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I. Important Terms

1. Asymmetrical: Having no balance or symmetry.  State vs non-state

2. Symmetrical: Having similarity in size, shape, and relative position of corresponding parts.  State vs State

3. International System: The system in which the world operates, functions, and recognizes itself.  Has three sub-parts: Uni-Polar, Bi-Polar, and Multi-Polar.

Uni-Polar: Hegemon establishes and enforces the rules.  Settles/Imposes resolutions to disputes between weaker nations.

Bi-Polar: Historically, each will try to eliminate the other block by undermining, if possible, and fighting, if necessary.  Using smaller countries to fight.  Each increases power relative to the other through: 1Attempt to bring new members in. 2Prevent other from leaving.

Multi-Polar: Oppose any actors/alliance that threatens to become hegemonic.  Increase power, but especially preserve obtained power.  Alliances if necessary but make them short-term.  Hold power through negotiating if possible, but fighting if necessary.  Never destroy a major actor, even if it was a rising actor because it would 1Create instability and 2Create a power vacuum.

4. Systemic: Global.

5. Treaty of Westphalia: Established the modern state system in 1648.

6. Cold War: Period of time between 1945 and 1989 when there was a standoff between the United States and the Soviet Union.

7. Hegemon: A nation-state that is the global leader.  U.S. post-Cold War.

8. Nation-State: A political unit consisting of an autonomous state inhabited predominantly by a people sharing a common culture, history, and language.  A country.

9. Sovereign: Self-governing; independent.

10. Peacekeeping: A method of foreign troops sent into a country at the request of one or both of them to end conflict.

11. Peacemaking: A method of foreign troops sent into a country without the permission of one or both countries involved in the conflict.

12. Old Terrorism: Terrorism driven by a political/nationalistic agenda i.e. the release of political prisoners, IRA vs UK

13. New Terrorism: Terrorism that seeks to destroy using the justification of religion i.e. killing the Infidel’s.

14. UN: United Nations.

15. Globalization: Growth to a global or worldwide scale.

16. Economic Interdependence: Countries depend and are linked to other countries through economic means.

17.Non-State: An international actor that is not a nation-state.  A terrorist group or a multi-national/transnational corporation like Wal-Mart.

18. UN: United Nations, a world body dedicated to ensuring international peace and security as well as the global humanitarian

19. EU: European Union, a regional organization comprised of European countries economically integrated with each other, most share the Euro as its common currency.

20. Counter-terrorism: refers to the practices, tactics, and strategies that governments, militaries, and other groups adopt in order to fight terrorism.
II. Introduction

At the dawn of the 21st century, the United States, and the world, are witnessing a transformation in the international system.  It is evident that the rules of warfare, as nation-states see them, are changing.  The armed services of the United States are fighting an asymmetrical threat that they were never designed to face.  The traditional tactics of overwhelming power and military strength might apply to state-on-state conflicts, but since 2001 the armed services have been engaged in The Global War on Terror (GWoT), a historically unique type of war.  GWoT is leading the armed services to transform themselves into an increasingly small and mobile force to combat this new and dangerous asymmetrical threat.


The creation of multiple conceptual-based world models is a way of analyzing future political, military, and economic trends and threats, providing a context for the successful transformation of the armed services to successfully combat asymmetrical non-state.  A useful source for the concepts used to construct world models are popular texts written by professional strategic analysts.  The resulting models, when populated with empirical data, may be used to generate plausible future outcomes.  A key purpose is to take into account the emergence of non/sub-state groups that have different views and motivations than traditional nation-states.

III.  The Challenge

For over 350 years, the nature of the international system has been based and formed around the idea that the nation-state is “the universal standard for political legitimacy
” as described by the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648.  The transforming and emerging threats to the existence of the nation-state, and thus the United States, are posed by international terrorism.  Terrorism and subsequent non-and sub-state actors are becoming increasingly dominant at the systemic level.  Coit Blacker, a colleague of Secretary of State Dr. Rice at Stanford University, described the new threat when he said,

It wasn’t until after September 11, 2001 that most of us realized that for the first time in human history, that a sub-state actor, a group of religious extremists, at the very bottom of the international system, had the capability to inflict devastating damage on the very pinnacle of the international system.

This statement demonstrates how serious the threat is to the United States.  The notion that a sub-state group, with no national identity or boundaries has the power to trigger a transformation in the international system in such dynamic and fundamental ways will pose a serious to challenge to the future stability of the nation-state system.

