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incethe 1970s, arelatively small group of private
S:undations in the United States have helped to
ape the public debate in the international secu-
rity field through systematic grantmaking around suchis-
sues as peace studies, conflict resolution, arms control,
non-proliferation and regional security. These organiza-
tions include some of the largest and most well known
eleemosynary ingtitutionsin the world—such asthe Ford,
MacArthur and W. Alton Jones Foundations; the
Rockefeller Brothers Fund and John Merck Fund; and
the Carnegie Corporation of New York—aswell asanum-
ber of smaller but nonethelessinfluential funders, such as
the Compton, Prospect Hill, Samue Rubin, Scherman and
Winston Foundations and the Ploughshares Fund.

Generally speaking, these foundations are considered
to have a progressive vision of the current and prospec-
tiveinternational security policy agenda.? Thisvisionis
characterized, for example, by its support for measures
to advance U.S. national security through engagement
rather than confrontation; through verifiable arms control
initiatives, rather than open-ended military competition;
and through effectivetreatiesand international legal norms
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rather than military intervention. But how did thesefund-
ing institutions cometo beinvolved in the arcane and of -
ten technical world of security policy, and what isthebasis
of their legitimacy in making grants on asubject tradition-
aly considered the domain of governments?

In addition to examining these questions, thisarticlewill
try to characterize the dilemmas that this segment of the
philanthropic community® now must confront asit seeks,
along with governments and nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs), to understand, react to, and anticipate the
future direction of international security concernsinthe
wake of the events of September 11, 2001. To be sure,
private philanthropiesrarely undertake grantmakingin a
tightly coordinated, collectivefashion. When their agen-
das overlap, they may concentrate their support on the
same (or similar) grantees. But most basic decisionson
substantive priorities and program guidelines have been,
and continueto be, taken independently. Atthesametime,
however, al funders are struggling with the question of
how to move beyond old security paradigmsin order to
promote new thinking and informed debatein aworld that
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was searching, even beforetheterrorist attacks, for anew
set of organizing principlesininternationa affairs

THE UNCERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCESOF THE
NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

Early foundation support for arms control and other
innovative approachesto international security problems
arose during the height of the Cold War. At that time, the
predominant concern for all parts of the political spec-
trum wasthethreat of anuclear annihilation. The nuclear
threat clearly remainsvery relevant, though curiously most
of the public seems obliviousto thisfact. But the end of
the bipolar world order in the early 1990s unleashed po-
litical and economic forcesthat have created security chal-
lenges of far greater complexity and diversity than the
(already complex) problems of stable deterrence under the
“mutually assured destruction” scenario of the Cold War.

Thereisalargeand growing literature, including inthe
pages of thisjournal, about current security threats and
policy responses, ranging from weapons of mass destruc-
tion to terrorism to cyber-warfare.* From the standpoint
of the progressive foundations that remain committed to
funding in the area of international security, the
“complexification” of the international security agenda
over thelast decade has created difficult new dilemmas.

First, itisclear that the paramount nuclear threat of the
past isfar from being eliminated—or even substantially
reduced—as had been hoped during the 1990s. The
United States and the Russian Federation, though no
longer adversaries, continue to maintain acombined total
of morethan 15,000 deployed nuclear warheads on stra-
tegic delivery systems, most at high levelsof launch readi-
ness, together with thousands of additional warheadsin
reservesthat are maintained at lower readinesslevels, and
sufficient reservefisslemateria stocksfor additiona thou-
sands of weapons.® While recent progressin the bilateral
discussions between U.S. President GeorgeW. Bush and
Russian President Vladimir Putin on deep cutsin offen-
sive missile systems appears encouraging, the problem
remainsfar from resolved. Indeed, recent Bush adminis-
tration pronouncements, associated with the completion
of the Nuclear Posture Review, have indicated that most
of the decommissioned warheads associated with future
U.S. reductions areto be held in reserve, rather than de-
stroyed.® Thisdecisionislikely to create further difficul-
tieswithin the U.S.-Russian security dialogue.

Other nuclear challenges of long-standing concern simi-
larly show no signs of improvement, and indeed may be
worsening. China, for example, isknownto bein the pro-
cess of amajor modernization of itsaging and limitedin-
ventory of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs),
and it may well fed compelled to expanditsexisting| CBM
capability by asmuch asan order of magnitude (i.e., from
approximately 20 to between 100-200) if and when the
United States proceeds with its plans for even a“thin”
national missile defense (in order to avoid the neutraliza-
tion of itsdeterrent).” In South Asia, Indiaand Pakistan,
with their nuclear testsin 1998, have openly joined the
nuclear “club.” Asof thiswriting, their forcesare deployed
“eyeball toeyebd|l” at their common frontier. Meanwhile,
Israel remains an undeclared nuclear weapons state, North
Korea may possess one to two nuclear weapons, and
there are significant concerns about the nuclear intentions
and capabilitiesof Iragqand Iran.®

