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Projects and Studies Update
At a morning brie½ng for new members, held on October 10, 2009, leaders of Academy projects and studies presented
updates on their work. 

Initiative for Science, 
Engineering, and Technology

Neal Lane

Neal Lane is Malcolm Gillis University Professor
at Rice University. He was elected to the Ameri-
can Academy of Arts and Sciences in 1994 and
serves as a member of the Academy’s Council.

The Academy’s Initiative for Science, En-
gineering, and Technology includes several
current and emerging projects, such as Al-
ternative Models for the Federal Funding
of Science, whose ARISE: Advancing Research 
In Science and Engineering study was released
in 2008. ARISE, like many Academy efforts,
is concerned with understanding and offer-
ing solutions for current problems in high-
er education. Another example is the Sci-
ence in the Liberal Arts Curriculum project
directed by Jerrold Meinwald of Cornell
University and John Hildebrand of the Uni-
versity of Arizona. They are investigating
questions such as: What do we think uni-
versity students really ought to learn about
science? What science content should be
taught in the liberal arts curriculum? What
are the existing goals for this curriculum?
Are they appropriate? Are they being met?
Provosts, deans, and academic leaders from
across the country have been invited to con-
tribute to this project, which will result in a
collection of case studies that should help
us better understand what’s going on, how
effective it is, and what we might do better
in the future. The outcomes and conclusions
of the study will soon be shared with the
larger community.

A third project, Scientists’ Understanding
of the Public, aims to consider the obverse
of something we often talk about: the pub-
lic’s understanding of science. If researchers
are to do their work and have it properly
impact society, scientists, engineers, and
technical professionals must understand
those impacts and how people think about
and respond to new developments in sci-
ence, engineering, and technology. This
project will present a series of case studies
contributed by a cross-disciplinary and
cross-sectoral community of scientists,
journalists, policy-makers, and others.

As the Academy pursues 
efforts like the Initiative for
Science, Engineering, and
Technology, two core strengths
allow us to explore topics in
ways that few other organi-
zations can: the Academy is
fully independent and inter-
disciplinary, and Academy
Fellows represent all disci-
plines and professions.

A fourth project, Securing the Internet as
Public Space, is, like the Initiative for Sci-
ence, Engineering, and Technology, part of
the Academy’s larger program on Science,
Technology, and Global Security. The In-
ternet as Public Space project seeks to ex-
plore options for the future of the Internet.
As choices are made about the evolution of
this extraordinary global commons, how
will commercial and governmental inter-
ests in controlling the rules of its use be
balanced with the needs and rights of indi-
vidual users around the world? The Inter-
net project is led by David Clark of mit

and involves computer scientists, lawyers,
technology and policy specialists, and
scholars from academia, business, and
government.

As the Academy pursues efforts like the Ini-
tiative for Science, Engineering, and Tech-
nology, two core strengths allow us to ex-
plore topics in ways that few other organi-
zations can. Unlike many organizations,
the Academy is fully independent and in-
terdisciplinary. Academy Fellows represent
all disciplines and professions, encompass-
ing both the academy and the business sec-
tor and stretching from the sciences to the
humanities to the arts, including the per-
forming and visual arts. By bringing to-
gether representatives from these different
constituencies, we can add value to what-
ever discussion is important at the time.
And we can explore niches that might be
overlooked elsewhere.

© 2010 by Neal Lane
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Initiative for Science, 
Engineering, and Technology

Randy Schekman

Randy Schekman is Professor of Molecular
and Cell Biology at the University of California,
Berkeley, and an Investigator at the Howard
Hughes Medical Institute. He was elected a 
Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences in 2000 and serves as a member of 
the Academy’s Council.

Many of us who started our careers in
the life sciences back in the 1960s and 1970s
routinely received funding grants while we
were in our late twenties and early thirties.
But now the training of young investigators
takes so long and the struggle to get funding
has become so dif½cult that many are almost
into middle age before they receive their ½rst
independent grant. The average age of a new
National Institutes of Health (nih) grantee
is now forty-three. This is an alarming trend.

The Academy’s Committee on Alternative
Models for the Federal Funding of Science,
chaired by Tom Cech, a Nobel laureate and
former head of Howard Hughes Medical
Institute, was formed to analyze current
science-funding policies. But rather than
focus on the issue of increasing the pot of
money available for funding, we focused on
the funding mechanisms the granting agen-
cies use to evaluate funds for early-career
scientists and for scientists who engage in
high-risk, high-reward research. (As the
study developed, however, and the Obama
administration took over, funding, espe-
cially for biomedical science, grew substan-
tially.) We interviewed many agency heads
and many successful young investigators.

We asked how the agencies were dealing
with the issue of innovation and research
for beginning career investigators. Some
agencies, such as the nih, have been exper-
imental in their approach to funding. Un-
der the leadership of Elias Zerhouni, the
nih introduced a number of new funding
tracks, some of which were successful,
others not. We applaud their new Pioneer
Award Program, which awards grants to
risk takers in biomedical and behavioral 

The Of½ce of Management
and Budget has written into
the relevant federal regula-
tions the very language we
encouraged for promoting
beginning investigators and
high-risk research.

research. Unfortunately, the nih did not
allocate enough money to the program, and
out of the ½rst round of applications only 
1 percent were successful and there were no
women in that group. In a demonstration of
their willingness to experiment, the nih

revised the program, and it has gone for-
ward quite successfully. Other agencies have
been less experimental, and we have encour-
aged them to look at the nih as a model for
how they might change their grant-making
policies.

Over the period of a year, the committee
met many times in Washington, D.C., and
San Francisco and came up with a small
number of speci½c proposals. They are all
described in the ARISE report, which is
available online (http://www.amacad.org/
AriseFolder/default.aspx). We looked at,
for instance, the problem of federal pro-
gram of½cers’ reduced engagement with
the academic community. When I began
my career at Berkeley many years ago, the
program of½cers hired by the nih to man-
age grants and to ½eld questions from in-
vestigators were treated as members of the
scienti½c community. They would attend
meetings and get to know young, up-and-

coming investigators. Increasingly, budget
cuts have limited program of½cers’ ability
to travel and so they know fewer young in-
vestigators. We feel that a simple and rela-
tively inexpensive solution to this problem
would be for federal agencies to review their
program of½cers’ travel funding and to en-
courage them to become more visible in
the academic community.

We also encourage universities to consider
more carefully how promotions are evalu-
ated, to try to get away from counting pub-
lications and instead to consider the impact
of work. We also recommend that universi-
ties not rely on growth in the nih budget
to expand the faculty base without a match-
ing investment of funds in the research en-
terprise. During the doubling of the nih

budget, for instance, many universities de-
cided to capitalize on the increase in funds
by constructing new buildings but did not
provide new faculty with the resources
necessary to sustain their programs. Thus,
construction consumed a disproportionate
amount of many universities’ share of nih

money.

The committee’s work will be valuable only
to the extent that it has impact. I am pleased
with the kind of impact the ARISE report
has had. The report generated wide media
coverage, including a number of op-ed
pieces in newspapers. Tom Cech made a
presentation about it at the National Press
Club, and in the year since it was issued
Congress has embraced its lessons. The
Obama administration has also been high-
ly supportive. The Of½ce of Management
and Budget has written into the relevant
federal regulations the very language we
encouraged for promoting beginning in-
vestigators and high-risk research. And we
are particularly pleased that committee
member Steve Chu was selected as Obama’s
Secretary of Energy. In his new position,
Steve has been able to introduce the Depart-
ment of Energy to the concepts developed
by the study group.