In the post Cold War world, countries have been forced to realize the threat posed by non-state and sub-state groups that do not have a nation of origin. The international system is being forced to incorporate a wide-range non-state actors such as multinational corporations (MNC’s), Mafia’s, ethnic factions, and terrorist groups; the latter being the most lethal.  These groups have the ability to emerge from anywhere, strike, and then slip into the darkness and disappear.  For any modern warfare organization i.e. Navy, Army, Air Force, etc. the modern, contemporary rules and methods for fighting a war are changing into something entirely different.  It is more than likely that the only real threats that will challenge the international system and the security of the United States will come from the repercussions of failed states and the ever-multiplying and lethal sub-state actors.  Geo-political analysis seeks to provide a method for developing insight on the bewildering pace and direction of change

IV. What is Geo-political Analysis?


Geo-political analysis focuses on plausible alternative world futures.  In these world futures, we look for indicators, trends, and constraints that help to tell the Navy what the world will be like in a generation so that it can make successful choices.  This is important to the Navy because the Navy builds ships.  These platforms usually take 10-15 years to design and construct, and then last 20-40 years.  We must make sure that the ships designed and built today can successfully confront and win against tomorrow’s enemies, which range from great nation-states to small groups and individuals. This effort focused on these factors:

1. The Power of the Nation-State

2. Economic View

3. Use of Military Force

4. Identity

5. Level of Analysis

These factors are some of the main points of geo-political analysis and what we used.


Analysis of geo-political trends is important because it attempts to ensure that current building programs will be relevant in the future.  The purpose of the analysis is to make sure that the Navy has what it needs to win any type of modern war.  It attempts to answer the question “Will the Navy be effective against future threats, as successfully as it has been against nation-states?”

GWoT is a completely different type of war that is now dominating all branches of the military and the Department of Defense.  Few would have predicted this ten years ago, but terrorism has emerged as the most dominant threat to the United States.  The issue of terrorism was brought to the forefront, for the Navy, in 2000 with the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in Yemen.  The most advanced Naval ship at the time, with all its high-tech weaponry and radar equipment was hit hard and by surprise, but not by another nation-state or modern navy.  Instead, it was hit by a few determined people in a little rubber raft.  This should have sounded off sirens for analyst’s that ships must also be capable of defending against small groups with high amounts of determination with improvised weaponry.  It is for this reason geo-political analysis helps define the threats, contexts, and scenarios in which these ships are expected to operate.  This will make sure that a ship that is meant to last 30 years will not be out of date and ineffective in 15 years.  As a geo-political analyst I was involved in a variety of tasking to assist David Ray and Steven Anderson.

V. Scope of Tasking

The primary assignment for this internship was assisting and supporting an interdisciplinary team that is involved in evaluating long-term military requirements.  The main activities were:

· Conducting Research

· Maintaining and Analyzing current affairs

· Developing future projections and estimates related to geo-political-military-economic-social theory and validation

Further review and comment on political theory, state and non-state motivations and interrelationships were performed including:

· Political-military implications of global and regional development

· Political-economic integration trends that were further used to analyze inter-relationships between nation-states

The bulk of my internship involved conducting research.


The primary research I was involved in focused on reading and analyzing five books.  The reading list was identified by experts in the field of international relations and professors at George Washington University as suitable for representing current strategic geo-political thought.  These books are:

· The Breaking of Nations by Robert Cooper

· Beyond Terror by Robert Peters

· The Pentagon’s New Map by Thomas P.M. Barnett

· The Way of the World by David Fromkin 
· Colossus by Niall Ferguson

Each author provides their own unique worldview and type of projected futures.

VI.  WORLD FUTURES
In a world that seems so complex and diverse it is vital for the Navy to have a general idea of where the world is going.  The research done for this internship puts together an analysis of the information from the respective books to identify similarities and differences that will serve as a framework for geo-political analysis.  The views of the authors were classified into certain ideologies and worldviews.

According to some authors, the modern world is orderly, and states retain the monopoly of power.  They are the ultimate guarantors of security through the use of force.  This ideology is that of realism.  Realist theory is based on the calculus of perceived self-interest and Balance of Power (BOP), which nation-states apply to their respective foreign policy.  In contrast idealist theory is the hope that the anarchy of nations can be replaced by the hegemony of a world government or a collective security system.  Radical theory, which is used the least, is reflected by the view that everything the wealthy northern nations of the world do is at the expense of the poverty stricken global south.  Each of the books predicts future world conditions are based on these ideologies and views.  The main features of ideologies are represented in Chart 1 on the following page.

Chart 1

	
	Realist
	Liberal
	Radical

	Problem
	-Causes War, How can war be controlled for peace?
	-Nature of society, security relies on economics
	-Inequality, exploitation, uneven development

	Current System
	-Structural Anarchy: the absence of any authority that can regulate the system
	-More complex the system, the more peace
	-Periphery (The Gap-Barnett) Argue over control.

-System is polarized

	Key Actors
	-Self-interested nation-states, not being replaced by anything else.

