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In “Nuclear Weapons and American Grand Strategy: Essential Pillar or Terminal Liability?”, Douglas Ross presents the case that looming environmental cataclysm will bring overt empire back into vogue.  Interestingly, though, the type of empire Dr. Ross conceives takes on a multilateral twist.  Here the combination of relentless WMD proliferation “to all corners of the earth” and “[a]ccelerating environmental and economic crises” will likely force the United States and its allies into a “Cooperative ‘Imperial’ Liberal” framework.
  Indeed, the world’s future will emerge so dire that a multilateral alliance—a coalition “best envisaged as a continuously expanding club or ‘league’ of democracies, possibly in an expanded and renamed North Atlantic Treaty Organization”
—will be necessary to “help manage failed or failing states,” lest they slip into anarchy.
  For Dr. Ross, the impetus to act is clear: regimes too weak to meet the world’s looming environmental and economic challenges will foment waves of hungry migrants and WMD-armed terrorists, flooding the globe’s most prosperous quarters.  Only the establishment of imperial order over the most chaotic, infrastructure-starved regions holds hope of stemming such a tide.   



This choice, however, is not pre-ordained.  In fact, even with the confluence of WMD diffusion and deteriorating environmental and economic conditions, NATO’s heirs might prove unable to overcome the considerable obstacles to collective action.  Liberal empire may therefore offer nothing more than empty promise.  In such a case, Dr. Ross does not mince words.  If the liberal democracies do not embark upon cooperative empire, the present multilateral security order will collapse into strict isolationism.  More specifically, either the impending catastrophes will press America’s allies to “‘step up’ and assume more of the material costs and intellectual and moral burdens required of the new CIL ‘empire,’”
 or these smaller partners await abandonment at the hands of their former protector.  If faced with uncooperative allies, the United States would dispose of ‘foreign entanglements’ and draw itself inwards once again.


Such a shift in US strategic thinking would hold tremendous implications for the security policy of those suddenly left outside America’s security umbrella.  At the forefront of these changes would be the attractiveness of an independent nuclear deterrent.  Facing a hostile world and the harsh reality of an end to free-riding on US military expenditures, nations exposed by America’s retreat would be forced to refine and modernize their nuclear arsenals—or even acquire atomic weapons, should they currently lack them.  Even now, worst-case climate change scenarios have led to nuclear weapons “reacquiring legitimacy inside many western governments.”
  Given the impressive utility of nuclear weapons, the failure of cooperative imperialism would likely be greeted by the proliferation of insular, nuclear-armed states nervously awaiting the onslaught of fanatical militants and economic refugees.


Dr. Ross is meticulous in his survey of America’s grand strategic choices, and draws up many hard questions with few easy answers.  This brief response, however, disputes the underlying premise of the paper’s argument, as well as some of the policy prescriptions advocated should so dire a future come to pass.  Firstly, as argued below, it is quite unlikely that the challenges of environmental degradation will prove unmanageable.  Indeed, the argument strikes an implausible tone when quoting James Lovelock’s vision of “a coming eco-collapse and a great human die-off.”
  Secondly, while the case for a ‘league of democracies’ enjoys certain appeal,
 no matter how high the seas rise nor how arid cropland becomes, costly imperial projects cannot escape the logic inhibiting collective action.
  As Afghanistan and Iraq have demonstrated, it is extremely difficult to convince either the general public or vote-conscious policymakers that battling far-off enemies armed with assault rifles and improvised explosive devices offers tangible gains.  Meanwhile, ‘cooperative’ imperialism faces the additional challenges of coordinating strategy amongst allies, internalizing and distributing modern imperialism’s meager benefits, and maintaining equitable burden-sharing amongst members frequently unwilling to do their share of the dying.  Given the high costs and marginal benefits of modern empire, multilateral imperialism is certain to founder on the shoals of alliance politics.

A Future of Crises?