The relatively small amount of work we
have done thus far has had a disproportion-
ate impact, and we are encouraged to go
forward. Neal Lane and several others of us
are engaged in the next phase of the project,
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what we call ARISE II, which will focus even
more on the responsibilities of the univer-
sity. For example, we wish to encourage uni-
versities to reconsider how they allocate
salary supports and fund building projects
and not to rely exclusively on federal funds.
This will be a challenge. We will try to en-
gage university presidents, who I am sure
will have a different point of view. But I think
ARISE II can have a signi½cant impact. I en-
courage each newly elected member to this
august body to think seriously how he or she
can contribute to this effort and to ones simi-
lar to it. Your efforts will add meaning to the
honor of membership in the Academy.

© 2010 by Randy Schekman

The Global Nuclear Future

Scott D. Sagan

Scott D. Sagan is Caroline S.G. Munro Professor
of Political Science and Codirector of the Center
for International Security and Cooperation at
Stanford University. He was elected a Fellow of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2008. 

Concerns about climate change, the vola-
tility of oil prices, and the security of ener-
gy supplies have all combined to create what
some individuals have called a renaissance
of interest in nuclear power around the
world. The Academy’s project on The Global
Nuclear Future has a single goal: to reduce
the risk that the spread of nuclear power will
create security dangers, such as increased
nuclear weapons proliferation or nuclear
terrorism.

Although the term renaissance and the phrase
“spread of nuclear power” are often used,
we should differentiate between the expan-
sion of the use of nuclear power in states
that have nuclear power today and the po-
tential spread of nuclear power to new
countries. Some thirty countries have nu-
clear power plants today, and some of these
are considering adding more. Another ½fty
states are interested in developing nuclear
power programs and have asked the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (iaea) for
assistance in conducting the studies need-
ed to initiate such a program in their own
country (see Figure 1). Even more interest-
ing than the sheer number of new aspiring
nuclear states is their geographic distribu-
tion: more than half are from the develop-
ing states in the Middle East, Africa, and
Latin America. If we contrast the charac-
teristics of aspiring nuclear power states
with those of existing nuclear power states,
we see that with respect to governance, the
control of corruption, political stability (as
measured by the probability of a govern-
ment falling because of domestic political
violence), and regulatory quality (as mea-
sured by the World Bank), the aspiring states
all have signi½cantly weaker records in those
categories that would influence their abili-
ty to manage nuclear power in a safe and
secure manner (see Figure 2). We have al-

Expansion vs. Spread

Figure 1
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ready seen the dangers posed by the A. Q.
Khan network in Pakistan and the prob-
lems corruption can cause in countries that
have nuclear power or nuclear weapons.
Issues such as these will become even more
of a challenge if more countries acquire nu-
clear power.

We can’t predict which of the countries that
currently aspire to nuclear power will actu-
ally be able to acquire the necessary technol-

ogy, but ½nancial constraints will almost
certainly reduce the number over time. Nev-
ertheless, some countries have already be-
gun–and others will soon begin–negotia-
tions for contracts to start nuclear power
facilities.

I originally thought we would ½nd that
countries aspiring to nuclear power have
higher rates of terrorism than do existing
nuclear power countries. However, when

we averaged the U.S. National Counterter-
rorism Center numbers, we found this not
to be the case–but only because the high 
number of terrorist incidents in India and
Pakistan over the last ½ve years skewed the
data so strongly (see Figure 3). Still, if all
of the aspirants join the “nuclear power
club,” they will be six of the “top ten ter-

We must work hard to 
develop new strategies to 
reduce the risk of nuclear
proliferation and nuclear
terrorism, for the global 
renaissance of nuclear 
power will otherwise pro-
duce severe challenges to 
international security.

rorist risk states.” This result highlights a
real problem with the potential spread of
nuclear power into more countries: the 
security concerns raised by having nuclear
power in countries with high rates of ter-
rorism. In short, we must work hard to de-
velop new strategies to reduce the risk of
nuclear proliferation and nuclear terror-
ism, for the global renaissance of nuclear
power will otherwise produce severe chal-
lenges to international security.  

© 2010 by Scott D. Sagan

Governance, Corruption, and Nuclear Power
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The Global Nuclear Future

Steven E. Miller

Steven E. Miller is Director of the International
Security Program at the Belfer Center for Science
and International Affairs at the Harvard Kennedy
School. He was elected a Fellow of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2006.

The Global Nuclear Future project is one
of a number of projects that are under the
rubric of the Committee on International
Security Studies, one of the Academy’s
standing research groups. This committee
has at least a ½fty-year history of address-
ing various security issues, particularly but
not exclusively focused on things nuclear.

We are heading into a new nuclear world;
it will be different from the one in which
we have been living. More nuclear technol-
ogy will be spread across more places, rais-
ing worrisome possibilities that nuclear
technology will end up in places that may
be hostile, unstable, or unreliable in their
management of the technology. The link-
age between nuclear power technology and
nuclear weapons is inherent and thus ines-
capable, which raises concerns about nu-
clear terrorism and nuclear proliferation.

Those of us participating in The Global
Nuclear Future project are trying to answer
the question “Where do we want to be in
twenty to twenty-½ve years?” What attri-
butes are desirable in a nuclear order in which
many more states have access to nuclear
power? How can we get there, and what do
we need to be doing now in order to make
sure that when we arrive we have in place
the rules, institutions, arrangements, and
norms that will make it possible for us to
harvest the bene½ts of nuclear power with-

out being subjected to the various adverse
consequences?

Our goals fall under four headings. First, we
would like nuclear power in the future to be
safe. Second, we would like it to be secure.
Nuclear materials and facilities should be
well protected against abuse, misuse, and
theft. Third, we would like fuel-cycle ar-
rangements–that is, the provision of nu-
clear fuel to nuclear power plants–to be
limited as much as possible to purely civil-
ian applications and to inhibit the spread
of the technologies required to produce
nuclear material for weapons purposes.
Fourth, we would like the institutional, le-
gal, and normative arrangements associat-
ed with the nonproliferation regime to be
augmented and adapted in such a way that 

We are heading into a new
nuclear world; it will be dif-
ferent from the one in which
we have been living. More
nuclear technology will be
spread across more places,
raising worrisome possibili-
ties that nuclear technology
will end up in places that
may be hostile, unstable, or
unreliable in their manage-
ment of the technology.

they are adequate to the challenges that
we’ll face in the future. Many people ques-
tion whether these arrangements are ade-
quate today. The crises with Iran and North
Korea suggest that present arrangements
may well be inadequate for the more de-
manding tasks of the future. Cutting across
all four goals is the proposition that the de-
sirable nuclear order, the world in which
we want to live, is not going to arise auto-
matically and spontaneously. We have to
think about the design characteristics we
want, and we have to work to achieve them.

So what are we doing to promote these
goals? We have held a series of workshops
(and have more to come). We have briefed
the White House. We have established ties
with the iaea. We have forged links with
the nuclear power industry. We are work-
ing with both the World Institute of Nu-
clear Security and the World Association of
Nuclear Operators. We have links to the
Of½ce of Multilateral Affairs of the Arab
League, trying to help them help their mem-
bers coordinate their nuclear activities as
they go about constructing their own nu-
clear futures. We have drawn in an interna-
tional group of collaborators. Finally, Scott
Sagan and I organized two special issues of
Dædalus (Fall 2009 and Winter 2010) that
highlight the international character of the
problem by presenting the perspectives of
a diverse, distinguished, and international
group of colleagues. Through these efforts
we hope to make at least a small contribu-
tion by putting this issue on the agenda,
promoting ideas for reducing the risks in-
volved in the spread of nuclear power, and
contributing to an outcome that in twenty
to twenty-½ve years we won’t regret.  