-IGO’s are manifestations of the states
	-Permeable nation-states

-Boundaries are disappearing

-State no longer in control of all its decisions
	-Class interests

	Motivations
	-Self-interest, military security

-Security must be provided by the state
	-Collective interests

-Human needs/rights-basic conditions assured peace
	-Class interests

	Identity
	-National
	-Nation-state power is shrinking-

-Global and regional identity is rising
	-Class values

	System Change
	-Low-no change
	-High b/c of economic interdependence between actors
	-High-inherent contradiction


Taken from Theories of International Relations Notes: Dr. Terry Schmidt, January 14, 2004
While the above mentioned are what each ideology thinks of the world, Chart 2 shows the stages of world order.

Chart 2

	
	Anarchy
	Society
	Community

	Authority
	-Power

-Weak Int’l law and is tool of the Nation-State
	-Respect for International law
	-Supranational IGO w/ Moral Precepts and absolute moral laws

-Progressive norms

	Actors
	-Nation-states have sovereignty
	-Multiple including IGO’s
	-Multiple including Supra IGO’s

	Role of Force
	-Common
	-Persuasion-end war

-Diplomacy will solve everything
	-Persuasion: fundamental restraints on coersion

	Interaction
	-Minimum (Allies)

Lead to protectionism

-Economics could lead to zero-sum ecnomics
	Economic interdependence or mutual dependence
	-Integration lead to Regionalization?

	Issues
	-Protectionism-mercantalist

-Security
	-Security->economics, trade, ecology, human rights-> Democracy
	-Justice-> Welfare and redistribution


Taken from Theories of International Relations Notes: Dr. Terry Schmidt, January 14, 2004

The Breaking of Nations

Robert Cooper, former advisor to Britain’s Tony Blair and author of The Breaking of Nations, outlines a type of future where states are less absolute in their sovereignty.  His ideology is liberal and his worldview as community.  He cites the emergence of dominant transnational corporations, the International Criminal Court (ICC), and sub-state groups have all risen to challenge the supremacy of the nation-state.  The sub-state actor poses a significant threat because these small groups are able to inflict the scale of damage, which formerly achieved only by nations or major revolutions.  Further, the rapid adaptation of technology for a variety of purposes poses a challenge because all things that promise an age of riches and creativity; could also bring a nightmare in which states lose control of the means of violence and people lose control of their future
.  This is a challenge of an increasingly connected and interdependent world in which the United States is a member.
Cooper divides modern history into four main periods: pre-1648, post-1648, Cold War, and post-Cold War.  Pre-1648 Europe was known as Christendom, and the term “Europe” did not exist.  Post-1648 brought dynamic as well as dramatic changes to the international system.  Two of the most significant changes Cooper points out are the idea of the “Concert of Europe” and the idea of collective security.  The philosophy of containment was conceived as well as the recognition that the nation-state is the dominant player international and the ultimate standard for political legitimacy.  

The Cold War ended the multi-polar system that existed before World War II and destroyed empires.  It witnessed the emergence of a dominant bi-polar system that froze Europe for 40 years.  The threat of nuclear confrontation was a good reason to put aside meaningless quarrels.  The Iron Curtain, with its bi-polar system, provided a clear border and stable alliance under American leadership for Europe.  

At the end of the Cold War, the world saw another amazing shift in power and witnessed the international system transform from a bi-polar stand-off to a uni-polar hegemonic system with the United States as the global hegemon.  Europe worked on developing a new and more orderly security system, while regional “hot spots” emerged, such as Somalia, Rwanda, Yugoslavia, and Gulf War I.


Cooper makes a distinction between these types of world orders: pre-modern, modern, and post-modern.  The pre-modern is based on hegemony or uni-polarity or balance of power, multi-polar.  The pre-modern world needs an international leader: an empire, the Church, or some other recognized leader to maintain international order and global stability.  Churches, for example, provided law and authority that even secular kings followed.  This granted the Church almost Supra national authority over sovereign governments.  This is interesting because sovereign power is naturally inclined to protect its sovereignty.  

The modern world is marked by a balance of power system, with its acceptance of nation-states and international pluralism.  Empires existed overseas suppressing national aspirations.  In the balance of power system the state is accepted as being fundamentally aggressive.  In the modern order, victors demanded reparations from the defeated.  The modern world is the realm of raison d’etat and proved inherently unstable when impacted by advancing technology that leads to escalating levels of destruction.