When Dr. Ross peers into humanity’s future, he finds it offers only “steadily worsening global environmental conditions.”
  Thankfully, there are several reasons to consider this prognosis excessively pessimistic.  Most obviously, modern history suggests that a distrust of Malthusian doomsday scenarios is prudent, if only because the 20th century was full of ecological alarmism that simply did not come to pass.  Few, for example, could have missed Paul and Anne Ehrlich’s repeatedly dire warnings of an impending ‘population bomb’ and looming starvation back in the late 1960s.
  Subsequent authors, such as the ‘Club of Rome’ and Lester Brown,
 repeatedly claimed that cataclysm lay merely over the horizon.  Thankfully, however, these doomsday prophecies consistently fell far short of the mark.  Nevertheless, the consequence of such misguided panic is that, like the boy who needlessly cried wolf, any new calls for worry deserve both skepticism and scrutiny.


Predictions regarding the world’s ecological future revolve around three inter-related dynamics: resource stocks, population growth, and rates of consumption per person. Neo-Malthusians in particular look to the trend lines of each and find ominous harbingers.  More specifically, Neo-Malthusians point out that both the world’s population and global resource consumption have undergone truly exponential growth since the industrial revolution.  Today there are more mouths consuming more food than ever before.  This deeply disturbs Neo-Malthusians, as there is only a finite amount land to cultivate, iron to mine, fish to catch, and so on.  Indeed, here is the root cause for their concern: in a world of finite material resources, relentless consumption growth can only end in ruin for all.


Fortunately, there is reason to believe the intellectual heirs of the good Reverend overstate their case, beginning with global population growth.  True, humanity’s penchant for reproduction is certain to remain a serious issue for decades to come.  Nevertheless, rather than the world’s population endlessly accelerating until the point of ecological collapse, the UN Population Division estimates that world numbers will level off in the upcoming decades.  Critically, the cause of this decline will be endogenous—that is, the result of conscious decisions made by parents, not the callous hunger that accompanies resource constraint.  Rather than starvation and food shortage, the simple choice to have fewer children will stabilize the planet’s population at around 9 billion.  In fact, even in the poorest regions of the world, population growth has already begun to slow dramatically.  When contrasted against the decade previous, Africa’s population growth rate alone declined an incredible 7% in the period 1998-2008.
  Again, this slowdown is not from increased global mortality—lifespans have in fact trended in the opposite direction—but because global fertility rates are dropping as affluence becomes more widespread.  The chief lesson, then, is that there is nothing inexorable about population growth.  There is no reason to conclude human numbers will grow until all the food is gone.
 


Eco-pessimists counter observations of declining fertility with the caution that even if population growth slows, future numbers will still be completely unsustainable in light of the earth’s finite resource stocks.  This danger will become particularly acute if consumption per person continues to grow at its current exponential rate.  Such concerns are fair, given the profligacy that so frequently colours human behaviour.  Nevertheless, in many ways wastefulness is actually indicative of surplus.  In fact, there is ample evidence to indicate that present consumption could be done much more efficiently—even within the constraints of existing technology.  Most human production and consumption processes are characterized by unnecessary ‘slack’ in the system.  Put another way, current knowledge is not being utilized to its fullest.  As such, squeezing out these inefficiencies would permit far greater production levels, even at present rates of resource consumption.


Global agriculture provides a textbook example of such unrealized gains.  Tellingly, future yields need not rely on future ‘miracle’ seed varieties, but rather on the adoption of simple agricultural practices that have already been perfected.  For example, the University of Manitoba’s Vaclav Smil estimates that the Nile Delta’s yields could be boosted some 20% through simple soil testing and plant analysis—gains made even without the application of additional fertilizer.
  Similarly, adopting drip irrigation technology would boost the water efficiency of traditional flood and furrow practices from 25-40% to an astounding 95%.
  Meanwhile, such wastefulness is not confined to the world’s poorer regions.  Approximately 40% of North America’s per capita food supply ends up spoiled or simply thrown into the garbage.
  The main concern is therefore not a lack of resources, but rather unnecessary extravagance in their use.