Under these circumstances, many plausibly argue that
private foundations should “ stay the course” by continu-
ing to support research, policy analysesand international
dialoguesto encourage—and, hopefully, to accelerate—
additional deep reductionsin nuclear armsand improved
nuclear safety measures, such as warhead de-alerting or
de-mating, plutonium disposition, and re-direction of the
work of the nuclear weapons designers. But, despite the
recent hopeful signs, overall progress on strategic arms
reductions remains painfully slow, and the early momen-
tum of theimmediate post-Cold War yearshaslargely been
squandered. From the standpoint of the foundationsthat
have championed nuclear reductions, there have been
years and years of support—in amounts now totaling in
the hundreds of millions of dollars—for studies, confer-
ences, commissions and other initiativesto address prob-
lemsof armscontrol and nonproliferation.® Yet, progress
has been limited, at best. The Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START) I1, for example, though now ratified (al-
beit with significant qualifications on both sides), remains
unimplemented, the U.S. Senatefailed toratify the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) late in the Clinton
administration, and prospects remain dim for a Fissile
Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT).

At the sametime, for the past decade many have con-
sidered thethreat of poorly secured nuclear materialsand
weaponsin the former Soviet Union to be afar more ur-
gent danger to the United States and the world than U.S.
and Russian nuclear deployments. This danger appears
even more seriousin light of the events of September 11,
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2001.%° Given current economic and political circum-
stancesin Russia, thelikelihood that plutonium or highly
enriched uranium for one or more nuclear weapons might
be“logt,” stolen, or sold illegally to aterrorist organiza-
tion probably representsafar more redlistic security threat
than adirect nuclear attack by anation-state—even astate
“of proliferation concern,” such aslrag. But it isunclear
whether private foundations have the means, not to men-
tion the will, to address this problem. The costs of ad-
dressing the Soviet nuclear legacy—destroying unneeded
nuclear weapons and equipment, improving security at the
remaining nuclear storage depots, and creating jobs and
housing for weapons designers and others in Russia's
nuclear cities—will, in most cases, have to be financed
by governments and multilateral aid agencies. The U.S.
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program (along with
substantially more modest efforts by afew European gov-
ernments and Japan) has helped to address some of the
most immediate needs, but it has been under-funded and
too limited in scope.t

Added to these challengesis the mounting evidence
(both before and after the terrorist attacks) that the Bush
administration intendsto effect a“ seachange’ inits ap-
proachto bilateral and multilateral arms control and non-
proliferation policy—shifting to an approach that many
have branded as unilateralist. Witnessthe fact that, in only
itsfirst year in office, the administration has:

« announced itsintention to abrogate the Anti-Ballistic

Missile (ABM) Treaty in order to permit construction

and testing of amissile defense system

» raised the possibility of developing an offensive mili-

tary capability in space as part of future generations of

missiledefense

« walked away from negotiations on an enhanced Bio-

logical Weapons Convention (BWC) protocol

» stated its opposition to bringing the Comprehensive

Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) back before the U.S. Senate

for ratification'?

A similar approach has been taken by the administra-
tionin other multilatera talks, aswell. 2

Moreover, many governments, including some allied
with or friendly to the United States, have announced their
opposition—or, at least, studied neutrality—to the devel-
opment of amissile defense system on the groundsthat it
(a) potentially underminesthe stable deterrence on which
most existing arms control agreements are based, and (b)
createsthereal possibility of aprogressive unraveling of
theentirefabric of armscontrol and nonproliferation trea-
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tiesand regimesthat have been negotiated over morethan
threedecades.®* Once again, however, the question arises:
how can or should private foundations respond to this
major challengeto the existing international security or-
der, particularly in view of the role they played (see be-
low) in helping to facilitate many of the contactsthat led
to the agreementsthat are now imperiled?

Finaly, thereisthe obvious question that all of thefoun-
dations supporting work in theinternational security area
are now struggling with: how should funding prioritiesbe
atered in the wake of the September 11, 2001, tragedy?
For example, few of the mgjor fundersthat have supported
arms control and nonproliferation have heretofore made
terrorism a major programmatic focus. Moreover, be-
cause many funders, including the MacArthur Founda-
tion, have been of the view that there was—and
remai ns—extremely important “ unfinished business’ re-
lated to nuclear arms reductions and the security of exist-
ing nuclear weapons, there has been anatural reluctance
to abandon or reduce the scope of this work in order to
divert resourcesto other, more contemporary threats, such
ashiologicd weapons. Thisdilemmahasonly been com-
pounded by the reduced number of funders, which has
put significant pressure on the remaining foundationssim-
ply to sustain programs already underway. The one good
piece of news, inthisregard, isthe entry into thefield of
the Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI), funded by Ted Turner,
which has more than doubled the resources available for
addressing the dangers posed by weapons of mass de-
struction.™®> The emergence of NTI may, in fact, make it
possible for some of the other major funders to refocus
their grantmaking plans and allow greater attention to
emerging security concerns, such ashiological and chemi-
cal weapons proliferation, conflict resolution, and
terrorism.

