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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In March, April, and May 2008 the Long Term Strategroup convened three workshops on
behalf of the National Intelligence Council’'s LoRgnge Analysis Unit in support of the NIC’s

2025 global trends effort. This report summaritesfindings of three workshops on the security
environment in 2025 and develops themes raisdueavbrkshops but not fully elaborated due to
time constraints. It describes a baseline scerasidhich currently observable trends continue to
reduce the incidence and salience of interstatdavearwhile the diffusion of technology and

demographic trends increases the potential scopengensity of intrastate conflict and warfare

conducted by non-state actors. The impact of nu@ediferation on the environment of 2025 is

explicitly addressed. A key finding is that the guial increase in actors armed with nuclear
weapons could increase instability in the zone ftbe eastern Mediterranean to and including
Pakistan.

Building on the findings of the workshops, this agpoffers additional understandings of

currently observable trends. In particular it foesion ways in which those trends might have
unexpected consequences or be reversed — in ampatte illuminate surprises that could

materialize that are not covered in the scenatias émerged from the workshops. Finally, the
implications for US policy-makers are explored, aadtical questions and early-warning

indicators are specified.
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INTRODUCTION: THREE WORKSHOPS

From March through May 2008, on behalf of the Nadiolntelligence Council’'s Long-Range
Assessment Unit, the Long Term Strategy Group spredlsa series of three workshops aimed at
illuminating the character of the security envir@mnthat the United States may confront in
2025. Each workshop assembled a different grouproto twenty subject-matter experts. The
workshops were held in the greater Boston, MA, &ashington, D.C., metropolitan areas.
They moved in sequence from:

» first, generating alternative scenarios or “worldeat could exist as a result of the
interaction of currently observable trends and ipidé discontinuities that could arise in
the next seventeen years; to

e second, examining the dynamics of warfare and heharound conflict under these
scenarios; to

» third, focusing specifically on the impact of theolferation of weapons of mass
destruction and delivery capabilities on securitythie zone bounded by Egypt, Turkey,
and Israel in the west up to and including Pakistathe east and Saudi Arabia in the
south.

The initial workshop produced a baseline world arderal “excursions” from it. The baseline
world was thought to reflect relatively stable demaphic, economic, technological, and
military/geopolitical trends that are already olvadte today. The excursions grew out of
speculation about less predictable factors thatcshape the environment in 2025.

Today, it was posited, the incidence of intersted® among great powers seems to be declining,
as such conflicts have been occurring with lesgueacy since the end of the Second World War.
At the same time, currently observable demograjpltiicators suggest that in parts of the Islamic
Middle East and Central Asia (e.g., Iraq and Afgbiam) that are already home to unemployed
young men who may be recruited into violent, existrgroups, these population cohorts are
likely to grow over the next decade and a halivds also noted that the declining cost of human
mobility and relative openness of institutions ajher learning have resulted in rising levels of
education-related migration. These increasing hucaguital flows have already proved, and will
continue to prove, conducive to the transfer oérmsitiic and engineering knowledge that can be
applied to weapons technology and other stratewis.e At the same time, it was posited that in
the next seventeen years it is unlikely that aKiheaugh in alternative energy technology will
occur to obviate the importance of oil and gastfansportation. Therefore, the baseline security
environment described at the first workshop cendter®und intrastate conflicts and conflicts
involving non-state actors engaged in insurgentearorist activities, especially in the region
from the Middle East to Central Asia.

This baseline scenario, it was noted, might notemiaize if factors other than currently

observable demographic, economic, technological] arilitary/geopolitical trends play a
significant role in shaping the security environteh2025. For instance, it is possible that a
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major international power could behave in ways thabduce or provoke discontinuities from
current trends. One such excursion from the haseliould be a decision by the United States to
revise its geopolitical position to be less phyljcaresent in the Middle East — transitioning to a
posture of “off-shore balancing.” This would bedlik to generate responses from other powers
both within the region and outside it. Specifigall perception of the American move as a retreat
would engender competition for influence in theuttsg vacuum, and a resurgence of
conventional conflict would be plausible under thesnditions. A second alternative scenario
arose from the insight that in the next two deca@ésnese foreign policy might not follow the
same commercially oriented, largely peaceful sdhpt has characterized China’s rise over the
past two decades. If a slowdown in economic grawaincident with a spike in world oil prices
led Beijing to perceive a need to secure energyplmgmilitarily, for instance, this could also
result in the resumption of conventional conflidgWhile neither of these alternative worlds was
discussed in great depth, the second workshop thercharacter of conflict in 2025 — yielded
insights into the implications of these differenvigonments for the way that war will be waged
in 2025.