The second reason to conclude resource stocks will prove sufficient is the virtually unlimited potential of innovation.  Human intellect is the only factor of production that has proven invulnerable to the forces of diminishing marginal returns.  This brings the hope that brand new efficiencies can be created, enabling the world to stretch existing resources even further.  With innovation, current production processes can be improved, thereby expanding potential production horizons.  Even more, many materials presently consumed have the potential to be substituted by other, less scarce goods.  Energy, for example, has numerous alternatives currently available, as do building materials (cinderblock instead of wood) and automobile components (aluminum rather than steel).  This is to say nothing of innumerable industrial chemicals and even materials as of yet undreamt of.  There is no ceiling on human ingenuity.


Such musings are not idle speculation, for harnessing untapped efficiencies and human innovation have reaped consistent dividends.  Japan’s response to petroleum scarcity, for example, has led the country to decrease its oil imports by nearly 20% from 1973—all while the country’s GDP roared ahead.
  At the same time, Americans drive four times as many miles as they did 40 years ago, yet still produce less than half as much automotive air pollution.
  More broadly, although the 20th century was an epoch of torrid growth in the number of mouths to feed and the consumption of raw materials, William Nordhaus finds that over this period the factor income of natural resources generally declined.
  Even now, amidst tightening supply and growing demand, commodity prices remain far below the levels observed during the last great food crisis in the 1970s.
  Thus, even while severe challenges and rising demand remain, the FAO and OECD forecast that the price of wheat, coarse grains, rice, and oilseed will all be lower a decade from now than they are today.
  Ultimately,

 “the underlying forces that drive agricultural product supply (by and large productivity gains) will eventually outweigh the forces that determine stronger demand, both for food and feed as well as for industrial demand, most notably for biofuel production.  Consequently, prices will resume their decline in real terms.”
 
The reason for these declines is straightforward.  Innovation has enabled ever more efficient production.  Some raw materials have even been completely done away with.  In short, environmental problems are simply a function of the race between a diminishing supply of material resources and growth in the stock of human ideas—a competition between growing consumption and technological progress.
  Fortunately, nowhere in this contest is it predestined that the outcome shall be unmitigated tragedy.  Recent history suggests only the opposite.

Convergence or Divergence?

Another question to ponder is the future of global economic growth, particularly as it pertains to those countries currently mired poverty.  Again, while prognostication is a dangerous profession, there is good reason to believe the future calls for guarded optimism.  The chief reason for this is the overarching trend towards income convergence between the world’s upper and middle-income countries.  As Charles Jones points out, recent decades have seen huge swaths of population in the middle-income countries improve their economic lot.
  This is hardly surprising, given that the last 40 years have witnessed more growth miracles than disasters.
  Such progress is largely because successful policies can be imitated by neighbours.  As time has passed, more and more countries have learned how to construct effective, wealth-generating institutions.  Countries like China, India, Poland, Vietnam, and Botswana have all learned how to mimic—even improve upon—the economic structures first constructed by Great Britain prior to the Industrial Revolution.  The consequences are real: more affluence and more sustained growth in more places than ever before.  The oncoming economic cataclysm that Dr. Ross predicts would therefore be in complete contravention of current trends.

Empire as Strategy


Despite the optimism that can be garnered from the economic success of the 20th and early 21st centuries, Dr. Ross correctly points out that the very poorest of the poor are likely to remain mired in poverty.  Even an optimistic view recognizes that countries like Somalia and Afghanistan seem inextricably bound to stagnant rates of growth, and are therefore likely to remain plagued by extreme poverty for the foreseeable future.  Clearly, economic improvement for most is not the same as for all.  The question, then, is what is to be done about these laggards?  To this the paper’s argument is clear: impoverished states are likely to become “launching pads” for WMD terrorism.
  The optimal solution would therefore be for NATO or its successor to establish a liberal empire to mitigate such threats.  