© 2010 by Steven E. Miller
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The Global Nuclear Future

Robert Rosner

Robert Rosner is William E. Wrather Distin-
guished Service Professor in Physics and Astron-
omy & Astrophysics at the University of Chicago.
He was elected a Fellow of the American Academy
of Arts and Sciences in 2001.

Among the countries that currently as-
pire to nuclear power are several that do
not possess the human and technological
infrastructure needed to operate nuclear
power plants in a safe and secure fashion.
Many are simply interested in turnkey op-
erations. They would like to purchase a nu-
clear plant together with everything needed
to operate the plant, including the equiva-
lent of a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion (nrc), over a long period of time. Dur-
ing the time when the plant is being operat-
ed for them, they would, one hopes, have
suf½cient wherewithal to train their own
population to operate the plant in a safe and
secure fashion.

Might the American nuclear power indus-
try, which traditionally has had a national
focus, be interested in engaging in these
kinds of contracts? In particular, would
they be willing to share their widely recog-
nized capabilities in safely and securely op-
erating nuclear plants? Earlier in 2009 the
Academy convened a group of folks from
the nuclear power industry–operators and
builders, both U.S. and foreign–to discuss
these questions. The group agreed that sub-
stantial thought should be given to how the
U.S. nuclear industry might become more
internationally involved.

But the issue is not simply whether Ameri-
can companies should get involved in this

process. Nuclear power industries exist in
other countries where the linkage between
safety and security is well understood; for
example, in Japan and the European nuclear
countries. Operators in these countries have
expressed an interest in working with states
that aspire to nuclear power. We hope in the
coming months to expand our discussions
to include these non-U.S. operators. In order
to do so, however, we will need to ½gure out
how to get all parties in the room to discuss
the issues candidly and without fear that
they are giving away negotiating tactics or
revealing trade secrets that competitors
could use to gain advantage.

A number of national labs
and universities, American
companies both small and
large, and U.S. entrepreneurs
are thinking deeply about
the nuclear future and con-
sidering some innovative
concepts.

The ongoing nuclear renaissance is an in-
ternational phenomenon. But is it an Amer-
ican phenomenon? Many would argue no.
However, a number of national labs and
universities, American companies both
small and large, and U.S. entrepreneurs are
thinking deeply about the nuclear future
and considering some innovative concepts.
The current dif½culties in getting nrc li-
censing approval for new types of nuclear
fuel and plant designs mean that develop-
ing and bringing these new ideas to market
is a long process. So it is no surprise that
these folks are looking outside the United
States to build and innovate, which raises
problems of intellectual property rights, as
well as export controls on the kinds of
things that are necessary to build a plant.
The question is how do we address these
problems? One approach would focus on
the way the nrc operates, that is, to re-
think the licensing process and how one
might shorten the time the nrc devotes to
the licensing process–not by short-cutting

the process, but by applying modern com-
puter simulation and experimental metho-
dologies to this problem area. Another
(complementary) approach might be to
modify the rules that govern the export of
technologies of the sort needed to build
and operate nuclear power plants–after
all, many of the vendors of nuclear energy
technologies are already highly interna-
tional in character.  

© 2010 by Robert Rosner
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Reconsidering the Rules 
of Space

John D. Steinbruner

John D. Steinbruner is Professor of Public Policy
at the School of Public Policy and Director of the
Center for International and Security Studies at
the University of Maryland. He was elected a
Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences in 1992.

The eight monographs, or occasional pa-
pers, released as part of the Academy’s Re-
considering the Rules of Space project are
intended to stimulate broader public dis-
cussion of a range of domestic and interna-
tional issues raised by the use and explora-
tion of outer space. We recognize that on
this subject, as on many others, the U.S.
political system is having dif½culty balanc-
ing the broad array of interests and is hav-
ing particular dif½culty balancing two fun-
damental principles of space activity: equi-
table accommodation and antagonistic con-
frontation. For those who are interested in
the dynamics of human belief, this is one
of the more interesting sagas, and I encour-
age all interested parties to think about it.
The published occasional papers are de-
signed to provide the basis for doing so.

The papers review some basic facts: Space
activity began in the context of Cold War
confrontation, and to this day most of the
basic activities, rocket technology in par-
ticular, are funded through defense bud-
gets. Despite the antagonistic beginning, the
physical characteristics of the space envi-
ronment imposed themselves from the
start, and the competing United States and
Soviet Union were forced to recognize that
one cannot behave in space as antagonisti-

cally as one can in the skies or in the seas or
on the ground. In fact, the principal feature
that was required to legally and politically
enable space activity to occur was that sov-
ereign countries not attempt to extend ju-
risdiction to orbit. That principle was es-
tablished by an informal conversation be-
tween Nikita Khrushchev and Charles de
Gaulle during the Paris Summit of 1960.
The occasion was a dispute over U.S. viola-
tion of Soviet air rights: the United States
had been flying U-2 spy planes over the So-
viet Union, a fact the Soviets proved when
they shot down one of the planes on May 1,
1960, two weeks before the summit. The
Soviet Union insisted on defending its air-
space but conceded that it could not extend
that defense to space. This critical principle
was later formally established in the Outer
Space Treaty of 1967. The Treaty allows ob-
servation, navigation, and communications

The increasingly signi½cant
commercial development of
space will require a compa-
rable rule against interfer-
ence. In the very long term,
colonization of entities out-
side our own little planet will
be accomplished only if the
human species can work as
a whole.

in space for fundamental military purposes;
in other words, it allows all of the operations
that are critical to the functioning of mod-
ern military establishments under the sup-
position that those activities will be peace-
ful as de½ned in the un Charter. The Treaty
bans weapons of mass destruction but does
not mention any speci½c prohibition on in-
terference. This hole in the regime has long
been a problem.

It is physically possible to interfere with as-
sets in space, and doing so has not speci½-
cally been declared to be illegal. During the
Cold War, although the two antagonists ex-

plored ways of disrupting satellite opera-
tions and developed rudimentary capabili-
ties for attacking space assets, neither of
them established fully dedicated anti-satel-
lite missions. In 1979, in response to the So-
viet invasion of Afghanistan, the United
States suspended formal negotiations on
expanding the rules of space to ban inter-
ference. The negotiations have never been
reconvened despite worldwide efforts near-
ly every year to do so. When the matter
comes up in the United Nations General
Assembly, the United States, Israel, and the
Marshall Islands usually ½nd themselves
alone in refusing to issue a mandate to ini-
tiate negotiations.

Some in the United States believe that we
might want to engage in ballistic missile de-
fense activities in space that would not be
consistent with the constraints envisioned
by the proposed rules of space. A series of
U.S. military planning documents has even
asserted the intention to dominate space
for national advantage and deny similar ca-
pability to everyone else. These attitudes
have only stimulated the rest of the world
to be even more vigorous about introduc-
ing equitable negotiations.

We expect that over the long term, the prin-
ciple of noninterference will have to be rec-
ognized as the fundamental U.S. interest be-
cause we operate the most expensive, most
sophisticated, and most vulnerable space
assets. 