A major insight from the second workshop was ti& systems that the United States would
require for a world in which conventional conflretsurfaces would not serve the country well if
the future security environment turns out to cerdar counterinsurgency and counterterror
missions. In particular, the relatively low-costlipe-like or constabulary capabilities necessary
for the latter activities are very different froletexpensive stealth, anti-missile, missile-defense
and anti-submarine platforms relevant to a coneeali conflict with a peer or near-peer

opponent.

The potential procurement dilemma associated withihsight was developed further in the third
workshop, which analyzed the implications of WMDanissile proliferation in the Middle East-
Central and South Asia region between now and 20Pbat discussion highlighted that new
nuclear capabilities in the hands of additionabexctoexisting in close geographic proximity and
with limited surveillance and reconnaissance of anether’s arsenals will be likely to increase
the potential for strategic misperceptions. Tlugld in turn provoke the escalation of disputes or
crises into outright conflict. Additionally, the famtial for nuclear exchanges to occur as a result
of accidental or inadvertent launches or detonatistiikely to rise.

It is interesting to note that the scenario-plagninethodology that was applied in the initial
workshop and shaped the agendas of the subsequoetgheps encouraged participants to think
of the trends that were discussed as independéntign, not propelled or shaped by any given
actor or constellation of actors in the internadilosystem. This way of proceeding is allied with
an idea that all major powers in the internatiogydtem roughly share self-identified common
interests in the maintenance and expansion of muméernational legal, economic, and political
regimes, so that no one power is actively seelongvise the status quo. Considering how the
picture changes if these assumptions are probleetatnay yield fresh insights. It may also be
worthwhile to identify indicators that would signahether the world is headed toward one or
another of the particular geopolitical environmethsussed at the workshops — or even toward a
different environment that was not discussed. Kindab the extent that the baseline world
received the lion’'s share of attention, it woulduseful to elaborate on some of the excursions
that received less scrutiny at the workshops.
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SURPRISES

The scenarios developed in the workshops tried aptute our best understanding of the
implications of current trends, and the alternativays that they could play themselves out.
Having accomplished that, it is necessary nowep siack and ask in a systematic way how the
workshops and scenarios may have missed possikikdogenents or been mistaken about the
consequences of current trends. This “devil's adeg” should not be done to generate all
conceivable surprises, since that would be of motagolicy makers. We should, however, try to
take into account how US analysts and nationalset@timakers have been surprised in the past —
to guard against known sources of error, and deveidicators that will help us be more
sensitive to developments that do not fit in witlt mental maps of the world.

Three pathways to surprise stand out. First, histniggests that the developments that have
flouted expectations have often involved major etturning out to be much weaker or much
stronger than had been expected. Countries thagteong now are expected to be strong in the
future. Strong countries often appear strong ujp e moment that they break. The collapse of
the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact is a recent examiphn actor becoming surprisingly weak.
Similarly, actors who have been weak are expeaterkmain weak, until they do something
dramatic that forces us to confront the fact thaytare no longer what they have been. The rise
of radical Islam constitutes a case of a surprigiafong new actor.