The main criticism of such a notion, however, is that empire is an extraordinarily poor instrument for counterterrorism.  Witness the establishment of imperial protectorates in Afghanistan and Iraq.  In these post-9/11 battlegrounds, thousands of Western casualties and tens of thousands of local fatalities have followed military efforts to eradicate terrorism ‘root and branch.’  Yet despite this high toll of blood and treasure, the threat of transnational terrorism has hardly dissipated.  In fact, an entire generation of Jihadists has learned the art of modern insurgency while opposing America’s imperial endeavours.  If anything, the return of empire has made the security challenges of the Middle East more complex.  Rather than quick, clean-cut victories and the ‘draining of the swamps’ which harbour terrorists, an imperial strategy has become instead a stumble into the wider battles between Sunni and Shia Islam, between modernists and traditionalists, and even into petty squabbles between rival tribal factions.  Given the military debacles that have followed 9/11, a return to overt empire will not likely make the West any safer.  


Similarly daunting to the notion of “liberal empire” is that while it is extremely difficult to internalize the benefits of cooperative ventures, the costs borne by each member would be tangible in the extreme.  More specifically, the benefits of keeping terrorists at bay would be far harder to quantify than the costs of flag-draped coffins rolling past television cameras in sombre ramp ceremonies.  Indeed, voters are unlikely to find body bags an acceptable price for combating a terrorist enemy they cannot see and virtually never feel.  Even more, given that lowered global temperatures and more stable climatic patterns are public goods, it would be tough to motivate members to act for environmental reasons.  Olson informs us that concentrated costs and dispersed benefits are not conducive to cooperative action.  This means that if the rationale of counterterrorism is insufficient to keep soldiers in harm’s way, global warming and boatloads of illegal migrants have no chance whatsoever.


This leaves the alternative of isolationism.  Here Dr. Ross is on entirely plausible ground.  In the aftermath of the First World War, America turned its back on the world.  There is no reason to believe the country is incapable of doing so again.  A retreat inside ‘fortress America’ would not, however, mean America’s global strike capabilities would disappear.  As such, if WMD terrorism against the United States is as likely (or perhaps as inevitable) as Lewis and Allison insist,
 harsh retaliation against the origins of such an attack can be assured.  In such a scenario, the deadly lessons of Iraq and Afghanistan would leave overt empire undesired by military planners.  Instead, America would seek to both punish and deter further terrorist acts by inflicting severe damage on state sponsors with standoff weapons and perhaps air-mobile raids.  In the case of a concerted WMD terrorist attack, America’s fury would be immense.  Public officials would even consider using America’s strategic arsenal.  In short, fears of wars of occupation would not preclude American military planners striking hard at a wide variety of foreign targets in retaliation for an attack upon US soil—provided, of course, American forces need not stick around to patrol the aftermath.  An isolationist world would therefore not necessarily be a peaceful one.    

Conclusion


While the strains imposed by a still-rapidly growing population and the birth of a truly global consumer class will be considerable, it is worth remembering that economic and environmental cataclysm would be a reversal of current trends.  Food is now cheaper than a generation ago.  A fewer proportion of the world’s population lives in poverty.  Fertility rates are falling.  In fact, despite all the environmental challenges of the last century, the world is becoming a better place, not worse.  Although it would be imprudent to downplay the enormity of the challenge posed by hundreds of millions of additional middle class consumers, it is nonetheless most likely that these trials will be overcome.

As for the world’s most desperate regions, terrible hardship will remain.  The bifurcation between ‘haves’ and ‘have nots’ will not disappear any time soon.  Worryingly, the call of transnational terrorism may be heard well enough amidst such despair to bring new radicals to its banner.  This, as Dr. Ross suggests, will pose a grave danger to global security.  Unfortunately, the return of empire offers no solution—only steep costs and an exacerbation of the jealousies and mistrusts that drive suicide bombers to act in the first place.  This leaves policymakers with few prescriptions other than drawing down alliances and thickening borders.  Alas, this scenario—far more than any dubious “risk of environmental-economic collapse”
—is the true cause for alarm.  If WMD terrorism compels America inward, what will happen to the global trade upon which so much of the world’s welfare depends?  This question will require serious study.  Indeed, the maintenance of a multilateral world economy in an era of rapidly diminishing unipolarity will emerge as the fundamental strategic challenge of our time.

