the United States. They do
note that “there will be a greater incidence of ad hoc cells
and individuals, often moved by religious zeal, seemingly
irrational cultish beliefs, or seething resentment.”*’
Nevertheless, the principal threat will be from states rather
than individuals and autonomous groups.

There are two surprising things about this contention.
First, while it is possible that the challenges to the United
States will come mainly from adversary states, it is also
possible that the challenge will come primarily from
autonomous individuals and groups. The word “hence” in
the sentence “Hence, state-sponsored terrorists are at least
as likely .. .” does not convey a reasoned argument. The fact
that some states are likely to look for asymmetric responses
to the United States does not imply that state-sponsored
threats of mass casualty attack are more likely than threats
from individuals and groups. It is a simple logical
nonsequitur to argue that because terrorism will be
attractive to weak states, these states will be the principal
instigators of mass casualty attacks.



Second, to the extent that there is a threat of mass
casualty attack on the United States, there are reasons to
argue that the perpetrators are likely to be U.S. citizens
committed to extreme right-wing world views. It is striking
that New World Coming has little to say on this issue,
particularly since the biggest mass casualty attack on the
U.S. homeland in recent years was the Oklahoma City
bombing. Despite initial assumptions that the attack must
have been the work of Islamic fundamentalists, it turned
out that the perpetrators were U.S. citizens. The
commission’s argument that the threat of mass casualty
attack arises from growing resentment against Western
culture leads to the conclusion that the perpetrators of mass
casualty attacks are likely to be non-Westerners. It is here
that their underlying assumptions lead them astray. There
are other possible sources of rage against the U.S.
Government, and many of these are contained within
American society and culture. Those Americans who believe
that the U.S. Government has been taken over by a Zionist
conspiracy, that black helicopters from the United Nations
are threatening American liberties, or that the supremacy
of white Christians is under threat from “mud people,” are
as much a part of “Western culture” as the rest of us.

Specialists in terrorism note that in recent years right
wing extremism has replaced leftist terrorism as the chief
concern. They also note that, for a variety of reasons, right
wing attacks are likely to produce more casualties than was
the case with the left wing terrorists of the 1960s and
1970s.!® Defense analysts have only recently appreciated
this threat.'® New World Coming ignores it almost entirely.
It does so at our peril.

It may be that the commissioners’ focus on underlying
values as the cause of conflict leads them to conceptualize
the issues concerning American society more in terms of
social cohesion than in terms of a threat from the extreme
right.



Globalization, Social Cohesion and Moral Values in
America.

Although the principal threat to the U.S. homeland is
seen by the Hart-Rudman Commission as largely external,
this does not mean that the authors of the report are
sanguine about developments within the United States.
Quite the contrary, the authors of New World Coming
devote a long and carefully researched section of the report
to a prognostication about likely future trends in American
society and culture. They worry that a number of trends will
lead to reduced social cohesion in American society.
Reduced social cohesion matters because it can lead to a
weakening of links between the individual citizen and the
state. In turn, this might mean a rather brittle public
support for U.S. military operations. The implications for
the Army are potentially profound. In the first place, the
weakening of emotional ties to the state will make
recruiting increasingly more difficult. Second, public
support for U.S. military operations will not rest on the
broad patriotic consensus that characterized much of the
postwar period. America’s ability to project military power
might be eroded from within.

The authors believe that globalization will mean that
people’s

sense of emotional attachment to the state will wane. .. The
implication for civil-military relations, broadly construed, can
hardly be overstated: unless they feel themselves directly at
risk, citizens will not endanger their lives for a state with which
they feel little or no emotional bond.”

The ties that bind individual or group loyalty to a state can
change and even unravel, and the next 25 years portend a good
deal of unraveling.”

New World Coming is correct in noting that there has
been a trend since the mid-1970s towards a decline in
several measures of civic engagement, voter turnout being
not the least of these. The authors of the report argue that
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this is part of a much larger process of social change in
America. Increasing income inequality, the growth of
single-parent families, and increasingly bitter “culture
wars” are also important trends. They worry about the state
of race and ethnic relations in contemporary America.
These trends, if they continue, may well result in a situation
which, in the commission’s view, might lead to increasing
social polarization and a loss of social cohesion.

The report addresses the issue of ethnic and religious
diversity. The commissioners say,

some observers are quite worried, based on the view that
American society has become dangerously fragmented, along
ethnic, racial, and sectarian lines . . . the unrestrained
assertion of differences could push a benign impulse toward
pluralism into fragmentation, undermining the sense of a
shared national purpose.”