EXPANDING THE INTERNATIONAL SECURITY
DEBATE: ABRIEFHISTORY OF FOUNDATION
INVOLVEMENT

Theoriginsof foundation involvement in effortsto re-
duce thethreat of nuclear cataclysm can betraced to the
late 1970s, when many of the activistswho had remained
politically engaged after the end of the Vietham War be-
came increasingly vocal about the fact that the much-
vaunted détente policy of the Nixon/Ford erahad failed
to reduce the nuclear danger. ¢ Indeed, with the deci-
sioninthe early 1980sto deploy new weapons systems,
such as the MX intercontinental ballistic missile and
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nuclear-armed cruise missiles, anumber of smaller, mostly
New York-based, foundations and weal thy individua phi-
lanthropists were motivated to underwrite the search for
new ways of stimulating the security policy debate in
Washington. These efforts primarily took the form of
support for educational campaigns to inform the public
about the continuing dangers of the superpower nuclear
rivalry, campaigns which eventually coalesced into the
nuclear freeze movement.*’

The nuclear freeze movement soon became the new
rallying point for many of the political activistsfrom the
earlier anti-war movement. As John Tirman notes, “the
debate within funding circles and the arms-control com-
munity about the specific approach to change—thinkers
versus doers, or academics versus grassroots activists—
was ongoing and at times heated. The chasm between some
defense intellectuals and activists often appeared broad
and deep.” * The dilemmafor foundations regarding the
most judicious mix of activitiesto support, ranging from
advocacy to dispassionate academic analysis, has contin-
ued until the present day. Funders have learned from ex-
periencethat if they support only academic policy analyss,
however well conceived and innovative, without attend-
ing to the far more difficult (and “messier”) question of
how policy is actualy made—or changed—in the real
world, there was likely to be little tangible progress, —
especially on a subject as complicated (and potentially
frightening) asweapons of mass destruction.

Thereis some debate asto the net effect of the philan-
thropic community’s efforts, either regarding the modest
armscontrol successesachieved during the 1980sand early
1990s, (e.g., theIntermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty, START I, etc.) or ultimately, in hastening the end
of the Cold War. Many analysts seeminclined to theview
that private support probably did not have a major im-
pact in either case.’® The Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact
were already in the process of social, economic and po-
litical implosion, resulting from their own internal contra-
dictions and decades of corruption and mis-management.
Others argue that the ideas and policies promoted by
transnational networks of activistsdid have asignificant
influence on the end of the Cold War.?® Regardless of
where one stands on thisissue, however, the break-up of
the Soviet Union and theformal denouement of the Cold
War -provided a convenient excuse for anumber of foun-
dationsto “ declarevictory” and exit thefield.

By the early 1990s, however, it was already evident
that the end of more than 40 years of ideological struggle
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between the two nuclear superpowers, rather than bring-
ing enduring security, wasinstead giving way to anew set
of security dangers, including “loose nukes’ and the pro-
liferation of chemical and biological weapons to new
states. Nevertheless, anumber of foundations apparently
felt that there was little prospect for additional progress
onarms control and nonproliferation mattersin the short-
to-medium term. Thisview gained strength after the suc-
cessful indefinite extension of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in 1995.
Itisalsolikely that somefoundationswere suffering from
“donor fatigue” or outright disillusionment. Whatever
the reason, anumber of important philanthropies decided
to sel ze upon the historical moment of the end of the Cold
War to reorient their funding priorities.

The statistics tell the tale: from more than 75 founda-
tions making grantsin the international security field in
1984, the number dropped to 55 foundationsin 1988 and
to 25 by 1994.22 Among the foundations in this “first
wave” of departuresfrom thefield were the George Gund
Foundation and the Rockefeller Family Fund. Many do-
nors at the time chose to turn their attention instead to
environmental problems, wherethe prospectsfor progress
looked considerably better.2 As John Redick, formerly
of the W. Alton Jones Foundation, has observed: “I think
foundations floundered at the end of the Cold War. They
did not seize the opportunity to make a major change
away from high military spending, did not try to strengthen
the UN or regional organizations, or educate the public
about international engagement. Instead, | saw trustees
walk away and look for a new fad. The end of the Cold
War was the end of excitement. It was atime for matu-
rity from foundations, and that did not happen.”