Second, some trends contain the seeds of theiruodaing or reversal. Though we know this, it
is hard to accept the fact that some trends sigatyiot go on forever. For instance, the price of
Tokyo or United States real estate or could nat atsdouble digit rates forever, and the bubble
markets did collapse. Today, we should note thlaprices cannot keep rising indefinitely
without generating countervailing responses. Furthontinued trends create opportunities that
human intelligence can exploit. International astbave on occasion perceived current trends
and the expectations that they have engendere@xpidited them. For instance, World War |
generated a movement towards anti-war attitudespaltidies that were strong in Great Britain
and France. This created an opportunity that cbaldnd was exploited by Mussolini and Hitler,
who counted on the unwillingness of the major peaeruse force in order to pursue policies
that would have seemed unlikely to succeed on &séstof the material balance of power. The
ability of actors to detect trends and then to @mtrary to the expectations that the trends
generate suggests that it is not always appropdatgink of trends as independent forces having
a life of their own, immune to manipulation by humsgents.

Third, historically, surprises have sometimes ari§eom the failure to think through the
implications of trends that are currently obsergablut the significance of which are not
recognized because they are very gradual, or becaaknical analysis of them would compel a
fundamental change of worldview that is difficul.he decline of Europe and Japan as major
military actors in international politics becausk demographic and economic trends affects
existing American alliances, which are built arouhdse countries, but publicly acknowledging
and adjusting to these changes is politically diffi, for example.
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Thinking along these lines illuminates severalratiive futures that may be under-studied but
bear consideration because they have the poténtsairprise US decision-makers. Accordingly,
the rest of this report is divided into sectionsaring the security implications of:

» therise and fall of international actors, and

» the resurgence of intrastate and interstate wielen
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THE RISE AND FALL OF INTERNATIONAL ACTORS

Looking at the world today, and considering theicaldchanges that could take place, one is
struck by the steady disappearance of empiresindgRisvels of political awareness among mass
publics, combined with major external military deabes, made it impossible to sustain the
continental European empires (Germany, Ottomantrést$ungarian) in Central Europe and
then in East Europe and Central Asia (Soviet/Ruojsidt also led to the dissolution of the
overseas empires of Great Britain, France, Portugalgium, and the United States. The
remaining states that incorporate more than oneormmiaguistic group and that are being
challenged are both small and large. Relativelgplsstates in this category include Belgium,
Spain, and the former Yugoslavia. The largest sttitat are multi-lingual and multi-religious are
the United States, China, India, Indonesia, andsiak In all of these cases one could argue that
there are special circumstances that make eachmonene to fissiparous tendencies. The United
States is a country based on a political systerh,etimicity. India is a democracy that has
managed internal conflict for decades. China hasng history of cultural unity. And yet
Punjabi, Tamil, Tibetan, Uighur, Aceh, Papua, arashH®u separatist movements exist with
varying levels of coherence and strength. In eade, external economic or military pressures or
internal crises that weaken the central governnagat far from implausible. This external
pressure, together with internal grievances, cputtvide the opportunity for major re-drawings
of the political map of Asia.

If that is the case, the states that are currdely impressive may become more impressive

because they enjoy higher levels of internal camesiJapan, Russia, Germany, and France stand
out as states that are currently in relative de¢liout which could re-emerge as dominant players

if larger multi-national states fall apart.

In addition, actors that remain internally cohesnay, for a variety of reasons, lose the will to
act abroad. The United States remained the stsbrigdustrial power after World War | but
turned away from international military engagemaitér a period of thirty years in which it had
become increasingly more involved in internatiogiadat-power politics. This withdrawal from
military engagement in the world could happen ag&iomparing the Europe of the first half of
the 20" century with the Europe of today, perhaps the mtiiking change has been the decline
in the willingness of continental, and, increasingBritish, Europeans to fight wars for their
countries except in the case of direct self-defengecompanying this decline, and perhaps
causing it, was the rise of loyalties to a setafies that were shared by people (predominantly
elites), regardless of their nationality, includiagvironmentalism, human rights, and limits on
the conduct of war as it affected civilians (lanth@s and cluster bomb convention, international
war crimes tribunals). A consequence appears tbédelimination of credible threats of the use
of European military force in any imaginable sejtinThis set of values has not become dominant
in the United States, but the freedom of actionth& United States to use military force is
reduced by the shift in Europe and, possibly, Imascent tendency among American elites in the
European direction. The result is a world in whtble United States is both physically and
morally constrained in its use of military forceaases short of direct self-defense.