The post-modern order, as Cooper describes it entails the surrender of sovereignty to cooperative international bodies.  The creation of the European Union is the primary example of the post-modern world.  Countries that have historically been at war with each other are now friends and allies.  The primary threat to this world is the reemergence of the pre-modern world from post-imperial chaos.  The bi-polarity of the Cold War suppressed the potential chaos when the pre-World War II European empires dissolved giving way to independent nations.  Many countries were not yet ready for the independence they got.  The Cold War hid these realities by allowing these new and unprepared nations to pit the Soviet Union and the United States against one another for aid and support.  

After the Cold War, the fragility of many of these nations still existed.  Somalia, Afghanistan, & Liberia, demonstrate just how fragile their national structures were.  It is evident that there is a need for a hegemon in the international system, an international leader that is willing to support and carry the world, and ensure that it can get through multiple challenges successfully.  As a result of increasing self-interest, nobody wants to pay the costs of saving distant countries from ruin, which is an important challenge for UN.  Having enough peacekeeping troops to fulfill peacekeeping/making missions is important, but no Western democracy wants to send troops to a place its citizens don’t even know about and then have to answer questions about casualties at home.  The U.S. after Somalia and Presidential Decision Directive #25 is a perfect example of this
.

Beyond Terror


Retired U.S. Army officer and essayist Ralph Peters, whose views of the world are very different from those of Cooper, wrote Beyond Terror.  I would describe Peters as a realist who believes the world is falling into anarchy instead of climbing out of it.  The emergence and transformation away from what Peters calls practical terrorism to apocalyptic terrorism is just one of several examples that he presents.  This is important because as Peters describes it, he says,

For the first time in history, change has come to the entire globe, if to differing degrees and with radically different results; and no state or society can rely solely on past forms to shape the future

This fact makes creating future world models difficult because Peters is correct.  The type of conflict confronting the United States is completely different.  The world has never seen this type of conflict on this scale.  Not since before the signing of the Treaty of Westphalia, has the nation-state come under direct assault from a non-state, with no road map to follow to successfully confront this dangerous threat.  Our responses to the world’s dramas must be crafted on a case-by-case basis and founded upon nuanced knowledge of the specific situation.  This reinforces the point that the United States cannot confront future threats as it has in the past.


Peters identifies anarchy as the principle feature of international relations.  He observes that the planet has entered a period of breaking states, resurgent nations, dissolving boundaries, and bloodshed, which he states we cannot prevent, ameliorate, or fully understand.  He views terrorist groups as a manifestation of this reality describing them as the devils that walk the earth.  Further emphasizing Peters worldview that he sees terrorists as a global insurgency that need to be destroyed with strong action to ensure that civilization does not collapse.

Peters describes two types of terrorism: practical and apocalyptic, which are essentially what are Old and New terrorism.  He describes practical terrorism in the form of nationalistic movements for liberation because they have tangible goals and a logical approach to achieving them because their struggle is often for elementary survival in repressive conditions
.  To put it simply, practical terrorists are focused on political goals.  In contrast, the apocalyptic terrorist is focused on complete destruction, whatever the means, and the use religion as a justification for committing terrible acts.  Apocalyptic terrorists aim to destabilize nation-states, and Peters believes that the civilized nations must not allow this to happen and must prevent it at any cost.

Anarchy, according to Peters is represented in chart below.  It depicts his view on the nature of conflict, whether between nations or among cultures.  

	Men like to kill(
	Humans change in mass    (
	Masses hate instinctively

             (
	Small number of instigators can lead the mass to commit atrocities its individual( members would shun in isolation 
	Violence is addictive and cathartic (
	The fear of retribution long outlives the joy of action


Taken from Beyond Terror by Ralph Peters

This chart illustrates anarchy in its fundamental form, and could be used to describe what happened in Rwanda or Yugoslavia.  Further, inter-communal violence is a programmed response of unbalanced societies seeking to right themselves from some other outside effects.


In order for United States to confront this anarchy in the world, the United States must learn to shape the world and not respond to it.  Instead of using might in vain attempts to force those who hate one another to live together, the United States should lead the way in developing a mechanism to amend borders peacefully.  The result could lead to an increase of stable states drawn upon cultural, religious, and ethnic lines instead of lines on a map.  This, in theory, could limit clashes along cultural, religious, and ethnic identity because states would be created based on relatively homogenous ethnic and/or cultural societies.  In turn, rationalizing states in this manner may render Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations observations irrelevant.


The notion that democracy can be established in all dysfunctional countries that have problems and contribute to continuation of global anarchy is ludicrous.  Peters believes that instead of howling for democracy at any cost, the United States might do better to evaluate each state and region on its own terms, trying to grasp where democracy can and cannot work, what hybrid forms of democracy must take, and when democracy is merely a guise for repression of those not numerous or influential enough to protect themselves from the tyranny of the majority
.


Throughout Peters book he cites both Clausewitz’s On War and Sun Tzu’s Art of War.  Both attempt to understand the reasons and rationale for war.