One should not suggest, however, that the efforts of
the foundation community were without any significant
impact during the early post-Cold War period. On the
contrary, aside from the political activism and grassroots
advocacy mentioned earlier, foundations provided support
for anumber of important policy studiesand broader edu-
cational efforts, many of which were highly influential .
Also, with the end of the Cold War, the range of subjects
of interest to the security-minded foundations began to
expand. Problems such as pre-conflict resol ution and post-
conflict peacekeeping, stemming the flows of legal and
illegal small armstransfers, and issue-specific initiatives,
such asthe campaign to ban anti-personnel landmines, al
received support. 2 When these accomplishments are
taken together, it is clear that the efforts of the philan-
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thropic community helped to create and sustain a com-
munity of scholarsand policy analystsinterested in pro-
moting restraint, engagement, arms control and
nonproliferation.

Asthe decade of the 1990s progressed, with power in
Washington divided between the political parties (result-
ing in ever more fractious and partisan in-fighting), and
with President Clinton distracted by a scandal that ulti-
mately resulted in hisimpeachment, progress on signifi-
cant arms control or nonproliferation issues slowed
dramatically. Thefirst Clinton term produced a number
of accomplishments. Theseincluded: theindefinite exten-
sion of the NPT; the denucl earization of three of thefour
post-Soviet nuclear states (Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan); the U.S. ratification of the Chemica Weap-
ons Convention (CWC); the signing of the U.S.-DPRK
Agreed Framework, freezing North K orea snuclear weap-
ons program; and the dismantling of much of Iragq’ sweap-
ons of massdestruction capability though the UN Specia
Commission (UNSCOM). Both the NPT extension and
CWo_C ratification werefacilitated, in part, by major foun-
dation support and aggressive NGO involvement. The
negotiationsleading to the Agreed Framework were cata-
lyzed by avisit to Pyongyang by former President Jimmy
Carter, which was underwritten by the Rockefeller Foun-
dation. In contrast, the second Clinton term was marked
by major setbacks, such as the refusal of the Senate to
ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and failures,
such astheinability to complete negotiations on astrength-
ened Biologica Weapons Convention protocol or to make
progress on aFissile Material Cut-off Treaty.

For some foundations, frustration with the lack of ad-
ditional progressmay haveledto disillusonment and “ do-
nor fatigue.” For others, impatience that many years of
support for university research and NGO activism had
failed to produce a new security paradigm may have
caused them to rethink their priorities. Whatever therea-
son, near the end of the 1990s a number of the major
funders had become sufficiently alarmed about the dete-
riorating state of the field and the reduced support avail-
able—despite the appearance of NTI—that they joined
together to establish a new affinity group, known asthe
Peace and Security Funders Group (PSFG). The pur-
pose of the PSFG is, in part, to attract new foundations,
large and small, as well asindividual philanthropiststo
support strategies of engagement and restraint in thein-
ternational security field.
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Nevertheless, the field absorbed yet another serious
blow in 2001 when the W. Alton Jones Foundation and
the John Merck Fund both announced that they would
cease grantmaking in theinternationa security areaby the
end of 2002.%” (In the case of W. Alton Jones, it was
reveal ed that the family-controlled foundation had decided
to dissolve). Thus, it isfair to say that even before the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attackstotally changed the
focusand saliency of international security policy, thefield
was aready in aconsiderable state of flux.

THE CONCERNSOF THE FOUNDATION
COMMUNITY PRIORTO SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

Beforetheinternational security agendawas dramati-
cally changed by theterrorist attacks on the United States,
the grantmaking activities of the mgjor funders had been
focused largely (though not exclusively) around four ma-
jorfoci:

(1) Encouraging new thinking to replace the Cold War
paradigm. Thistask included identifying new security
parametersin aglobalizing world, such as conflict reso-
[ution, public health (e.g. HIV/AIDS), water and other
natural resource constraints, economic and political
migration, civil conflicts, etc. It also encouraged the
development of new models of security that focused
on the security and well-being of theindividual (usu-
aly referred to as* human security”).

(2) Helping to stabilize, if not reverse, the deterioration

in U.S.-Russian (and US-Chinese) relations that ap-

peared to block progress on further reductionsin stra-
tegic and tactical weapons

(3) Dedling with the perceivedriseof U.S. unilateralism,

including the development of national missile defenses

(NMD), the abrogation of or failure to ratify interna-

tional treaties, and lack of active support for certain

international regimes.

(4) Finding waysto re-popul ate the internationa secu-

rity field, replacing the“ best and brightest” of the Cold

War generation.

Thefollowing section briefly describesthe major con-
cernsof the foundation community in these areas prior to
September 11, 2001.