Thinking about potentially new and strong aggregegiof political power is more difficult. The
rise of internet-based communities has been destribut the importance of face-to-face
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interaction in building social cohesion suggestsyvy@owerful limits on the efficacy of virtual
communities. More compelling is the rise of tramagional religious or ideological movements,
including but not limited to Islam. Still, the tacs that divide religious and ideological groups
have historically limited their cohesion, exceptr forief moments of cooperation and
coordination. But a different set of quasi-natiometors, based on shared language and religion,
with high levels of internal interaction has now exged, and these groups may exploit
technological and economic developments to achéemk sustain politically important contacts.
They are the international diasporas. Large numbérChinese, Indian/Hindu, and Hispanic
peoples are dispersed across the globe. Declotats of travel and communication have made
it possible for them regularly to revisit their rhetlands, find spouses there, and maintain the
links of social loyalty characteristic of politidyleffective units. The Chinese diaspora was one
major engine of Chinese economic development im&hHindu diasporas that send money back
to India to support their local temples have sugggbcompetitive Hindu movements within India.
The Chinese diaspora is occasionally discussedpageatial instrument of Chinese government
“soft power” in host countries, but the independesie of the overseas Chinese channeling
money, information, and people back to the homelemad potentially be a significant factor
shaping political developments within China.
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THE RESURGENCE OF INTERSTATE AGGRESSION

The decline in the frequency of war among greatgrsvis one of the most striking trends in the
last sixty years. One consequence of this trend lmathe expectation that force will not be used
in the future. The reduction in the credibility threats of the use of force in cases other than
those of self-defense is a striking developmehimdy mean that international transgressions will
not be punished by military action unless the Uhi8tates takes that action. Circumstances,
physical and political, in particular cases withit American freedom of military action. Overall,

it is difficult to escape the conclusion that statteat face militarily weak neighbors may begin to
calculate that they will increasingly be able tgage in aggression without fear of international
retaliatory action. To be sure, the possibilitynoh-military punishment will remain, but to the
extent that the fear of military punishment wast drthe deterrent calculus limiting interstate
aggression, that deterrent has been weakened.

We see no reason to expect that the European declimationalism will reverse itself, and some
indication that the emerging European norms andegivill have increasing political influence
in the United States in the period 2008-2025. Wilkfurther reduce the credibility of military
action in cases other than direct self-defenseirmer@ase the odds that military aggression will
escape military punishment. Regional military &ggion, other things equal, should therefore be
expected to increase in the absence of robustnalgiailitary balances.

A more controversial extension of this logic istthegional nuclear weapons use that avoids mass
killing of civilians will also increasingly be exgahfrom military punishment, particularly if the
user of the nuclear weapon deliberately deniesrmattepowers the opportunity to retaliate
without killing many civilians — for example, byasioning nuclear forces in or near major cities.
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IMPLICATIONS

It is self-evident that divisions within major stathave the potential to spark intrastate violence.
And it would be surprising if major shifts in thetérnational balance of power associated with
the emergence of internal divisions within statesnajor new actors did not lead to increases in
interstate violence. In addition, the incidencandérstate warfare may follow a cyclical pattern
in which a decline in the frequency of interstatmftict induces a rise in the incidence of
interstate war. After a long period in which thdras been little need for US conventional
interstate military capabilities, therefore, therldamay rebound into an environment where US
conventional capabilities are necessary to revaggeession and reassert deterrence.

