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indecision and delay. The place for political debate is in politics. Preszdenta
need to be able to select their advisors and design a command-and- g5k
control system that works. They can then be judged by voters and
historians on the decisions that only the president can make.
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The past decade has seen a sustained assault on traditional theories of inter-
national politics. Political realism, practiced by Metternich and Kennan and
refined by Morgenthau and Waltz, has been the victim of most of the attacks.
By 2000, the criticism of realism had become so frequent and widespread that
Waltz replied to the chorus of critics in the pages of International Security.!

During the Clinton years, much of the battle was fought between
liberal institutionalists and realists. Clinton acolytes claimed that the cynicism
and pessimism of realism could be largely overcome by rallying international
cooperation around American power after the end of the Cold War. Indeed,

! Kenneth N. Waltz, “Structural Realism after the Cold War,” International Security, Summer
2000,
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then-national security adviser Anthony Lake announced that the successor to
containment, the organizing principle of U.S. foreign policy for more than forty
years, should be a doctrine of “enlargement—enlargement of the world’s free
community of market democracies.” In the Clinton administration’s vision,
international institutions would be a primary tool for enlargement.

Lake's enlargement speech and the Clinton administration’s acute
interest in the affairs of countries ranging from Haiti to Bosnia to Kosovo
were clear indications that the advancement of American values—even in the
absence of any discernable American security interests—had taken new
priority in the crafting of U.S. foreign policy. As George W. Bush assumed
the presidency, many observers of international affairs suspected that moral-
ism in foreign policy would once again be deemphasized, at least in practice,
and that U.S. security policy would focus on containing and/or attempting to
shape the rise of potential peer competitors—namely, China.

However, after 9/11, democratizing the Middle East became the
centerpiece of U.S. security policy. President Bush’s decision to invade
Irag—which was opposed by the vast majority of international relations
academics®—signaled to a significant degree the president’s embrace of a
relatively esoteric theory of international politics advanced by a small group of
intellectuals closely associated with Paul Wolfowitz. These scholars held that
autocracy in the Middle East was a threat to American interests, that contain-
ment in Iraq had been a failure, and that the triumph of democratic values in
that region would advance the U.S. national interest.

Realism and mainstream liberal institutionalism were swept aside, and
the new approach was applied to Iraq. As the plausible realist arguments for
the war were stripped away (potential collaboration between Saddam Hussein
and Al Qaeda, or the belief that Iraq was nearing the development of a nuclear
arsenal), the country was forced into a debate over the only remaining
argument—that transforming Iraq was a vital U.S. interest, central to the
new war against Islamist terrorism. A variety of scholars spoke up on behalf
of the new course of policy.

Among them was Thomas Barnett, formerly a professor at the U.S. Naval
War College and now a corporate consultant and Esquire foreign affairs writer.
Barnett exploded onto the scene in 2004 with his widely read The Pentagon’s
New Map, which held that in the twenty-first century, disconnectedness from
the global economy is dangerous. Barnett, who has given numerous briefings
to the Pentagon, divides the countries of the world into two categories: the
“functioning Core” and the “non-integrating Gap. "3 Core countries are “actively

?Susan Peterson, Michael J. Tierney, and Daniel Maliniak, “Inside the Ivory Tower,” Foreign
Policy, November 2005, p. 58.

*In some ways, Barnett’s analogy resembles the core-periphery model of Immanuel
Wallerstein's world-systems analysis. See, e.g., Immanuel Wallerstein, World-Systems Analysis:
An Introduction (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 2004).
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integrating their economies into a global economy,” whereas Gap countries are
“failing to integrate themselves into that larger community and all the rule sets it
generates.” Barnett believes that the ties of globalization are so strong that great-
power politics have been rendered obsolete: by his own acknowledgment, he is
an economic determinist, and “darned proud to be one.”

Some might argue that the lines of Barnett’s map are drawn impro-
perly: he places Ukraine, Russia, and China in the Core, and Saudi Arabia,
Israel, and Turkey in the Gap. It might, for example, seem curious that Saudi
Arabia is not seen as integrated into the global economy, whereas China is seen
as a member of the Core willing to integrate itself into security rule-sets as
defined by American-led globalization.

Barnett argues that 9/11 was “an amazing gift—as twisted and cruel as
that sounds” because it allowed us to recognize that focusing on potential
great-power conflict is a destructive distraction from the Core’s calling: to bring
Gap countries into the Core. This process, Barnett argues, must generate “far
more hope than fear, far more love than hatred, and—most important—far
more understanding than pain.” Connecting Gap countries to the Core will
involve unprecedented great power cooperation, in Barnett’s mind, and must
start in the Middle East.

Barnett’s views on Al Qaeda and the nature of Islamic radicalism are
original, if a bit confused. The problem of Islamic radicalism, like every other
problem Barnett explores, is rooted in disconnectedness. For instance, the
object of the 9/11 attacks was “simply the promotion of disconnectedness.” At
times, however, the treatment and the ideas get a bit jumbled. The Iraq War, for
example, was a proper response to the “system perturbation” of 9/11 because
the Core needed to work at “disconnecting the Great Disconnector [Saddam
Hussein] from the Gulf’s security scene.” Given that the Gulf security scene is
disconnected to begin with, disconnecting the Great Disconnector from the
disconnected reads a bit confusingly.

In fact, Al Qaeda is remarkably connected. Its global propaganda wing
deftly utilizes that most connected of technologies, the internet, and Al Qaeda’s
interpretation of international politics has gained far more ground in the
Muslim world than has the United States’.* As Richard Holbrooke presciently
wondered in 2001, “How can a man in a cave out-communicate the world’s
leading communications society?”5 Not through disconnectedness. Al Qaeda is
not so much at war with connectedness as it is attempting to coopt connectivity
for its own ends.