TheNeed for New Thinking

From the standpoint of many funders, including the
majority of expertswho follow international security is-
sues, the latter part of the 1990s involved a series of
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missed or squandered opportunities to “think anew” on
such matters as how to expedite deep cutsin nuclear ar-
senals and how to find away beyond the deadly stale-
mate of “mutually assured destruction.” But other crises
(e.g., thewar inthe Balkans) and political exigencies(e.g.,
NATO expansion) intervened to destroy the positive mo-
mentum that had been built up in the period following the
dissolution of the Soviet Union.2? At the sametime, ques-
tionswere beginning to be raised in the philanthropic com-
munity about whether some of the NGOs (i.e., think
tanks, advocacy groups, etc.) that focused explicitly on
international security issues—many of which were cre-
ated during the Cold War specifically to deal withtheis-
sues of that era—were appropriately staffed and
intellectually equipped to cope with the dramatically al-
tered security agenda after September 11, 2001. A key
guestion in this regard is whether there is a need for a
process of consolidation and innovation.

The Sate of U.S.-Russian Relations

Asnoted above, during the second Clinton term, espe-
cially after NATO expansion and NATO action in the
Bakans, U.S.-Russian relationsin the security domain fell
back into a state of suspicion and mistrust. There ap-
peared little prospect for forward progress on any front,
ranging from negotiation of new arms control agreements
to cooperation on restricting exports of sensitive technolo-
giesto states of proliferation concern, such aslran. Since
September 11, 2001, the campaign against terrorism may
have changed the basis of the relationship and created a
genuine opportunity for enhanced cooperation. Never-
theless, many difficulties ill must be surmounted, includ-
ing: continued (though now muted) Russian oppositionto
U.S. development of a missile defense system and the
abrogation of the ABM Treaty; likely Russian resistance
to further NATO expansion; and possible disagreement
over the courseto befollowed in dealing with Iragi Presi-
dent Saddam Hussein, to name only afew. Onthewhole,
however, the prospects definitely appear brighter for an
improved bilateral relationship—to the point whereit would
seem unlikely that the state of the U.S.-Russian security
relationship will continueto be a separate focus of atten-
tion, except in those situationswhereit potentially impedes
progress on larger arms control and nonproliferation ob-
jectives.

TheRiseof U.S. Unilateralism

It can be argued that the unilateralist strainin the Bush
administration’sforeign policy stemsin part fromthe mal-
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aiseininternational armscontrol and nonproliferation ne-
gotiationsduring the late 1990s. The demise of Russiaas
a superpower, combined with the loss of momentum in
critical arms control and nonproliferation negotiations or
the outright failure of some regimes—contributed to the
view that the United States might be better off pursuing
itsown national interest unilateraly, rather than being con-
strained by treatiesthat werelargely negotiated and signed
inadifferent era, in most caseswith apolitical entity (the
USSR) that no longer exists. Many senior Bush adminis-
tration policymakers cameinto office with adeep skepti-
cismof both bilatera and multilateral understandingsand
agreements constraining WMD. This skepticism often
bordered on outright antipathy towards such instruments.
Still, there had also been bilateral and multilateral security
policy successesduring the 1990s, including theratifica-
tion of START I1, the indefinite extension of the NPT,
and the successful negotiation and ratification of the CWC.
Many of the-funders discussed here played an important
role behind the scenesin these achievementsthrough their
support of NGOs working on these issues. Moreover,
new thinking that emerged in the 1990s about coopera-
tive security—a concept devel oped through scholarship
and professional exchanges underwritten by private foun-
dations—led directly to the Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tioninitiative embodied in the 1991 Nunn-Lugar legidation.
Thenew unilateralistsin Washington, however, appeared
to question even these accomplishments, asthe Bush ad-
ministration reviewed U.S. nonproliferation programsin
the former Soviet Union and promoted non-treaty-based
approachesto strategic arms reduction.

Fundersare consequently questioning whether the suc-
cesses of the 1980s and 1990s were an aberration, or
whether more progressispossibleinthe near term. They
are al so asking how foundations can encourage grantees
to articulate the fundamental importance of sustaining a
policy of engagement and the negative implications of
pursuing a unilateral approach to international security
policy. The need to forge anew coalition to conduct and
legitimize the post-September 2001 war on terrorism—
including the invocation for the first time of Article 5 of
the North Atlantic Treaty—has made these pointsin a
powerful and poignant manner. But even after cobbling
together an anti-terrorist coalition and initiating hogtilities
in Afghanistan, the United States publicly announced its
intention to proceed with the abrogation of the ABM
Treaty® and walked away from the negotiations for a
BWC monitoring protocol.® Thus, despite some rheto-
ric to the contrary, little evidence suggests that the Bush
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administration has abandoned itsunilateraist outlook. This
situation reinforces the need for the foundation commu-
nity oriented towards engagement and international re-
straint regimesto “ stay the course.”