	Clausewitz
	Sun Tzu

	Embraces war’s necessity
	Despairs at the inevitability of war

	Apostle of relentless will, convinced there is no substitute for victory
	Closest pacifist, way of victory is hollowness

	Power of the armed mass
	Pitied the suffering of the common man

	Sharpen Sword
	Restrain sword

	Appreciation of intelligence
	Know the enemy, gather information, use of deception and subversion

	War is simply a continuation of policy through other means
	War is a failure of policy

	March, bomb
	Bribe, assassinate

	Win wars
	Avoid wars


These venerable analyses of how and why wares are fought strongly influences Peters views.

The Pentagon’s New Map


The Pentagon’s New Map, written by Thomas Barnett, is truly in the view of an international idealist, and self-described economic determinist, who believes that an integrated international community, through globalization is inevitable.  He believes that this will come from the economic interdependence that will be created between what he calls the Functioning Core and the Non-Integrating Gap on the next page.

The Pentagons New Map:

Functioning Core and Non-Integrating Gap

[image: image1.jpg]THE WEST

MAPPING
AMERICA'S
WAR ON
TERRORISM:

AN AGGRESSIVE
NEW STRATEGY
e veispus it ey

S T AT





This map outlines all the areas where United States troops have been sent since the end of the Cold War.  Members of the Core are countries or regions that accept the connectivity and can handle the content flows associated with integrating their national economies with the global one.  In comparison, the Non-Functioning Gap seeks to harmonize its internal rule sets with the emerging global rule of democracy, rule of law, and free markets.  The Non-Functioning Gap can also be described as those areas, which are unable or unwilling to participate in global integration.  As a result, Barnett predicts many of the world’s problems, including terrorism, will be eradicated.


One thing that Barnett proposes is the use of American military power for preemptive war.  He states this should be a primary tool for reordering the Core’s security structure, an instrument by which the Core should collectively seek to extend its ‘stable’ security rule set into the Gap.  Stable is in quotes because many countries are politically stable in the Core, but they are hugely unstable economically.  Would making the Gap more like the Core economically be successful?  It may or it may not, or it could lead to a strong backlash, by the Gap, against globalization, and could increase terrorism rather than reduce it.


Barnett observes that state-on-state wars have effectively disappeared since the end of the Cold War.  Since the end of the Cold War wars seem to be exclusively internal, civil wars that require UN peacekeeping or peacemaking forces.  Examples include Rwanda, Somalia, and Cambodia.  This illustrates the United States’ progressive transition away from warfare against states or regions and toward a new era of warfare against individuals.  This can be seen as a progression from fighting the evil empire in the 1970’s to the evil states in the 1980’s to the evil individual in the 1990’s.  An individual or small group of people who wanted to start a revolution, or in some cases an ethnic extermination has ignited most post-Cold War conflicts.  As a result, the ultimate challenge for any nation is having a small set of individuals, who have no borders, posing the most dangerous threat.  Barnett’s answer to solving this problem is the spread globalization.

Barnett believes the advance of globalization will rob groups such as al Qaeda of the opportunity to seize control of societies and turn back the clock.  The threats to the Core come from people similar to Osama bin Laden, who fear what globalization and U.S. hegemony are doing to his people, and so to personalize the danger he sees, he brings violence to the American citizen in a war he believes is symmetrical, even if the United States does not.  Barnett describes Osama bin Laden as someone who will never be able to live with us.  His group will attack from within, and will never allow peace.  To solve this Barnett believes technology must be spread to the Gap and connect the Gap with the Core and standardize rule-sets.  Only then will the world, according to Barnett, be a much better place.


In Barnett’s worldview, globalization will solve this world problem.  Globalization will solve the issues facing the world because it will connect the Gap with the rest of the Core and integrate the international system by destroying disconnectedness.  This will primarily be done through technology transfers that will allow the Gap to slowly, but surely shrink.  It is possible however, that the repercussions of consumer technology adapted for military applications may have profound regional and systemic implications.  

The mark of whether or not globalization will be successful will be represented by India. Not the United States, European Union, China, or Russia because the former are already there while China is still communist and Russia is still economically weak.  Barnett singles out India because it is the world’s largest democracy.  If it succeeds in a democratic society with 50% of the population in poverty and 25% Muslim population, it can succeed anywhere.  If globalization cannot succeed in a free-market economy with the largest population of information technology workers, then there is little hope for the Gap, and as a result little hope for peace.