[end 7 pages]

Drafts: 3-4-2.

Notes
-Smil ’08: more aggressive adoption of hybrids could bring auto eff rates to 50mpg, "more than halving theh current U.S. need for automotive fueld and sending oil prices into a tailspin." (p81)
-go-it-alone still possible

The only thing worse than an economic or environmentally-inspired catastrophe would be one of self-creation.  The forces of the environment—perhaps even economics—lay outside the powers of present control.  Yet to invade unmanageable regions with the force of arms would be a self-inflicted and therefore unnecessary wound.

· Clearly, if such overwhelming pressures come about, Dr. Ross is correct in concluding that they will severely constrain the policy choices available to leading decision-makers.  Nonetheless, it is seriously questionable whether so ominous a future is really all that likely.

Without obvious benefits to accrue, where is the incentive for empire?  If environmental or economic cataclysm arrives there will be no cooperative empire, only isolationism.


The postwar history of the industrial democracies provides evidence that even pollution need not be a tale of despair.  In these countries, air quality has dramatically improved.  Life expectancy in America’s urban areas, for example, increased a full five months in less than two decades, simply by reducing the amount of pollutants in the air.
  This is hardly surprising, as automobiles now emit a mere 1% of the pollution of cars from the 1970s.
  In short, the fruit of innovation has been improved living standards.  The world is becoming a better place, not worse.

--terrorism-inspired imperialism isn’t going to work against terrorism, not going to keep NATO together.


( As such, if something does go bad, a crisis does break out, I suggest—essentially in line with Dr. Ross—that we all get comfortable living within the confines of a fortress America.

Income divergence is therefore a matter between the very rich and the very poor—for the middle in between is in fact catching up.

Failed states are best treated like outbreaks of gangrene: swiftly and decisively dealt with, before the malignancy spread.

Wouldn’t present polling and policy suggest otherwise?  Any challenge posed by global warming will therefore be met domestically.

If innovation has consistently made the ‘limits to growth’ less and less constructive, what is there to suggest this cannot be done in the future?  How can one be confident humanity’s genius for problem solving and efficiency-improvement will desert the globe during its best and most diversely educated time?
Leaders in the 21st century will find their hands tied on all sorts of matter—but it will not be because of hunger, disease, or waves of economic migration.
Economists, however, remain baffled at such a downcast conclusion.  Rather than conflict and hunger, they instead argue scarcity breeds incentives to innovate.  

Unfortunately, neo-Malthusians take little comfort in these victories.  Instead, they hold the conviction that past accomplishments cannot prevent future calamity.  The simple fact that more future people entails more future consumption ensures ‘scarcity,’ and therefore fear and resignation. 
-pop slowing (so historical pop trend not good indicator for future)

-can use existing res more efficiently (slack in system).

-can innovate further efficiencies.

Indeed, voters are unlikely to correlate their fallen soldiers with each day appearing as it otherwise would been.

The problem with a cooperative empire is that while ‘empire’ usually entails either force sufficiently overwhelming to browbeat an opponent into submission or foot soldiers willing to do the dying, the benefits of this project are not easily internalized.

To more bloody the exercise, the more benefits participants will need to see.

b) related to this issue of demonstration and convincing, I imagine I am hardly alone in my skepticism of the counter-terror utility of state conquest.


( Sure, the ‘European 4 plus J.S.’ may be keen on it, but

In fact, not only has ‘ecopessimism’ failed to drive Europe’s public enthusiastically into the arms of a revitalized, muscularized trans-Atlantic alliance, it has shattered the political stature of those leaders who previously conceived of this as a prudent strategy—much evidenced by the diminished role (and receding hairline) of he who was once Britain’s most gifted politician.




( And why should they?  Perhaps Richard Rosecrance is right: Europe can, just as Japan has done, simply buy its way into resource security.