The Need to Repopulatethel nternational Security
Field

One of the sad realities of the present time is that we
areinthemidst of agenerationa change. Nowhereisthis
trend more evident than in thefield of international secu-
rity. Most of the key figures in both the United States
and Russia who provided technical advice on nuclear
weapons development and policy, aswell ason other criti-
cal defense matters, during World War Il and through
much of the Cold War have now retired and are passing
from the scene. Many of theseindividualswere leading
figuresinthefields of physics, chemistry, and engineer-
ing who served aslong-time, trusted advisorsto govern-
ment. To further complicate matters, with the end of the
Cold War, universitiesand think tanks—and eventhe U.S.
Government—have moved to diminate programsor scale-
back the number of full-time positions dealing with secu-
rity issues. These cuts have had the dual effect of
congtricting the pipeline for new talent, asfewer students
(especialy those with backgrounds in the physical sci-
ences) chooseto gointo the field, while also severely re-
ducing the career opportunities for those who have
completed their training. Asthese effects become more
pronounced with each passing year, many in the founda-
tion community have begun to worry about where “the
best and brightest” of the next generation of expertswill
be trained and empl oyed—particularly those capable of
engaging in the highly technical and often arcane details
of arms control and nonproliferation matters.

Inthe case of the MacA rthur Foundeation, concern about
sustaining the field through the devel opment of the next
generation of security experts has been aconsistent theme
fromthe outset. Most readersare probably familiar with
the Foundation’s signature program, the MacArthur Fel-
lows (sometimes known asthe“ geniusawards’), which
provides five years of “no strings attached” support to
outstanding, creativeindividua sfrom awiderange of pro-
fessional backgrounds. Over the course of the program,
ten outstanding individuasintheinternationa security field
have been named MacArthur Fellows,3! recognition that
conveysprestige, increased visibility, and financial secu-
rity to these grantees. The MacArthur Foundation also
has contributed in anumber of other waysto strengthen-

The Nonproliferation Review/Spring 2002

ing thefield through its support of fellowship and training
programs, such as the Minnesota-Wisconsin-Stanford
Consortium and the Global Security fellowship program
of the Socia Science Research Council. In addition, it
has made grants to selected universities and NGOs that
provide employment opportunitiesfor outstanding indi-
vidualswho emerge from these training programs. Many
of these experts have gone on to leadership positionsin
U.S. government, in the nongovernmental research com-
munity, and in a number of multilateral institutions. In
view of the concern about the current need to re-popu-
latethefield, anumber of major foundations are currently
exploring a new initiative to create additional post-doc-
toral training and professional opportunitiesin “science
and security.”

NEW CHALLENGES

Most mgjor philanthropic organizationsin the United
Statesresponded quickly to the September 11, 2001, trag-
edy with an outpouring of charitable contributions, in-
tended in the first instance to aid those whose lives had
been directly affected by the attacks. Some, including
the MacArthur Foundation, have sought to focus their
grantmaking on the specific substantive i ssues, both do-
mestic and international, raised by the events and their
aftermath.®2 Beyond the short-term response, itislikely
that most funderswill now step back and re-examinetheir
priorities, seeking to determine whether they need to
modify their grantmaking strategies. At thiswriting, itis
too soon to know how or even whether the events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001 will permanently alter the programs of
foundati ons supporting the international security field. It
isalsotoo early to judge whether thisterribletragedy and
the hatreds that it revealed will cause other foundations
andindividua philanthropiststo engage—or, in some cases,
tore-engage—inthefield.

Certainly, the question most widely encountered in the
media—"why do they hate us?’—must be examined and
understood. It should also be addressed in both its cul-
tural and socio-economic dimensions, which extend well
beyond the current scope and grantmaking guidelines of
most of the existing foundation international security pro-
grams. Thereis aso, however, a profusion of new (or
atered) questions and concerns heeding analysis. These
relate moredirectly to international security, including:

* the means and methods of terrorismin the 21st cen-

tury—including thereality of bio-terrorism and the older
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concern about possibleterrorist accessto nuclear weap-
ons,

» the relationshi ps between state sponsors of terrorism
and non-state actors, particularly in view of what isal-
ready known about the scope and extent of al-Qaeda's
global network of terror cdlls;

« the human rightsimplications of the new “war on ter-
rorism;” and

» the vulnerabilities of advanced industrialized societ-
iesto“asymmetrical” attacks on buildings, infrastruc-
ture, and civilian populations.

Here, aswell, the appropriate role that private founda-
tions can play in the search for answersto these difficult
problems remainsto be explored.

Itislikely that therewill be"niche” opportunities—par-
ticularly on thoseissues or problemsthat governmentsare
unable or unwilling to address—where the philanthropic
community can and should engage, ideally through aco-
ordinated approach that exploitstheir collective resources.
Among these niche opportunities are likely to be initia-
tivesaddressing possiblerestrictions of civil libertiesand/
or other human right violations, both in the U.S. and
abroad arising from the reactions to the events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001. Foundation leaders will proceed with
caution in some of these emerging issue areas. They are
well awarethat Americansarefeeling vulnerableand in-
secure since the attack and are demanding further mea-
sures to ensure domestic safety and security. They also
understand that the U.S. public demands, as afirst order
priority, that al-Qaedaterrorists be found and brought to
justicefor theterrible evil they have perpetrated.