Al Qaeda gets a more thorough exploration in Blueprint, but there
again the descriptions are unconvincing and at times contradictory. We learn

*For evidence on this claim, see “Arab Attitudes towards Social and Political Issues, Foreign
Policy and the Media,” a public opinion poll conducted jointly by Prof. Shibley Telhami and
Zogby International, at www.bsos.umd.edu.

®Richard C. Holbrooke, “Get the Message Out,” Washington Post, Oct. 28, 2001.
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that “[thhere is no policy the United States can adopt, change, or cease” that
would help to unravel support for Al Qaeda. At the same time, “significant
changes in [U.S.] policies might assuage the anger of these discontented
Muslims the world over.” All this, though, is moot for Barnett—to him, the
war on terror is really not much more than the means by which we can pursue
the real end: ending disconnectedness. “[IIf [bin Laden and Zarqawil did not
exist, we would have to create them, and indeed, we will have to replace them
whenever they are caught or killed.”

In order to connect the Gap, small regime-changing wars will need to
be fought, and the Core will have to launch ambitious, long-term nation-
building missions in the Gap. Accordingly, Barnett advocates a wholesale
transformation of the U.S. military into a war-fighting body (the “Leviathan”
force) and a nation-building corps (the “SysAdmin” force) that will allow the
United States to engage in multiple operations around the world simulta-
neously. Defense budget watchers may wonder how even with this substantial
restructuring and the emphasis on heavily personnel-intensive nation-building
operations, “the defense budget’s top line will remain relatively flat, growing
only with inflation.” No detailed explanation of this massive reorganization of
the world’s biggest bureaucracy appears in either New Map or Blueprint.

Blueprint offers a restatement of the Core-Gap dichotomy and an
application to current policy issues. Blueprint promised to present a grand
strategy for pursuing Barnett’s admirable goals: “universal inclusiveness and
global peace.” In fact, “we cannot be safe until everyone has been invited into
global economy [sic] in a deeply integrating manner that reflects not just order
but likewise justice.” Unfortunately, however, Barnett’s second book delivers
more repetition of his central themes than expansion or, more importantly, a
sufficient defense of them.

Blueprint is, like Map, a deeply confused book. It is rife with internal
contradiction, unsupported claims, and a dangerous idealism. Barnett ignores
the work of a wide swath of international relations scholarship, presenting his
ideas as a grand unified theory of international politics without confronting or
even acknowledging the existence of other theories.

Oddly, although Barnett warns early on in Blueprint that realists in
particular should view the book as a “further repudiation of all they hold dear,”
he refuses throughout the book to deal in any manner with the most funda-
mental aspects of realist theory, which fly in the face of Barnett’s iconoclasm.
Instead, the term realism is presented in almost every instance in “ironic
quotes.”

To take one example, realists will be surprised to learn that Barnett
cither (a) does not believe that all great powers aspire to be hegemons, or
(b) believes that an existing hegemon will accommodate a peer competitor’s
rise. Either of these two propositions would be highly controversial, but
Barnett does not deign to explain his reasoning. Nor does he convince the
reader that the Core powers can join in perpetual cooperation. Instead, he
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proceeds to claim that “with the addition of each New Core power to the inner
halls of great-power membership, it's not the case that each seat there is
somehow devalued but rather that the reach of the entire group is commen-
surately extended.”

Here, as in several other instances, it is not clear whether Barnett is being
descriptive or prescriptive. Is he arguing—as a matter of fact—that relative shifts
in the balance of power do not matter? Or is he arguing that nation-states should
rise above the competition for power and learn to cooperate in order to shrink
the Gap? This distinction is frequently unclear, and leads to some confusion in
attempting to interpret the arguments Barnett offers.

Indeed, most security experts would agree that it is the accretion of
relative power that countries are concerned with; that shifts in the balance of
power are zero-sum; and that even if absolute power is growing for all states, if
one state’s power is growing more quickly than the others’, eventually that
state will challenge or overtake the others.® If Barnett believes that this is
incorrect, he should explain why. If he is arguing that this state of affairs is what
obtains today, but should not, he should be clear that he is arguing for an
appropriate policy shift. But Barnett seems to find these recognized principles
unworthy of response.

Moving to specific policy debates, Barnett starts with a defense of the
Iraq War that is wholly unpersuasive. It opens with the now-obligatory critique
of the management of the war’s aftermath, but his preferred course of action is
detached from reality. In Barnett’s view, the right way to go would have gotten
China, Russia, and India to each deploy 50,000 troops each in order to help
stabilize Iraq. Russian president Vladimir Putin made his views on potential
operations in Iraq clear when he responded as follows to a reporter’s question
about the United States’ May 2003 request for troops: “In answer to the
proposal that Russian troops take part in operations in Iraq, you just want
to say, ‘Right, like we're that stupid.””

The deployment of Russians and Chinese, in particular, would have
sent a message to the insurgents, Barnett believes:

This is not just the Americans. This is not just the West that might pull out if you give ita
good hloody nose or execute some hostages. This is a force both Occidental and
Oriental, both West and East, and it’s full of people who aren’t squeamish about killing
troublemakers to prevent an uprising.

Given Russia’s counterproductive wars in Chechnya and China’s fumbling in
Xinjiang, it is unclear what Barnett thinks these countries could offer other than
personnel, which they have staunchly refused to contribute. Regardless, all of
this is rather thin gruel when served now, with the United States bogged down

°For a concise explanation of this concept, see John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great
Power Politics (New York: W. W. Norton, 2001), pp. 34-306.

" Michele A. Berdy, “Linguistic Highlights of the Putin Presidency,” Moscow Times, May 14,
2004, at Johnson’s Russia List.
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