The Way of the World


David Fromkin, the principal analyst for the Perdue Institute and his book, The Way of the World, discusses international relations from the beginning of time.  I would call him a realist because he sees the world and humans as just a step in evolution and humans are still just animals.  They are like any other primate, and by nature humans are hostile to other humans who belong to different groups i.e. religious, culture, or ethnicity.  This would lead to the identification of Fromkin’s world view to be that of anarchy and that it would be ridiculous to think that in the last sixty years, humans can brush aside 6,000 years of historical conflict.  

His main subject of the text is human civilization: what it is; how it came about; why civilizations rise and fall; and what the future of civilization itself may be. Beginning with the city-states of ancient Mesopotamia, humanity gradually transformed from a herd of nomadic hunter-gatherers to an ordered society. The ancients invented agriculture, politics and religion, all while struggling with the ever-present barbarians who threatened to destroy them.  Through all of this he came to a basic chart that divided his book into three sections: past, present, and future that can be summarized in chart 3.

Chart 3

	PAST
	PRESENT
	FUTURE

	Simple units of agriculturalists, as in Sumer
	Collectivity of peoples interested in such ideals as morality and peacemaking
	A nightmare of nationalist, religious, and language-group wars, or a worldwide adoption of an American-style federalism that transcends such distinctions is a more attractive possibility.  


Taken from David Fromkin, The Way of the World


This chart attempts to show how Fromkin breaks down the evolution of civilization.  This chart is trying to explain the past, present, and future stages of human evolution and civilization.  The past consisted of simple nomadic or settled humans, while the present represents the time period of 1648 until the present.  We are at the doorstep of this future, if not already just inside.  Religious and ethnic conflict has already taken place in places like Rwanda, Yugoslavia, and Sudan.  Then again, the world may inevitably succumb to the worldwide adoption of American style federalism and all the benefits that go with it.

What is most interesting about Fromkin’s views is that he seems to suddenly jump from the view of anarchy and that humans are inherently violent to suddenly become idealist where people will base their ideals off of American ideals: human rights, representative government, and a system of checks and balances.  It is difficult to see if he identifies this as a positive or negative trend but he concludes that the future will be shaped by the on going scientific revolution, with all its perils and promise
.  Fromkin’s view of the future can be summarized by this quote:

The American way may prove to be the only viable one to deal with the consequences of the modernizing revolution. If so, the world is in luck, for continuing American leadership, like it or not, seems to be what the world has got.

The implies that the world will turn to America as the global guiding star for other countries who want to have similar characteristics to the United States.
Colossus

Colossus, written by Niall Ferguson, a senior professor at Columbia University, introduces the game Risk; a game where by the player must be a realist to win.

They played a lot of Risk, the board game where color-coded armies vied to conquer the world.  It took hours, so it was great for killing time.  Private First Class Jeff Young…was so good at it that the other guys formed coalitions to knock him out first
.
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In Risk, if a player spreads their armies too thin, their countries and territories are easy to take over.  If a player is protectionist, then the player’s armies lack regional and global influence.  A player can be so powerful, that everyone teams up on that player and tries to bring him down.  Ferguson uses this analogy to demonstrate that the United States is an empire.  The U.S. is Private First Class Jeff Young, who always wins.  He is so powerful that other players-“countries” ally with one another to bring down the superpower, shifting the system from uni-polar to multi-polar.  Apply this today and we arrive at the United States as the dominant country, but France, Germany, and Russia, in opposition to the war in Iraq are the other players “teaming up” on the United States.  If the U.S. is an empire, the question becomes, what kind of empire?  Is it the mightiest empire in history?  Is it a Goliath, vast but vulnerable to a single slingshot from a diminutive and elusive foe?  Or is it like Samson, eyeless in Gaza, chained by irreconcilable commitments in the Middle East and ultimately capable of blind destruction?


Ferguson lays the groundwork for his argument by describing three phases in the history of the 20th century that illuminate how the United States emerged as a global power.  In the early 20th century, the United States was the hemispheric empire.  It stretched eastward into the Caribbean, southward into Central America, and westward into the Pacific.  By the mid 20th Century, the U.S. had been forced to extend its reach to Europe and assume the security of Western Europe.  By the 1990’s, in the latter end of the 20th century, the Middle East became the hub of American strategy for three reasons: Israel, oil, and terrorism
.  The strategic power the United States has is impressive.  Many people do call it an empire, but what kind of empire?  Ferguson believes the United States is a liberal empire.


The United States is a liberal empire in Ferguson’s view because it does not wish to impose itself on any one country for a long period of time.  According to Ferguson, the United States should use its liberal empire to promote economics and globalization around the world-similar to Barnett.  He does mention the possible economic threat that is represented by both the European Union and China – the counterweights to U.S. economic global dominance (the other players on the Risk board).  However, he believes that the economic threat posed by these countries is some ways off.  The EU’s inherent problems – agriculture subsidies, an aging population, and Europe’s “leisure preference,” whereby people only work 35 hours per week, leads to sluggish economic performance that will take quite a while to fully challenge American economic power.  With regards to China, Ferguson believes that nothing is set in stone yet.  He cites the emergence of a dominant and economically powerful Japan in the 1980’s that fizzled out and has been in an economic slump for the last 10-15 years.  Ferguson explains that the United States is in a good position, but must not become the strategic couch potato.