( Meanwhile, Russia, shorn of its former Soviet empire and its population dwindling, no longer looks so menacing to its traditional German rival.  





( So what, then, has Europe to fear?  What is there to keep them and the Americans locked in a tight embrace?  To keep them willing to adopt an imperial strategy that offers marginal security benefit and a steady stream of coffins home?






( Obviously, few would suggest that the woods are not dangerous, but aren’t we all now deeply skeptical when someone cries wolf?

-some will remain.

-what to do about them?


a) Ross: empire.

( 4th concern is climate change: how know will be okay?

ag is battle between a) land, b) productivity of agriculture, c) number of mouths to feed, and d) how much they consume.

( will production increase faster than global warming destroys it.

[maybe check ag paper too?]

Reason for concern:



a) slowing, but still growing population.


b) increasingly wealthy = consume more (ie China).


c) environmental degradation.


d) climate change.

Climate change may have deeply challenging—and perhaps even completely unforeseen—effects.  However, it is erroneous to conclude that the environmental lot of humanity is worsening.

( fundamentally a question about forecasts:


a) take recent history?


b) do worst-case scenarios, so can protect against the implausible?

--lonely call to profess optimism in a room of nuclear strategists—but if anything, I suggest there’s merit in 

Back-up Questions

Cut:

Such a scenario need not be far-fetched.  In fact, operations in Haiti, North Africa, and Afghanistan can already be considered ‘testbeds’ for this approach.
All indications thus far suggest that growing demand and relative scarcity have been easily checked the simple ability of farmers to grow more crops on the same plot of land.  [#s re land into cultivation?]
p23 FAO/OECD report: When the focus is on crop imports, the projections show that for all crop products in

the Outlook, except vegetable oils, developing countries dominate the picture of trade

expansion. For wheat, sugar, oilseeds and oilmeals, most of the growth takes place in Asian

developing countries. For oilseeds, import growth in Asia exceeds even total trade

expansion and is offset to some extend by a decline in imports by OECD countries. For rice

and coarse grains, most of the growth in imports takes place in African developing

countries, and much of that in the LDCs.
( not just increase in LDCs, but dominate new growth.
1. 


e) climatology predictions (ie p10).  In this, I wonder is it really wise to rely on such estimates when they oscillate between prophecies of rising tides and widespread drought, and the prognosis of a return to a mini-ice age?



( These are dramatic swings, and such uncertaintly should give cause for concern.

2. 

Growth r of world tech tied to growth r of pop (larger # of researchers can create larger # of ideas, + this general principle generates per cap growth) p121
wouldn’t a policy of covert arrests (or even assassination, as you note Luttwak suggests) be a far more cost effective strategy than assembling imperial protectorates and thereafter stumbling into the wider battles between Sunni and Shia Islam.


d) regimes.  The Montreal Protocol, for example, led to the virtual elimination of CFC gases.  Finally, there is also the reliance on future…

At the same time too, you mention the potential of a future…




ii) [pesticide-inspired?] cancer [Lomberg disagrees]

( You accurately note, for example, how subsidized trawlers have devastated global fish stocks—and yet the FAO predicts the aqualculture will be able to overcome this shortfall (Smil p19-0)

‘justified scent of panic’ (p13): is this ever a good idea.

( What I’m saying is that prospective cataclysm is certainly not unbeknownst to those concerned with environmental issues.





( What’s critical, however, is that
from 5 million barrels a day in 1973 to 4.12 in 2007 (Globe may 21, 2008)

( Certainly no more impressive feats have been witnessed in that of food and agriculture.



( Think of the addition of nitrogen fertilizer our modern cropland.