To be sure, the United States may decide thatsitatiea and interstate conflicts are not directly
relevant to its national interests. If this is tase, one of the major characteristics of the Cold
War and post-Cold War eras will come to an end melg, the political influence by military
means of the United States in the internationalrenment. In the event of nuclear weapons use
by third parties, the United States may well decideto intervene. Even if no use of American
military force is contemplated, however, the USiteniy may not wish to withdraw from areas in
which nuclear weapons have been and may yet be usethat case, it will be necessary to
prepare for continued operations in such environmenFor example, measures to protect
American personnel against radiation from fallont @o prevent the disruption of American
information technology by electromagnetic pulsd bdé urgent considerations.
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CONCLUSIONS: INDICATORS AND PoOLICY
QUESTIONS

The British government adopted a simple intellectioml to help them guard against an
unexpected shift in European politics in the intrweriod. According to the “Ten-Year Rule,”
adopted in 1919, planning would proceed on theragian that war would not occur within the
next ten years. Though this assumption was supposke revisited every year, without a set of
warning indicators, it was more difficult for gowenent officials to update their assumptions.
Agreed-upon signposts that the world was changiagldvhave helped Whitehall guard against
this failure to see indicators that basic assumpti@ere no longer valid. Outlining the future
developments that we expect to see on the basiaroént trends, as well as the possible ways
that our expectations may be violated, is more ulséfwe can then specify what the early
indicators may be of deviations from the anticigafmthways, so that policy makers have
adequate time to prepare for worlds that are npteted.

Since the baseline scenario is, by definition, wiatexpect to see, no indicators for the baseline
scenario are provided. However, it is importanteavthe elements within the excursions from

the baseline scenario outlined above that may leaihcreased levels of interstate and/or
intrastate violence, and develop indicators thes¢hexcursions are beginning to emerge.

US WITHDRAWS FROM THE MIDDLE EAST (NEW “GREAT GAME”’)

Indicators of a shift in US policy that leads taignificant reduction in American forces in the
Middle East could include:

» afew years down the road, a massive resurgerfgarini-Shiite violence in Iraq
* anew US relationship with Iran, provoked by:
o0 Ahmadinejad’s deposition and replacement by lesstiyvhostile leadership
o a US initiative outside the region that requiresomsodating Iran by reducing US
presence — e.g., a strategic partnership with Ifidcaused on Asia that requires

American acquiescence to strong Indo-Iranian ties

o apparently unjustified aggressive Israeli unildtaction in the region that leads the
United States to reduce its military commitmenistael

* a military contingency in Asia that requires traarsbf Middle East-based US troops —
e.g., a conflict over Taiwan or a Sino-Japaneséraotation over disputed oil reserves

Indicators of a regional perception of a US withelrhfrom the Middle East, even if withdrawal
is not the publicly stated US objective, would irdz:
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» shifts in the public discourse of Middle East leaden the capacity of the United States
to intervene and sustain interventions -- e.ggudision of US casualty sensitivity

» increased harassment of US official representatighe region, including diplomats and
military personnel

e increased harassment of remaining US friends died &h the region, e.g. Israel

MILITARIZATION OF ENERGY SECURITY & CHINESE RESPONSE

While much of Asia has enjoyed a remarkable spgreate since the end of the Vietham War, a
conflagration in the Middle East leading to a drimapike in the price of oil could provoke a
variety of Asian actors, as well as other majorgpeonsumers, to behave in a more nationalist
and militarist fashion. Under these conditionsjn@rs “peaceful rise” strategy might look as
though it were failing or obsolescent, necessitatinresort to military means of securing oil
supplies and transiting them to the mainland. iBgimight therefore adopt a more aggressive
foreign policy if the behavior of Japan, India, Ardother states, including the United States,
seemed to warrant such a shift. In the contexinoéreergy price spike or a prolonged period of
rising energy costs, the following indicators cosignal to China the emergence of a particularly
dangerous environment:

» Japanese “normalization” or significant progresghamilitary sphere

e acceleration in Indian military modernization andfodian attempts to erode Chinese
gains in influence in Southeast Asia

* Russian interference with Chinese relations in @¢msia, stoking Chinese energy
insecurity

e a dramatic shift in Russian foreign policy, invelgi rapprochement with the United
States

» a Chernobyl-like event within China

And the following indicators would suggest prepiamtby Beijing to adopt a more aggressive
foreign policy in the event of negative developrseantthe energy realm:

* Chinese acquisition of naval power projection cdjies to protect Chinese sea lines of
communication, along with a deterrent based on-iodigtting disruption and denial
capabilities

» a shift toward more overt efforts by China to useinfluence in South, Southeast, and
Central Asia to persuade regional states to retlasewith the India, the United States,
and Russia
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In addition, the world may present the United $tatith surprises that were not captured in the
excursions developed in the workshops but wereligigfed in this report. What might be the
indicators of those surprises?