The increasingly signi½cant commercial
development of space will require a compa-
rable rule against interference. In the very
long term, colonization of entities outside
our own little planet will be accomplished
only if the human species can work as a
whole. For the present moment, however,
the issue at stake is balancing the principles
of equitable accommodation, which are
fundamental to the legal regime of space,
although not completely articulated, against
the impulse for national advantage–a con-
tinuing saga that we urge all Academy mem-
bers to contemplate.  

© 2010 by John D. Steinbruner
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U.S. Policy Toward Russia

Robert H. Legvold

Robert H. Legvold is Marshall Shulman Professor
of Political Science Emeritus at Columbia Uni-
versity. He was elected a Fellow of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2005.

The Academy project on rethinking U.S.
Policy Toward Russia began in April 2008
under a dual inspiration. The ½rst inspira-
tion was the belief that the U.S.-Russia re-
lationship was far more important and the
U.S. stake in that relationship far greater
than many people appreciated (and not sim-
ply because of nuclear weapons and oil and
gas). The second inspiration was a recogni-
tion that the relationship, illogically, was in
serious disrepair and getting worse. This
view was held not only by government of½-
cials, members of the public policy world,
and university academics but by Carnegie
Corporation of New York, a foundation that
has put a lot of money into Russian studies
and work in Russia. Carnegie Corporation
took the initiative both in pushing the Acad-
emy to do the project and in funding it.

The Academy is a uniquely appropriate
place for the project to be situated: ½rst, be-
cause of the national standing of the insti-
tution and its independence; second, be-
cause of its human resources; and, third,
because of its political neutrality. The proj-
ect is unusual in a number of respects. We
began with not one but four working groups,
and the project operated under a steering
committee of both practitioners and schol-
ars. Also unusual is the multiplicity of prod-
ucts the project has and continues to create.
Our purpose was never to move toward an
ultimate book or report but to have an on-
going influence from the months before

the 2008 national elections through the un-
folding of policy in the new administration
and to direct the discussion toward a vari-
ety of objectives.

Project activities started with an early stra-
tegic assessment of the challenges facing
the United States in dealing with Russia,
including prospects for improving relations
and directions the United States might take.
The assessment was then shared with the
policy community, a select group of profes-
sionals, and the Russians. We also produced
a series of memoranda for the administra-
tion and the policy community on matters
such as the need for a strategic dialogue with
Russia, including lessons from past attempts
in this direction; the need for a major presi-
dential address on improving U.S.-Russian

How might we successfully
conduct a positive agenda 
toward Russia . . . while 
at the same time have an 
independent, supportive,
strong policy toward
Ukraine, Georgia, and 
Russia’s other neighbors? 

relations (a speech President Obama even-
tually gave in Moscow in July 2009); and,
as the administration goes forward with its
Russia policy, the need to address a critical
conceptual and strategic problem facing the
United States: namely, how we might suc-
cessfully conduct an ambitious, engaged,
positive agenda toward Russia, thus achiev-
ing the Obama administration’s goal of put-
ting the U.S.-Russia relationship on a differ-
ent footing, while at the same time having
an independent, supportive, strong policy
toward Ukraine, Georgia, and Russia’s other
neighbors, particularly in those cases where
the relationship between the neighbor and
Russia is not strong or healthy or positive.

We held a major conference on March 27,
2009, at the Library of Congress. This day-
long meeting on designing U.S. policy to-
ward Russia was co-sponsored by the Aspen
Institute, the Brookings Institution, the

Council on Foreign Relations, the Carnegie
Endowment, the Woodrow Wilson Center,
and the Library of Congress. As this large
number of institutions suggests, many oth-
er organizations and individuals have also
been working on issues related to U.S. poli-
cy toward Russia. Our project will recognize
some of the best ideas to come from these
groups and individuals with a report that
surveys the many reports and essays on U.S.
policy toward Russia that have appeared in
the last six to twelve months.

Information about all of the project’s activ-
ities is presented on a special page on the
Academy’s website (http://www.amacad
.org/russiapolicy.aspx). 

Many Academy projects seek to reach mul-
tiple audiences. U.S. Policy Toward Russia
is perhaps unusual in the extent to which
we have actively addressed them, however.
For example, I recently spent three days
presenting and discussing with senior ½g-
ures in the White House, Vice President’s
of½ce, State Department, and Pentagon the
study group’s memorandum on how to rec-
oncile a U.S.-Russia policy with a U.S. poli-
cy toward Russia’s neighbors. I and other
members of the project’s steering commit-
tee have been holding similar discussions
with administration leaders, as well as the
leadership of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, since well before the elections
in November 2008. We have also reached
out to the engaged public by hosting ses-
sions in Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francis-
co, Houston, Seattle, and Atlanta for world
affairs councils and others interested in
U.S.-Russia relations.

On January 29, 2010, we will hold a meeting
at the Academy titled “The Policy World
Meets Academia: Designing U.S. Policy
Toward Russia.” We will look at how the
work being done in university social science
and political science departments can be
made more accessible and relevant to the
policy community.

Those of us on the steering committee of the
U.S. Policy Toward Russia project hope that
the project will serve a larger need as well
as the Academy has served the project.  

© 2010 by Robert H. Legvold
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The Challenge of Mass 
Incarceration in America

Bruce Western

Bruce Western is Professor of Sociology and Di-
rector of the Program on Inequality and Social
Policy at Harvard University. He was elected a
Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences in 2007.

The Academy’s work on The Challenge
of Mass Incarceration in America involves
researchers with backgrounds in criminol-
ogy, economics, policy analysis, demogra-
phy, law, sociology, and political science
and practitioners, including two heads of
correctional agencies, prisoner reentry spe-
cialists, and policy reform advocates. We
have two main goals. One is to contribute
to the public conversation about crime and
criminal justice in America. To that end, and
with the great support of the Academy, we
are in the process of preparing a special is-
sue of Dædalus that will summarize a lot of
recent research on the problems of crime
and criminal justice in America. The second
goal is to engage policy-makers and the
policy process in a more pluralistic debate
by providing a forum for studying and dis-
cussing policy alternatives at a time when
the public discussion of criminal justice
has drifted in a highly punitive direction.

On an average day in the United States, 686
out of every 100,000 residents, or about 0.7
percent of the population, are incarcerated
(based on 2001 ½gures; see Figure 1). For
most of the Western European countries, the
incarceration rate is about 100 per 100,000,

Figure 1

Figure 2
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or about 0.1 percent of the population. The
incarceration rate in the United States is
nearly an order of magnitude larger than
that in Western Europe. And the gap be-
tween the United States and Europe is even
larger today, in 2009, than when these ½g-
ures were collected in early 2000.

For most of the twentieth century, from 1925
to the early 1970s, the scale of the American
penal system was roughly constant at about
100 state and federal prisoners per 100,000
population–the level we see in Europe to-
day. In the mid-1970s, the system began to
grow, and the rate of imprisonment has
moved steadily upward for the last thirty
years (see Figure 2). By 2007, 1.5 million
people were in American prisons, another
780,000 were in local jails, and another 

The risk today that a thirty-
to thirty-four-year-old Afri-
can American man who has
dropped out of high school
will go to prison at some
point in his life is almost 70
percent.

800,000 were under some sort of commu-
nity supervision on parole. Finally, 4.2 mil-
lion people were on probation. Thus, in the
United States today more than 7 million
people are under some kind of criminal jus-
tice supervision, a historically novel situa-
tion for our country. We are the world
leader in criminal justice supervision.