There may well be trends towards greater social
fragmentation in contemporary American society, but
possibly not for the reasons suggested by this report. The
commission is right to be concerned about the coherence of
American society, but not only for the reason of support for
government policy. Although the commission does not focus
on this, the increasing alienation of a significant section of
American society from their government creates a mass
social base from which future perpetrators of mass casualty
attacks may emerge. Nor is the commission’s diagnosis of
the causes of social malaise to be taken as the last word in
social scientific diagnosis: while there are many features of
American society to worry about, it is far from clear that the
trends towards greater pluralism in race and ethnic
relations and the changes in the nature of families are what
we should be concerned about.

To take one example, they note that children from
single-parent households do less well than children from
traditional families.?® They go on to conclude that “the sharp
spike in the numbers of single-parented children over the
past 30 years suggests that as these children become adults
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between now and 2025, the level of social dysfunction may
rise proportionately.” This may happen. On the other
hand, as family structure changes, the link between single
parenting and bad outcomes for children is likely to be
attenuated. There is little discussion in New World Coming
of the benefits of new forms of family life, nor is there much
recognition that this is probably a trend which is unlikely to
be reversed in the near future. Moreover, there are so many
factors which produce decline in the forms of civic
participation which are of concern to the commission that it
Is probably unreasonable to attribute too much causal
weight to the increase in single-parent families.®

Another example is the report’s concern that “we may be
headed for a considerably more stressful cognitive
environment,”?® which will make it harder for individuals
and families to cope with modern life. Following Thomas
Friedman, the authors suggest that the most important
thing for parents will not be a need to get up to speed on
high-tech skills but rather to follow “old fashioned
fundamentals such as good parenting, a functional family
life, and high quality basic education.”?’

In raising these qualifications about the conclusions of
New World Coming, | do not mean to suggest that there will
not be increases in crime, mental illness, and violence, and
decreases in the amount and quality of sociability.
Sometimes bad outcomes happen. There is no reason to
assume that things will always improve. However,
prognostications in this area are notoriously difficult. The
world is a complicated place, and simple explanations are
not always the best explanations. The Hart-Rudman
Commission has had the intellectual courage to venture its
assessment, but readers of the report need to bear in mind
that both the reasoning and the empirical basis for the
commission’s conclusions are open to serious challenge.

Finally, the connections between social and cultural
change in America and citizen support for U.S. military
operations is by no means as direct as the report suggests.
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Indeed, the whole argument rests on so many uncertain
assumptions and imputed causal connections that it is
probably unrealistic to make serious predictions in this
area.

The authors are probably correct that there will be major
shifts in the nature of the relationship between citizen and
state.?® But it is unclear how this will impact military
operations. In what future scenario will large numbers of
citizens be asked to “endanger their lives” for the state?
Surely we do not anticipate fighting the kind of mass
mobilization war that characterized much of the 20th
century. If the commissioners are right that the
fundamental security challenge of the 21st century will be
responding to rejectionist attacks on the American
homeland, these will not be countered by drafting large
numbers of young men into the armed services. And in any
case, if there is a real threat of mass casualty attack on the
American homeland, surely many citizens will, indeed, “feel
themselves directly at risk” and will support what they see
as appropriate U.S. countermeasures. It is hard not to
believe that the authors of New World Coming have not
lapsed into nostalgia for the “good war” and the
citizen-soldiers of the 20th century.

The argument put forward by the authors of New World
Coming that the ties that bind citizens to the national state
will weaken is probably true. Globalization is indeed likely
to produce a redefinition of citizenship. People are
increasingly likely to see themselves as participants in a
global society, and this will undoubtedly mean a
redefinition of their attitude to the national state. But
rather than see this simply as a matter of concern, as a
diminution of the state’s ability to assume unquestioning
compliance on the part of its citizens, it would be more
realistic to attempt to discern the ways in which
redefinitions of citizenship might transform the nature of
social cohesion.

13



For centuries conservatives have lamented the
supposedly deleterious effects of social change on social
cohesion and moral values. Liberals have optimistically
maintained that progress is occurring (or would occur if the
only the right policies were adopted), and that changes in
morals produce greater individual freedom. The truth must
embrace elements of both positions. Change is inevitable;
some of it has good outcomes, some of it has bad outcomes.
Things are, of course, complicated. New World Coming
takes a generally conservative view of change, regarding it
primarily as a source of conflict and of moral decay, rather
than seeing it as having potential for increased individual
autonomy and freedom. It is, as the commission suggests,
likely that citizens will no longer routinely support their
government. It is not obvious, as the commission implies,
that this is necessarily a bad thing. A weakening of the
nexus between citizen and state will require all sorts of
changes in the ways in which politics is conducted. Rather
than seek to turn back the clock, the commissioners would
have done better to