Ferguson’s strategic couch potato does three things.  It consumes on credit, is reluctant to go to the frontline, and is inclined to lose interest in protracted undertakings.  All of these three tendencies have been demonstrated by the United States in the post-Cold War world.  Consuming on credit means that the United States finances itself on debt.  Tax cuts and war at the same time do not make for a great economic mix, and as a result have contributed to a war financed by both foreign countries and investors.  The United States throughout the Clinton administration was reluctant to go to the frontline with boots, instead they used technology – cruise missiles, spy and information satellites, and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV’s) to do the work of special operation forces.  The final pillar of the strategic couch potato, inclination to lose interest in protracted undertakings, focuses on public support for conflict.  Right now, the U.S. public’s support for the peacekeeping and rebuilding efforts in Iraq is falling for the very reason that Americans do not like seeing their troops dieing for a place they hardly care about.  Even if America is a strategic couch potato, as Ferguson put it, it is still the most economically and militarily powerful, and culturally diverse country in the world.

SUMMARY


In reading all of these books I have attempted to design a chart that shows what each author believes and how they view the world.  It is simple, and its purpose is to help the reader understand the views of each author better, and be a valuable tool for constructing future world models.  It is Chart 4.

Chart 4

	
	COOPER
	PETERS
	BARNETT
	FROMKIN
	FERGUSON

	POWER OF THE NATION-STATE
	Dwindling: nation-state will give up sovereignty to international organizations
	Supreme:

the nation-state should defend its interests at all times
	Dwindling:

economic interdependence will shrink sovereignty of nations
	Supreme: countries will adopt American ideals
	Supreme:

the U.S. is an empire and the EU and China are peer competitors

	USE OF MILITARY FORCE
	Low for post-modern states (U.S. and EU) world relies on international organizations
High:

For Pre-modern states (Sudan, Rwanda)
	High:

world is in anarchy
	Use of preemption or peacekeeping forces in Non-Functioning Gap to integrate them into the Core
	Probable: humans are animals and animals are violent to different groups, but the world will adopt American values
	Mixed:

1) There is the absence of great power conflict

AND

2) The U.S. must be prepared to alter its attitudes to low-intensity conflict

	ECONOMIC VIEW
	Liberal
	Neo-mercantilist
	Liberal
	N/A
	Liberal

	IDENTITY
	The world is interconnected, it is one
	Nation based
	The Core is one, the Non-Functioning Gap is another
	Ethnicity, cultural, and religious lines
	Nation based

	LEVEL OF ANALYSIS
	Nation-state power is shrinking and Global and regional identity is rising
	Staying at the nation-state level
	Rise of individuals and groups


	Rise of groups
	Staying at the nation-state level


This is a summary in chart form of the key points made by each author.  But the key question is what does this mean for the future of the United States Navy?

VII. So What!?


All of these authors, though they differ on many things have one thing in common.  That is that international actors, whether nation-states or non-states, always act in their perceived self-interests.  The nature of changing self-interests is creating a change in the international system, and the way the United States deals with the world.  These self-interests dictate our goals and objectives; which define our policies.  These three steps are the focus of politics.  The following diagram illustrates this interrelationship.  The latter half of the diagram, financial investments and actions, are directly related to self-interests.  This is the direct impact on the Navy.
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As the self-interests and goals and objectives change, the political-military policies to suit the new perceptions will change as well.  This will, in turn, influence military investments and military roles and missions as well as plans.  This will directly influence what the Navy buys and what the Navy does.  This is especially true if the Navy is going to be successful in prosecuting a new kind of war, the GWoT.  As illustrated geo-political analysis provides insight to self-interests.  This is true for discovering the motivations of other actors and for informing our own interests.

VIII. Conclusion


The Global War on Terror is not World War 2.5 or 3.  It is an entirely different type of war with entirely different types of enemies.  The Navy and the Department of Defense currently do not have the right kind of forces needed to take on this different kind of global threat.  This is emphasized by Donald Rumsfeld’s description of the conflict,

DoD has been organized, trained and equipped to fight big armies, navies and air forces.  It is not possible to change DoD fast enough to successfully fight the global war on terror…Does DoD need to think through new ways to organize, train, equip and focus to deal with the global war on terror?