As striking as these ½gures are, however, I
tend to think they are not what is most im-
portant about the criminal justice system in
the United States at the moment. Instead,
the system’s most signi½cant feature is its
distribution across the population. The risk
today that a thirty- to thirty-four-year-old
African American man who has dropped
out of high school will go to prison at some
point in his life is almost 70 percent (see

Figure 3

Figure 4

Figure 3). The risk in 1979 was about 15 per-
cent. Incarceration has become a normal
life event for many low-education African
American men and is a more common life
event than graduating college or serving in
the military for all black men born between
1975 and 1979 (see Figure 4). This is a situa-
tion with which we have to come to grips in
the policy debate. The arrival of the Obama
administration has created a sense of polit-
ical and policy opportunity, and, indeed, a
variety of reform discussions are taking

place both within Congress and the admin-
istration. Those of us involved in the Acad-
emy’s incarceration work are hopeful of
engaging the major parties in these discus-
sions and of expanding the public under-
standing of the issue of mass incarcera-
tion. 

© 2010 by Bruce Western
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The Challenge of Mass 
Incarceration in America

Glenn Loury

Glenn Loury is Merton P. Stoltz Professor of the
Social Sciences and Professor of Economics at
Brown University. He was elected a Fellow of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2000.

The proper role for the social scientist in
discussions of policy is not self-evident, be-
cause the most challenging policy problems
are not merely technical. To rightly decide
how we govern ourselves, we have to con-
front questions of ethics and values. More-
over, policy talk is not merely instrumental;
it’s also expressive and constitutive. By con-
stitutive, I mean a public discourse that asks
and answers the question, what manner of
people are we Americans? Policy talk pro-
motes or retards the framing of key moral
judgment by the citizenry and sets an agen-
da for action. Among the most prominent
moral challenges of our time is the fact that
incarceration on a massive scale has become
the central component of social policy in the
United States. The prison system in Ameri-
ca has grown into a leviathan unmatched in
human history. An unprecedented expan-
sion and transformation of penal institu-
tions has occurred since 1970.

These developments ought to trouble deep-
ly anyone who professes to love liberty.
Here we are, after all, with great armies on
the march under a ½gurative banner that
reads freedom, and yet the United States is
home to the largest custodial infrastructure
for the mass depredation of liberty to be
found on the planet. What is more, the de-
mographic composition of prisoners in the

United States is highly skewed. Blacks and
Hispanics form about one-quarter of the
population in the country and about two-
thirds of the people behind bars on any giv-
en day. The element of race is crucial here.
It’s true that slavery ended a long time ago,
but it’s also true that the ideology of racial
subordination that accompanied the insti-
tution of African slavery cast a long shadow.
These distant events and ideas are not un-
related to the current situation, either as a
matter of historical causation, what with
the structure of our cities, for instance, and
their massive racial ghettos being implicat-
ed in the production of deviancy among the
people living therein; or as a matter of ethi-
cal evaluation, what with the decency of our
institutions being dependent on the extent
to which they comport with the national 

Among the most prominent
moral challenges of our time
is the fact that incarceration
on a massive scale has be-
come the central component
of social policy in the United
States. The prison system in
America has grown into a
leviathan unmatched in 
human history.

narrative of purpose that involves acknowl-
edging and acting to limit and to reverse the
consequences of our history. Indeed, I see
the rise of mass imprisonment as opening a
new front in the historic struggle for racial
justice, and I make no apology about link-
ing the notions of race and social justice.
One provocative claim is that the racial dis-
parity in our punishment policy reflects
both explicit and tacit racism. That is, the
emergence of this punishment infrastruc-
ture has garnered public support sometimes
because of and at other times despite its dis-
proportionately adverse impact on blacks.
In any case, the management of social dys-

function via imprisonment has become a
principal instrument through which racial
hierarchy is reproduced in our society. What
does this state of affairs say about our pur-
portedly open and democratic society?
What manner of people does our incarcer-
ation policy reveal us to be?

The core of the problem is that the socially
marginal are not seen as belonging to the
same general public body as the rest of us.
It becomes possible, therefore, to do just
about anything with them. Our political
community acts as though some of us are
different from the rest because of culture,
bad values, self-destructive behavior, mal-
feasance, criminality, and lack of responsi-
bility. The implication is that these others
deserve their fate. However, this posture is
inconsistent with the attainment of a just
distribution of bene½ts and burdens in so-
ciety. The racial disparity of punishment in
America should not be seen as an acciden-
tal accretion of neutral state action applied
to a racially divergent social flow. Properly
viewed, it is seen as a residual effect of our
history of enslavement, disenfranchise-
ment, segregation, and discrimination and
is, therefore, an abhorrent expression of
who we Americans have become as a peo-
ple at the dawn of the twenty-½rst century.

I realize that I have just stated an opinion
and that however defensible I believe it to
be, it is still an opinion. As social scientists
who would address ourselves to policy, we
cannot avoid drawing conclusions such as
this, or the opposite, and then arguing
forcefully for that position. Let me cut to
the chase: My view is that a pure ethic of
personal responsibility is an inadequate
foundation for distributing the negative
good that punishment has become in con-
temporary American society. I have set my-
self in this project the task of shifting the
public discussion of this problem toward a
great acknowledgment of social responsi-
bility even for the wrongful acts freely cho-
sen by individual persons. In pursuing this
aim, I’m not so much making a root causes
argument–he did the crime but only be-
cause he had no choice–as I’m arguing that
the society at large is implicated in such
choices because we have acquiesced in
structural arrangements working to the
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bene½t of some and to the detriment of
others and which shape the consciousness
of offenders and their sense of identity in
such a way that the choices they make,
which we may condemn, are nevertheless
compelling to them. This task I’ve set is a
problem of moral philosophy, and I’m a so-
cial scientist. Thus, I approach this philo-
sophical problem by emphasizing models
of social inequality in which closed and
bounded social structures such as the
racially homogenous urban ghettos that
we ½nd in our cities create contexts where
pathological and dysfunctional cultural re-
forms emerge and yet are not intrinsic to
the people caught in these structures, nor
are they independent of the behavior of
those of us who stand outside. 

© 2010 by Glenn Loury

The Independence of the 
Judiciary

Robert C. Post

Robert C. Post is Dean and Sol and Lillian Gold-
man Professor of Law at Yale Law School. He was
elected a Fellow of the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences in 1993 and serves as Librarian
of the Academy.

The Independence of the Judiciary project
of the Academy began about ½fteen years
ago, when the Supreme Court of the United
States decided for the ½rst time since the
1930s that the national government lacked
power to enact certain forms of legislation.
It is one thing for the Court to announce
that national legislation violates rights, say
First Amendment rights; it is quite another
to conclude that the national government
does not have power to pass legislation ad-
equate to address national needs. 

In response to decisions of this kind, the
Academy brought together Supreme Court
Justices, the majority of whom, by the way,
are members of the Academy; members of
the congressional judiciary committees; and
scholars who were political scientists, legal
academics, historians, and so on. We con-
vened a series of off-the-record meetings to
discuss and, we hoped, somewhat to defuse
the potential crisis between Congress and
the Court. In taking these steps, the Acade-
my exempli½ed its distinctive role as a dis-
interested broker who can summon exper-
tise from a variety of sources to affect the
development of public policy.