WEAKENED CHINA

China today, despite its impressive record of enoo@rowth over the past two decades, faces
significant internal challenges, including restimeority populations and a Chinese Communist
Party reputation for corruption. Indicators oframatic internal setback in China could include:

o failure of Chinese domestic information control im&cisms, compromising the Party's
means of shaping its image

» the supply of unprecedented (in recent memory)l$ewé foreign support — including
military aid — to dissidents in Tibet and/or Ximjiz

» prolonged economic contraction — caused by, falaime, high oil prices and domestic
inflation

e a single major, or multiple concurring, catastrqshe— e.g., involving domestic
infrastructure or the environment — leading to adtges in the hundreds of thousands and
exceeding the cover-up and/or stabilization capadithe CCP and PLA

WEAKENED INDIA

For India, a dramatic internal setback could odouthe context of rising public opposition to
free-market reforms and an economic opening towbdd that hurts uncompetitive Indian
farmers and businesses, potentially compoundedebtatilizing forces in the region. Indicators
would include:

» rising Naxalite violence in eastern India, suppdrby PRC in response to perceived
opportunity to weaken historical rival

e a state failure in Pakistan that created a Punjafiinant state seeking union with
Punjabis in India

MILITARY WITHDRAWAL OF EUROPE

A Europe that recedes from playing a military rivleéhe world, other than in direct self-defense,
would be indicated by

* a decline in number and capabilities of Europeditary forces appropriate for long
range power projection, to include long range eangport and logistic structures,

Discussion paper -- does not represent the views of the US Government



Discussion paper -- does not represent the views of the US Government

global communications infrastructure, and combiaads forces capable of sustained
combat outside Europe

» adecline in military training and exercises sintinkg sustained combat outside Europe

e additional commitments to international agreemetitat limit the offensive
capabilities of armed forces

DIASPORAS RISE

Indicators of the growing importance of diasporamila include, as mentioned in the discussion
above, the emergence of organizations in diasponanuinities that develop institutional links

(e.g. communications networks and clandestine mgstito political groups in a home country
and which direct flows of funds and expert persbiméargeted activities.

OTHER GENERAL INDICATORS OF REVIVED INTERSTATE CONFLICT

Already visible is the uneven spread of cosmopuaii@, as some states — and specifically, elites
within those states — take the lead in embracing) advocating for international legal and
political institutions. Indicators that some astare poised to try to exploit this development by
military means could include:

» the stoking of nationalism by some states, whileert increasingly subscribe to new
international norms

« military maneuvers for demonstrative purposes ippsut of economic or diplomatic
claims similar to recent Russian actions againstaldke that are unchallenged and
successful

» state rhetoric setting out massive historical gif@es against other states

» tests of new military capabilities that are pulaéd, unchallenged, and successful

» expansions of deployed military forces that go @atieimnged

« military territorial grabs, at sea or on land, the¢ unchallenged and successful

POLICY QUESTIONS

If intrastate war is going to be resurgent as dieesp command and remit increasing resources,
one would first expect the formation of organizatiovithin diaspora groups to work with and
channel resources to separatist organizationsmitld home country. If interstate war is going
to be resurgent as actors exploit the sourceseofrémd away from it, one would first expect to

see limited violations of the status quo by miijtaneans. For instance, Iran or Russia might
engage in increasingly belligerent actions to ttear harass the air and naval forces of the Gulf
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States or the army and air forces of the Ukraiespectively, as part of efforts to extract
concessions.

If these indicators are observed, it would be appate for high-level US decision-makers to
revisit the question of whether the coming era Ww#l characterized more by conflict than by
cooperation. Under the prevailing geopolitical simstances, these decision-makers would then
consider what balance to strike in investing inatalities relevant for intrastate and interstate
conflict.
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