The simplest way to explain this is to acknowledge that the U.S. armed forces are suffering the same issues as the troubled UN.  Namely, the Navy is being called to fight in a type of conflict it was never designed to face.  Small, mobile, and near invisible network-like opponents are not the same as giant Navies, Air Force’s or Armies.  In order for the Navy to be successful in a changing international system, it must be quick, it must be responsive, and it must be able to be successful.


One way this could be done it by expanding and employing the SEALS as an elite anti and/or counter-terrorist team similar to the British SAS or the German GSG-9.  The Navy would have a team stationed at every command center from NORCOM to CENTCOM to PACOM.  These groups would be geographical experts, know the language and culture, and be able to blend in, a hybrid between the current SEALS and the Green Berets.  This could be the first step; probably of many, that the Navy would have to undertake if it wanted to be successful.  Ships would have to be designed to support these troops as well.


The most important threat to the Navy is that its ships must be able to defend against smaller and more mobile boats.  (It appears other interns have been working on this).  The bigger challenge rises when the Navy must acknowledge that that conviction and will of terrorists today are very high.  They are willing to die for a cause that they believe in.  This makes both theories of defense and deterrence irrelevant.  It is near impossible to defend and deter against an enemy willing to die for a specific cause.  These individuals cannot be scared away either.  Instead the chance of death may only increase their willingness to commit violent acts because they will view themselves as a martyr.  This has to be an acknowledged fact and accepted as part of this new method of warfighting, even if it seems unfair.  This is one of the main reasons why the rules are changing and the international system in transforming.


The world is witnessing a transformation in the international system.  The current system is based on the primacy of the nation-state as designated in the Treaty of Westphalia signed in 1648.  GWoT is not a state-to-state conflict.  In this conflict it is the Western-based nation-states in a war against small loosely structured and networked groups that can adapt to the present situation, and are bound by a common ideology.  Chart 5 attempts to show how the world is moving away from the 1648 Treaty and into a new phase of international order:

Chart 5

	
	Westphalian
	Post-Westphalian

	Primary Units
	Nation-States
	Nation-States and non-states

	Unit Boundaries
	Firm
	Permeable,

Influence will come through

	Membership Identity
	Single Unit
	Multiple types:

Culture, ethnicity, and religion

	International Relations
	Military and economic
	Economics and Diplomacy

	Global Structure
	Anarchy
	Transnational Network - economic

	Role of Regional Economic Organizations (NAFTA, ASEAN) and International Organizations (UN)
	Limited
	Prominent.

Supra?

	Vision of Future
	Continuity
	Change


Taken from Theories of International Relations Notes: Dr. Terry Schmidt, April 19, 2004
The world models of these analyzed authors as are useful frameworks the Navy can use to assist a successful approach to the GWoT.  The Navy must decide what it will do with this information, so that it can be successful as a branch of the Department of Defense serving to protect the interests, the security, and the population of the United States of America in a new world and a new type of conflict. 
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What they all have in common is:…

   All of the authors are predicting changes in self-interests and goals/objectives.



  This implies that political-military policies will also change,



   Which in turn will influence military investments and military roles & mission (and plans).   Directly influence what we buy, and what we do.










What they think…


			COOPER			PETERS			BARNETT			FROMKIN			FERGUSON


			POWER OF THE NATION-STATE 			Dwindling: nation-state will give up sovereignty to international organizations 			Supreme:
the nation-state should defend its interests at all times 			Dwindling:
economic interdependence will shrink sovereignty of nations 			Supreme: countries will adopt American ideals 			Supreme:
the U.S. is an empire and the EU and China are peer competitors 


			USE OF MILITARY FORCE 			Low:
For post-modern states (U.S.) - world relies on international organizations
High:
For Pre-modern states (Sudan, Rwanda)			High:
world is in anarchy 			Use of preemption or peacekeeping forces in Non-Functioning Gap to integrate them into the Core 			Probable: humans are animals and animals are violent to different groups, but the world will adopt American values			Mixed:
1) There is the absence of great power conflict
AND
2) The U.S. must be prepared to alter its attitudes to low-intensity conflict 


			ECONOMIC VIEW 			Liberal:
Spread of free markets and free trade			Neo-mercantilist:
Protectionist			Liberal:
Spread of free markets and free trade
			N/A 			Liberal:
Spread of free markets and free trade



			IDENTITY 			The world is interconnected, it is one 			Nation based 			The Core is one, the Non-Functioning Gap is another 			Ethnicity, cultural, and religious lines 			Nation based 


			LEVEL OF ANALYSIS 			Nation-state power is shrinking and Global and regional identity is rising 			Staying at the nation-state level 			Staying at the nation-state level 			Rise of groups 			Staying at the nation-state level 


















































This is what the various authors viewpoints are on a range of interdisciplinary topics related to Geo-Political Analysis
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