In the early twenty-½rst century, the Acade-
my’s project developed into one that focused
on the independence of the judiciary, in

particular on the autonomy of state court
judges. Eighty-½ve percent of all state court
judges in this country have to face election,
either a competitive election or a retention
election, and much evidence suggests that
these elections are becoming increasingly
expensive and increasingly politicized. They
feature fund-raising, political advertise-
ments, large expenditures, and so forth. At
one of the meetings we convened to discuss
this issue, Bert Brandenburg, the executive
director of an organization called Justice at
Stake, calculated that since 1999 state su-
preme court justices have raised in excess
of $150 million for their election campaigns.
Often this money comes from the very
people who appear before them in court.
In its last term the U.S. Supreme Court de-
cided a case out of West Virginia that ad-
dressed precisely this issue. A. T. Massey
Coal Co. was found liable for $50 million
by a jury for fraudulent misrepresentation,

The idea that judicial inde-
pendence must include free-
dom to err is a complicated
one, and it suggests the dif-
½culty in explicating what
judicial independence might
mean. Getting that question
right is at the core of the
Academy’s initiative on the
judiciary. 

concealment, and tortious interference
with existing contractual relations. The
company subsequently donated about $3
million to a candidate who was running for
a position on the Supreme Court of Appeals
of West Virginia. The candidate was elect-
ed and miraculously proved to be the third
vote in a three to two decision that reversed
and set aside the jury’s verdict. The case
then went to the Supreme Court, which by 
a vote of ½ve to four held the reversal to be 
a violation of due process (Caperton v. A. T.
Massey Coal, Co., 129 S. Ct. 2252 [2009]). 
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It is striking that the vote was ½ve to four;
yet the conflict of interest is obvious. Such
conflicts are bound to multiply as judicial
elections become increasingly politicized.
Consider that 95 percent of all legal proceed-
ings in the United States occur in the state
courts.

The funding of judicial elections is an issue
of huge signi½cance and one that helps to
generate growing mistrust of state courts.
A national organization called Jail for Judg-
es takes the position that if a state court
judge gets a decision wrong, the injured
party should be able to sue for personal
damages, and if the judge gets a decision
very wrong, he or she should be indicted
and sent to jail. The proposals of Jail for
Judges actually got on the ballot in South
Dakota; these proposals were defeated, but
similar efforts are proliferating throughout
the states. 

Many years ago I was in China lecturing on
the rule of law and on the necessity of an
independent judiciary. I asked an appellate
court judge about how he regarded a trial
court judge who had issued a mistaken
judgment. He responded that judicial er-
rors are wrongful conduct that deserves
punishment. Nothing could more deeply
compromise judicial independence, as the
Jail for Judges initiative demonstrates. Yet
the idea that judicial independence must
include freedom to err is a complicated
one, and it suggests the dif½culty in expli-
cating what judicial independence might
mean. Getting that question right is at the
core of the Academy’s initiative on the
judiciary. 

At one meeting that we convened on this
subject, former Supreme Court Justice
Sandra Day O’Connor observed that “The
breadth and intensity of rage currently
being leveled at the judiciary may be un-
matched in American history.” Our project
is about that rage: its sources and its ame-
lioration. We have convened scholars, pub-
lic of½cials, and state and federal court
judges in an effort to discuss the problem
and imagine solutions. Some of the results
of these studies are published in the Fall

2008 issue of Dædalus. The issue contains
papers prepared by former Supreme Court
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, Supreme
Court Justice Stephen Breyer, Senator
Charles Schumer, Chief Justice of the
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court
Margaret Marshall, Yale Law Professor
Judith Resnik, and two jurists we are proud
to induct as Fellows of the Academy today,
J. Harvie Wilkinson III of the United States
Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
and Ronald George, Chief Justice of Cali-
fornia.  

© 2010 by Robert C. Post

Initiative for Humanities 
and Culture

Patricia Meyer Spacks

Patricia Meyer Spacks is Edgar F. Shannon
Professor of English Emerita at the University
of Virginia. She was elected a Fellow of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences in
1994 and served as the Academy’s President
from 2001 to 2006. She is Chair of the Visit-
ing Scholars Program at the Academy.

Supporting the humanities has long been
a central activity in the Academy. The ur-
gency of this activity is becoming increas-
ingly clear, and one thing making it clear is
the Humanities Indicators project. Eight or
nine years ago, a group of leaders in the
academic humanities agreed about the im-
portance of collecting data as an essential
foundation for cogent discussion of the hu-
manities. We needed something, we decid-
ed, like the biennial Science and Engineering
Indicators that provide statistics on every-
thing from the number of majors in scien-
ti½c ½elds to the salaries paid to academics
who profess these ½elds. Moreover, we need-
ed to amass information on a continuing
basis. This would cost a staggering amount
of money, which the Academy didn’t have. 

We subsequently discovered that a lot of
data already existed. Government agencies,
educational organizations, and learned so-
cieties all gather statistics, but the informa-
tion they provide has been nearly useless
for getting the big picture. That’s because
different organizations employ different
de½nitions, different modes of gathering
data, different ways of calculating, and dif-
ferent classi½cations. The ½rst step to using
these data was to make them compatible, a
task more modest than that of collecting
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data but a large one nonetheless. Norman
Bradburn, a distinguished social psycholo-
gist currently based at the National Opin-
ion Research Council, assumed responsi-
bility for organizing and presenting the
Indicators under ½ve large categories: pri-
mary and secondary education; undergrad-
uate and graduate education (including
data on the jobs pipeline, or the road to
gainful employment, which proved partic-
ularly depressing); humanities research
and funding; the humanities workforce
(meaning the workforce outside academia);
and the humanities in American life (mean-
ing life outside the academy).

Statistics show that in 2003
and 2004, 26.5 percent of
students taking history in
public high schools were
taught by someone who not
only lacked certi½cation in
the subject but had not even
majored in it in college.

A preliminary version of the Indicators
became available to the public in January
2009 and can be found online at www.
HumanitiesIndicators.org. Although in
some respects the Indicators revealed what
many already knew, in other ways the re-
sults were unexpectedly alarming. For ex-
ample, in 1967 the average verbal score on
the sat exceeded the math score by almost
30 points. By 2007, after dropping more than
40 points since 1967, the mean verbal score
was 13 points lower than the math score. In
other words, students on average now know
slightly more about math than they did 40
years ago, but they have much less capacity
to control language, a fundamental skill nec-
essary to almost all occupations. The stu-
dents’ elders have similar dif½culties. In
the mid-1990s, 22 percent of adults in the
United States were highly prose literate,
meaning they had the knowledge and skills
necessary to understand and use informa-
tion from text. By 2003, the proportion had
dropped to 12.8 percent, the largest decline
experienced by any nation participating in

the relevant survey. Meanwhile, the number
of those with weak literacy skills, meaning
they could read but couldn’t make sense of
what they were reading, grew by 7.5 percent.

High school teachers aren’t doing too well
either. The shortage of quali½ed teachers
of science and math is well known, but the
problem is actually worse in some areas of
the humanities. Statistics show that in 2003
and 2004, 26.5 percent of students taking
history in public high schools were taught by
someone who not only lacked certi½cation
in the subject but had not even majored in
it in college. This proportion was consider-
ably higher than for any other subject. De-
spite all the publicity about underprepared
science and math teachers, the correspond-
ing rates for math and for the natural sci-
ences were 12.1 percent and 5.2 percent,
respectively.

Knowing such facts is a necessary ½rst step
in doing something about them. An updated
version of the Indicators is currently in prog-
ress, and we hope that some federal agency
will assume the expensive task of preserving
and enlarging the data in coming years.