( Indeed, it has been estimated that without the Haber-Bosch processes (the process by which nitrogren with withdrawn from ammonia) yields would plumment and global population would fall to only 2-3 billion.

current prod of 80MTN/yr is larger than total amount of N receieved by farmland from atmospheric deposition, biofixation + recycling of organic wastes -pop would have to shrink to 2-3bil w/o ammonia sythesis p50 Smil

Data from ‘60-’97 = income distribution probabilities; convergence to top has occurred and likely to 
cont.  (last 40yrs seen more growth miracles than disasters) p150-3 Jones

Overall convergence (though slow) likely bc society gradually discovers [and adopts] success instxns + 
policies 
conducive to econ growth ie Smith published  1776 p153 Jones

[be careful to use stats of past to guarantee prediction of future, but is powerful argument that the world is 
getting better]

Somalia: may come a newsflash, but that country has been without an effective government for 20 years.  Where has been dire impetus to invade and establish control?  Left in 1993 and WMD not follow.


( Is it not that we don’t deal with the African crises, not because we’re myopic or stupid, but in a world where interest trumps morality, policymakers are simply clever enough to realize that they don’t have to? (ie Sudan).


( Vietnam scarred the Pentagon for a generation, so we can only imagine the US public’s reticence into getting involved in another imperial action.

b) impetus to act, to keep NATO together in effort of liberal empire.

b) where are the crises affecting us?


( Poverty has remained affliction of periphery, not seriously impact ourselves.

evidence to support notion of a “growing awareness of the vulnerability of the wealthy states to the mass migration implications of environmental/economic collapse in the weakest states in Africa and central Asia.” (p20)


( Really?  Hasn’t the Italian coast guard been picking up pretty stable numbers for years?  Does the Italian public lash out at Romanian migrants because of environmental fears, or because crime (real or imagined) drives them into a tizzy?

( “heightened anxiety about impending global environmental crises” within the NATO, affluent democracy core. (p22).  

( Really?  It seems to me that here in Canada the environment was a big deal—and then the Americans stopped buying our lumber.


( Is eco-pessimism really that prevalent?  Where is the (consistent) polling data in support.

b) Question of Security Utility of Liberal empire

( not rather assassination over liberal empire (what is the security utility?)

( not a need to differentiate a willingness to “use force ruthlessely” (p23) with embarkation on outright endeavour of colonial empire.

(mention NI/CIL spec forces raids ie by Luttwak at end p36) ( Why so late?

c). What is likliehood of PPNW?  Not a rather long shot?


( Really drive the Americans to give up global order?  Soviets planned to take advantage of Western openness and Spestnaz forces to blow up oil refineries and ships, but not come to pass.

II. Options

a) What would keep CIL together?

Your argument contends that Europe will go along with the American-led, ‘son of NATO’ liberal imperial project.


( Is this really a fair conclusion to make?  More particularly, if the crises aren’t as intensive as you describe, what will be the glue to bind together the two halves of the Atlantic divide?



( If ‘ecopessimism’ isn’t enough to “accomplish what the war on terror could not” (p15), where does that leave the broader grand strategy considerations?


( Even more, after the debacle of Iraq, surely it would take a truly earth-shattering event to drive France and even Great Britain into a similar project.



( Tony Blair certainly was, as you suggest, in favour of the normative liberal project (p15), and yet Gordon Brown, for all his failings, is surely wise enough to understand the price involved in such imperial ambitions.



( With Russia, stripped of its Soviet empire, less than 25% greater than Germany


( Perhaps rather than ‘de-bellicized’, Europe is simply willing to pay their way out of Middle East problems (a far more cost effective solution) ie oil security (p24).

( ‘Europe 4 plus  J.S.’ (p24) may be will to pursue war with Iran, but are Europe’s publics (and politicians) willing to follow?


( would be curious to see polling data demonstrating lack of evidence to support the notion of a worrying public.

( In fact, the last 40 years has witnessed more growth miracles than disasters (Jones p150-3), and this is likely because society gradually discovers and adopts successful institutions and policies conducive to economic growth.

c) markets.  What environmental economists baffled by political scientists is our conclusion that scarcity leads to competition.



( Thomas Homer-Dixon has made his entire career on such a notion.



( Instead, however, economists argue that individuals don’t assume resource levels to static dynamics, but rather respond to price incentives.




( To a political scientist, rising oil prices beget wars over crude. Yet to an economist, all this means is that we end up taking the bus.
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