In some respects, this discussion brings us back full
circle to the question raised at the outset of this article:
What isthe source of legitimacy for private foundations,
which are not directly accountable to the public through
the palitical process, to becomeinvolved in aset of issues
previoudly relegated almost exclusively to the domain of
governments?* This point has been a sensitive one ever
sincethe earliest days of foundation involvement. Indeed,
thelack of direct public accountability—and resulting fund-
ing constraints—has been seen as creating both an op-
portunity and aspecia responsibility for the philanthropic
community to support the exploration of difficult and/or
politically charged issues and problemsthat governments
may be constrained from addressing (or may choose for
political reasonsto avoid). Unfettered by historical for-
eign policy positionsor military “theology,” foundations
areinanided podtiontofacilitate new and cregtivethinking
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about arange of subjectsthat sometimes have been con-
sidered “beyond debate.” At the same time, most foun-
dation leaderstake very serioudy their roles as managers
of apublictrust, and they adhere scrupulously totherules
imposed on such ingtitutions. 3

It is also the case, however, that laws and regulations
governing thetax reguirements on el eemosynary institu-
tions are intended to encourage these institutions to en-
gage in such activities as public education, support for
theoretical and applied research, and funding organizations
engaged inissue advocacy (excluding lobbying activities).
Certainly, inthe international security policy arena, just
asinthe court of U.S. public opinion, thereisalong his-
tory of encouraging public debate from all parts of the
political spectrum. Foundationsremain vital to thispro-
cessthrough their rolein providing the resourcesthat fa-
cilitate thisdebate.

Moreover, foundations operating in the field of public
policy do not do so in avacuum. Through their boards
of directors and the contacts of their professional staffs,
they learn about and are attentive to issues of national
and international concern. Through their interactionswith
grantees they are exposed to and influenced by a wide
range of ideas and approaches. Inthe realm of interna-
tional security, philanthropic organizationsfrom al points
on the political spectrum collectively represent a broad
reflection of society’sviewsand concerns.

There can be little question that our public discourse
has been—and continuesto be—strengthened by this con-
tribution, which will be all the more important as we
struggle to address the profound new challengesto global
peace and security in the 21st century.

! This article was written prior to the terrible events of September 11, 2001.
Accordingly, significant portions have been modified and new sectionsadded
to take account of the profound alteration of priorities in the international
security field that has resulted from the tragedy. | wish to acknowledge the
hel pful commentsand suggestionsreceived from K ennette Benedict, Jonathan
Fanton, Wayne Jaquith, Renee de Nevers, Leonard Spector, David Speedie,
and Christine Wing during the devel opment of thedraft. Theviewsexpressed
here, however, are solely those of the author. They do not necessarily repre-
sent the policy or position of the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation.

2 There are, of course, other eleemosynary institutions, that support a more
traditional and more conservative agenda, working with grantees to promote
larger defense budgets, national missile defenses, and robust nuclear forces,
while opposing multilateral nonproliferation regimes and arms control agree-
ments. Foundationswith thisfocusincludethe Scaife, Olin, Smith-Richardson,
and Bradley Foundations. Occasionaly, both groups of funders may find
common ground, each supporting, for example, effortsto improve security of
nuclear materialsin theformer Soviet Union or tougher enforcement of export
control laws.
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3 Despite using collective terms such asthe“ philanthropic community” or the
“foundation community” in this article, | wish to make clear that | do not
purport to speak on behalf of other foundations making grants in this sub-
stantive area, but rather as someone involved in the field of international
security for many years, who has seen it from the perspective of grantee,
senior government official, and private philanthropy.

4Michaegl Krepon, “Prismsand Paradigms” Nonproliferation Review 9 (Spring
2002), pp. 122-131.

5 “NRDC Nuclear Notebook: U.S. Nuclear Forces,” Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists 57 (March/April 2001), pp. 77-79, <http://www.thebulletin.org/is-
sues/nukenotes'ma01nukenote.html>; “NRDC Nuclear Notebook: Russian
Nuclear Forces,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 57 (May/June 2001), pp. 78-
79, <http://www.thebulletin.org/i ssues/nukenctes/mj01nukencte.html.>.

5 Natural Resources Defense Council, “Faking Nuclear Restraint: The Bush
Administration’s Secret Plan for Strengthening U.S. Nuclear Forces,” Febru-
ary 13, 2002, <http://www.nrdc.org/media/pressrel eases/020213a.a5p>.

7 National Intelligence Council, Foreign Missile Devel opments and the Bal-
listic Missile Threat Through 2015 (Washington, DC, December 2001), <http:/
Iwww.cia.gov/nic/pubs/other_products/Unclassifiedballisticmissilefina .htm>.
81bid.