A more cheerful perspective on the human-
ities emerges in the Winter 2009 issue of
Dædalus entitled “Reflecting on the Human-
ities.” This collection of essays provides a
kind of sequel to the volume published un-
der the auspices of the Mellon Foundation
in 1997, What’s Happened to the Humanities?
Contributors to the Dædalus volume include
the head of a major foundation, a nonaca-
demic philanthropist who has generously
supported the humanities, a university
president, a former college president, sev-
eral distinguished academics, a provost, and
the director of a humanities center. They
write about matters ranging from the digi-
tal humanities to recent trends in funding.
Several of them make deductive use of in-
formation from the Indicators. They con-
sider the humanities and social change, the
future of the so-called public humanities,
and the role of the humanities in liberal
arts colleges, as well as disciplinary ques-
tions. They both assert and demonstrate
the vitality of the humanities. I hope you
will have a look.  

© 2010 by Patricia Meyer Spacks

Educating the World’s 
Children

David E. Bloom

David E. Bloom is Chair of the Department of
Global Health and Population and Clarence
James Gamble Professor of Economics and 
Demography at the Harvard School of Public
Health. He was elected a Fellow of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2005.

Ubase is a long-standing Academy effort
in the global education arena. The acronym
stands for Universal Basic and Secondary
Education. The project is an ambitious un-
dertaking focused on identifying the ratio-
nale, consequences, and means for getting
every child in the world age ½ve to sixteen
a quality education.

The jumping-off point for the project is the
observation that basic and secondary edu-
cation are in a perilous state in much of the
developing world. This is hardly a novel ob-
servation. For example, in 1990, delegates
from 155 countries met in Jomtien, Thailand,
and pledged to achieve universal primary
education by the year 2000. They were mo-
tivated by the fact that nearly a billion adults
were illiterate and that 100 million children
of primary school age were not enrolled in
primary school. They were also motivated
by the severe gender gap in primary school
enrollment in many countries.

In the decade following that meeting, re-
spectable educational advances were made,
but it was absolutely clear by the year 2000
that the goal of universal primary education
was nowhere close to being achieved. So the
international community took a page out of
an academic playbook and graciously grant-
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ed itself a no-cost extension. That extension
took the form of the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals, in which world leaders pledged
to achieve universal primary education by
2015. We’re now in striking distance of the
2015 deadline, and we see a picture that ap-
pears simultaneously good, bad, and ugly.

The good news is that the world has made
signi½cant progress over the past decade.
Primary school enrollments have contin-
ued to increase throughout the world, and
gender disparities, particularly in primary
enrollment, have decreased substantially.

The UBASE project is an
ambitious undertaking 
focused on identifying the
rationale, consequences, and
means for getting every child
in the world age ½ve to six-
teen a quality education.

The bad news is that large numbers of chil-
dren are still not enrolled in school, and we
are not on a promising trajectory for meet-
ing the 2015 goal. Even if enrollment rates
continue to grow at the pace they did be-
tween 1999 and 2008, an estimated 49 mil-
lion primary school–age children will not
be enrolled in school in 2015. That repre-
sents 7 percent of the world’s primary
school–age children. And there is further
bad news: The shortfall with respect to
secondary education remains especially
striking, despite growing recognition of the
economic, social, and political importance
of secondary school. We project that 191
million, or more than one-quarter of the
world’s children of secondary school–age,
will not be enrolled in secondary school in
2015. What’s more, these ½gures do not ad-
dress the issue of quality. That’s because
enrollment does not necessarily mean at-
tendance, attendance does not necessarily
mean receiving an education, and receiving
an education does not necessarily mean re-
ceiving a good education. Some 75 percent
of the world’s children live in countries
where the quality of education lags behind 

–most often far behind–the average of in-
dustrial countries, as measured by standard-
ized test scores. Although that standard
may not be universally appropriate, the fact
that educational quality is often quite poor
is uncontested.

Finally, we have the ugly news, which is
what we see when we juxtapose the good
and the bad. I am referring here to dispari-
ties in both educational access and educa-
tional quality between the wealthy indus-
trial countries at one extreme and low-in-
come countries at the other. I am also refer-
ring to disparities within countries, espe-
cially those between girls and boys, rural
and urban areas, and racial and ethnic
groups. Disparity also shows up in things
like expenditures per pupil, teacher quali½-
cations, teacher absenteeism, infrastructure,
and curriculum quality.

The ubase project was initiated by the
Academy in 2001 and has aimed to under-
stand the current lay of the land in global
education and to think constructively about
what it would take to bring about signi½cant
improvements. I have been working on this
project with Academy Fellow Joel Cohen,
who has a base at both Rockefeller Univer-
sity and Columbia University. Over the
years, Joel and I have bene½ted from the un-
flagging encouragement and support of
Leslie Berlowitz, and we have had outstand-
ing assistance from various Academy staff.
The project has received ½nancial support
from the Academy, the William and Flora
Hewlett Foundation, and a number of gen-
erous individuals. From the start, our focus
has been not on advocacy but on taking care-
ful and critical stock of what we already
know and what we still need to know and
blending these with as much fresh and out-
of-the-box thinking as possible.

We got started by dividing our task into
reasonably manageable components, and
we recruited experts to lead research efforts
in a number of areas. We surrounded these
experts with working groups that included
people from a wide range of geographic, in-
stitutional, and professional backgrounds
who could review and comment on the work.

The project’s components have included the
nature and information content of educa-
tion data; the history of efforts to achieve

What are the contours of the
global education problem?
Why does it matter? And
what do we do about it?

universal education; the likely consequences
of achieving ubase; the meaning and mea-
surement of educational quality; the politics
of achieving ubase; and the costs of achiev-
ing ubase. With respect to cost, estimates
made by Paul Glewwe, Meng Zhao, and
Melissa Binder suggest an upper limit of an
additional $70 billion per year for all chil-
dren to receive a decent primary and sec-
ondary education. At one level, this seems
like a rather modest sum: It is less than one-
ninth of the U.S. government’s annual mil-
itary budget, and it is less than one-fourth
of the foreign aid goal of 0.7 percent of the
$43 trillion of gross national income of the
developed countries. On the other hand,
it’s a formidable amount because foreign
aid is substantially below the 0.7 percent
target, especially in the United States.

The Academy has been an ideal home for
this project. It has enhanced our capacity to
convene outstanding working groups–with
representation from across disciplines, pro-
fessions, and countries; it has provided
neutral territory for discussion and an in-
tegrity and independence that add to the
gravity of what we produce; and it makes
for a great meeting venue.

Our work to date has come to fruition partly
in the form of two books. The ½rst of these
is Educating All Children: A Global Agenda,
which I coedited with Joel Cohen and Mar-
tin Malin and which was published by mit

Press in 2006. The book lays out the justi½-
cation for ubase: the moral, ethical, and
humanitarian justi½cation, the internation-
al law justi½cation, the social justi½cation,
the political justi½cation, and the economic
justi½cation. The book argues that ubase

is, in general terms, not impossibly out of
reach. The second book is International Per-
spectives on the Goals of Universal Basic and
Secondary Education, edited by Joel Cohen
and Martin Malin. Due to be published this
year by Routledge, this book consists of a
series of essays that explore the goals of
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education, in particular the economic goals,
the political and civic goals, and the per-
sonal goals.

We are now endeavoring to synthesize for
education leaders, policy-makers, business
leaders, and the attentive public the main
messages that have emerged from the proj-
ect thus far. We have assembled an interna-
tional blue-ribbon advisory committee
that is preparing a white paper tentatively
titled “Educate,” containing a highly acces-
sible summary of our conclusions to date.
A key objective is to promote deeper en-
gagement of U.S. policy-makers in the idea
of ubase. This short report will address
bottom-line questions such as “What? So
what? And now what?”–that is, what are
the contours of the global education prob-
lem? Why does it matter? And what do we
do about it?