9 During the decades of the 1980s and 1990s, these foundations sponsored
extensive research and public education efforts on these issues. Among the
outstanding examples were: the nuclear weapon data books published by the
Natural Resources Defense Council, the Carnegie Endowment’s catalog of
proliferation threats; the nuclear data bases and training efforts of the Center
for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute, and such publications
asthe Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists and Arms Control Today, to name only
afew.

10 See, for example, Graham T. Allison, Owen R. Cote, Richard A. Falkenrath,
and Steven E. Miller, Avoiding Nuclear Anarchy: Containing the Threat of
Loose Russian Nuclear Weaponsand Fissile Material (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1995) ; Sam Nunn, “ Towards a New Security Framework,” Remarks
delivered at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, October
3,2001, <http://wwics.si.edu/NEW S/speeches/nunn.htm>. Sincethe onset of
hostilities in Afghanistan, and the recent rise in tensions between India and
Pakistan caused by the December 13, 2001, attack on the Indian Parliament,
there has also been growing concern about the possibility of a nuclear ex-
change between these two states, as well as the possibility that some of
Pakistan’s estimated 30 nuclear weapons could fall into the hands of al-Qaeda
terroristsif radial 1slamic elementswithin Pakistan were to overthrow the cur-
rent government of General Pervez Musharraf.

1 In December 2001, the Bush administration announced that, based on the
resultsof aninternal review of U.S. government threat reduction efforts, it had
decided to restore most of the funding that it had planned to cut and to
accelerate these efforts. Thisisamajor victory for the arms control and non-
proliferation community, which had pushed hard for the full-scale continua-
tion of the Cooperative Threat Reduction (also known as the Nunn-Lugar
Program).

12U.S. Department of State Press Release, “Bolton SaysU.S. Will not Resume
Nuclear Testing,” January 24, 2002, <http://usinfo.state.gov/topical/pol/arms/
02012400.htm>.

13- Among the other, ongoing multilateral negotiations, treaties and regimes
that the Administration has abandoned or rejected are the Kyoto Protocols on
Global Warming and the treaty to establish an International Criminal Court.
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4 And, of course, a substantial number of security experts in the United
States also have argued against missile defense largely on the same basis.

5 For a brief description of NTI and its mission, see its web site, <http://
WwWw.nti.org>.

16 The exception is the Ford Foundation, which began funding in the area of
international security during the 1950s.

17 See, John Tirman, Making the Money Sing: Private Wealth and Public
Power in the Search for Peace (New York: Roman & Littlefield Publishers,
Inc., 2000), pp. 3 and 15; and Jeffrey Knopf, Domestic Security and Interna-
tional Cooperation: Thelmpact of Protest on U.S. Arms Control Policy (New
York and Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998)

8 1bid., p. 36

¥ 1bid., p. 63

20 Matthew Evangelista, Unarmed Forces. The Transnational Effort to End
the Cold War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999).

2L Tirman, Making the Money Sing., p. 65

2 |bid., p. 93

% |bid., p. 87

2 Quoted in Tirman, op. cit., p. 90

% See, for example, Spurgeon M. Keeny, ed., Nuclear Power |ssuesand Choices
(Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 1976); Allison, Avoiding Nuclear Anarchy; Rob-
ert D. Blackwill and Albert Carnesale, eds., The New Nuclear Nations, New
York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1994).

% See, for exampl e, thework of the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly
Conflict, http://www.ccpdc.org/

27 These two foundationstogether accounted for approximately $13 millionin
annual funding in this area.

% |nfact, it can be argued that both the Balkan crisisand the NATO expansion
decision were explicitly responsiblefor derailing effortstoimprove US-Rus-
sian relations, which is clearly a necessary pre-condition to further progress
on a broad array of security issues and negotiations.

2 “Remarks of President George W. Bush Announcing the United States
Withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty,” Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents, December 13, 2001, pp. 1771-1798.

30“Bolton SaysBWC Draft Protocol |sDead and Won't Be Resurrected,” U.S.
Department of State PressRelease, November 19, 2001, <http://usinfo.state.gov/
topica/pol/arms/stories/01112001.htm.>

3! Internal communication, the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
dation.

%2 Shortly after September 11, 2001, the MacArthur Foundation’s board of
directorsapproved the establishment of special, $5 million fund that wasto be
used to make one-time grants to organizations both in the United States and
abroad who were addressing various substantive issues (e.g., refugees, civil
liberties, etc.) arising from the terrorist attack and the U.S. responseto it.

% Though not answerable to the public in the political sense, it should be
pointed out that most private philanthropies, as Internal Revenue Service
(IRS)-approved 501(c) (3) institutions, are operated as public trusts, and their
grantmaking isamatter of public record.

3 Under IRS regulations governing the behavior of private philanthropic
organizations, there are specific purposes and applications towards which the
resources may be employed (e.g., education, research, information dissemina-
tion), as well as certain uses that are not permitted (e.g., most lobbying
activities).
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