After “Educate” is published, we plan to
develop this project further by starting work
on a blueprint for achieving universal basic
and secondary education. To do this, we
will delve into the challenge of implemen-
tation, which we see as a matter of design,
leadership, management, coordination,
and funding. In the process, we will seek to
identify successful schooling models from
around the world and to pay special atten-
tion to what about them is idiosyncratic
and what is portable from one setting to
another. We hope to rely on many of our
new Academy Fellows for help with this
next phase of ubase.  

© 2010 by David E. Bloom

Challenges to Business in 
the Twenty-First Century: 
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Gerald Rosenfeld

Gerald Rosenfeld is Deputy Chairman of Roth-
schild North America. He was elected a Fellow
of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences
in 2004 and serves as a member of the Academy
Trust.

I am the anecdotal piece of evidence that
gets translated into data at the American
Academy, proof that you don’t have to be a
tenured professor at a university to con-
tribute to and be part of a study. I say to my
colleagues from the world of business and 

The current crisis has given
us an opportunity to think
about ways we might extend
our earlier study of the rela-
tionship of business to society.

commerce that the Academy offers many
interesting studies and projects on which
to work. One of the words in the Academy’s
founding documents is commerce, and we
spend a lot of time thinking in particular
about the relationship of business to the
rest of society, to the other professions, and
so forth. 

The project on Challenges to Business in the
Twenty-First Century started in the after-
math of the so-called corporate scandals
of the early part of this decade: Enron et al.
A group of Academy Fellows, business

practitioners, and academics came togeth-
er to try to understand how those in the
gatekeeper professions–lawyers, ½nancial
advisors, investment bankers, regulators,
auditors, corporate directors–contributed
to the scandals. We held a series of panels
and dialogues and commissioned a number
of essays, which we published in a 2005
volume bearing the aspirational title Restor-
ing Trust in American Business. I’m not sure
how well we’ve done in meeting that goal.

The book received a lot of publicity at the
time it was published, and a number of
schools adopted chapters from it as part of
their curriculum, particularly in courses on
professional responsibility. I initiated a
professional responsibility course at nyu

½ve years ago that is taught to law students
and business students simultaneously and
allows both groups to satisfy their school’s
respective professional responsibility re-
quirements and to engage in dialogue with
another part of the professional training
branch. I begin the course by saying that
lawyers have a book that tells them how to
behave, the Model Rules of Professional
Conduct, and businesspeople have “Gee, I
hope I don’t get arrested tomorrow.” Some-
where between the Model Rules of Profes-
sional Conduct and “Gee, I hope I don’t get
arrested tomorrow” is a commonality of
behaviors that we explore in the class using,
among other sources, information from
Restoring Trust in American Business.

For the past year or two we have been work-
ing to extend the work that culminated in
the 2005 volume. Fortunately for us, a crisis
comes along regularly. We get about one
½fty-year storm every three or four years
these days. The most recent example is
known variously as the Financial Crisis, the
Great Recession, and so on. Whatever capi-
talized term you want to apply to it, the
current crisis has given us an opportunity
to think about ways we might extend our
earlier study of the relationship of business
to society. Rakesh Khurana, Jay Lorsch, and
I are working on this, and the Academy will
convene a symposium on the topic in late
November 2009 in collaboration with the
Pollack Center for Law & Business at New
York University.  
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Over the past year, the United States has
engaged in a continual multibillion-dollar
payout, a taxpayer-½nanced bailout of the
½nancial industry, ranging from banks to
insurance companies. The U.S. government
is now also the controlling shareholder of
the largest industrial concern in the world,
General Motors, and many economists are
predicting that we will see record levels of
postwar unemployment.

Trust in business as an institution is now
the lowest in any of the recorded surveys.
In fact, business leaders are now seen as
less trustworthy than Washington politi-
cians, which is quite an accomplishment.
Our economic unraveling has unmasked
numerous contradictions and challenges
confronting global capitalism. We hope to
discuss three of these at our upcoming sym-
posium. First, economic activity and the
political process were once largely conduct-
ed within the same geographical area and
therefore could balance each other. Produc-
tion took place predominantly within na-
tional boundaries, and capital flows were
limited and controlled through internation-
al agreements so that the politics of nation-
states could still determine the priorities of

the economy and to some degree govern its
performance. Today the economic crisis re-
veals the role of public authorities directly
involved in correcting errors and malfunc-
tions in the so-called free market/global
market economy. The importance of nation-
al governments working together across
the globe to prevent future crises highlights
the fact that we need to think about new
forms of global governance that can more
effectively manage the global economy.

In the course of the discussions we have
held to date, the notion of how we get back
to the status ex ante was frequently raised.
However, what ultimately has emerged is a
realization that we can’t return to the sta-
tus ex ante. We have to recognize that glob-
alization and the direction of global capi-
talism have created enormous inequalities
that have contributed to increased social
instability. World Bank data now reveal
that for over two decades, as the world’s
wealth grew in absolute terms, inequalities
increased and are now at levels that have
not been measured since the 1920s. One
need only look around our own country to
see that even prior to the economic crisis
millions of our fellow citizens were experi-
encing dramatic declines in their standard
of living and future economic prospects.

Trust in business as an insti-
tution is now the lowest in
any of the recorded surveys.
In fact, business leaders are
now seen as less trustworthy
than Washington politicians.

A second issue we will be discussing at our
upcoming symposium is ceo compensa-
tion. In 2007, the ceo of the median Stan-
dard and Poor’s 500 company made approx-
imately $7.6 million. To put this in perspec-
tive: in 1960, the ratio of average ceo pay
to the salary of the president of the United
States was about 2 to 1. Today the ratio is
about 20 to 1. If average pay for factory

workers had risen as fast as ceo pay, it
would be about $120,000 this year instead
of $24,000. If the minimum wage had risen
as fast, it would be about $24.30 per hour
rather than $7.25. In 1980, the ratio of ceo

pay to the average worker’s pay was about
42 to 1. By 1999, it had gone to 475 to 1, and
it peaked in 2000 at about 530 to 1, settling
at about 300 to 1 last year. These ratios are
for the United States. In the United King-
dom the ratio is about 25 to 1; in France, 16
to 1; in Germany, 11 to 1; and in Japan, 10 to
1. So the United States leads the world not
only in incarceration rates but in executive
compensation. That some of these things
are linked is increasingly being recognized.

A third area we hope to examine at our
symposium falls within the realm of tech-
nology and the economy, particularly the
business media. To imagine the current
economy without the pervasive presence of
the continuous information cycle is almost
impossible. Given the media’s fundamen-
tal importance in both reflecting and engi-
neering changes in perception, we have to
reflect carefully on its influence, especially
in regard to how economic imperatives can
clash with our ethical imperatives for serv-
ing a well-informed citizenry. Just because
social communication can increase the pos-
sibilities of interconnections and dissemi-
nation of ideas, it does not follow that com-
munication necessarily promotes freedom,
fair economic development, or rational and
reasoned discourse.

Our symposium will take place in a unique
historical moment. We have an opportuni-
ty to reflect more deeply on the meaning of
the economy and its goals. We hope to be-
gin a conversation that will expand and con-
tribute to a larger discourse and will take a
more farsighted view of the model of glob-
al capitalism than the one that has brought
us to our present condition.  
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