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我們生活在一個正和世界經濟中，這種狀態已經持續了大約兩個世紀。我相信，之所以民主成為政治規範、帝國基本消亡、合法的奴隸制度和農奴制度不再存在、幾乎世界各地的幸福指標都已上升，原因正在於此。那麼，我說的正和經濟是什麼意思呢？它是這樣一種經濟——在這種經濟中，每個人都能變得更加富裕，人均實際收入能夠無限增長。
這樣的世界能持續多久，如果告終可能發生什麼情況？圍繞氣候變化與能源安全這兩個相關問題的辯論，提出了這些絕對核心的問題。正如我在以前一篇專欄（《誰能喂飽能源饑渴的中國？》(Welcome to a world of runaway energy demand)，2007年11月16日）中提出的，化石燃料和創意是世界經濟的一對驅動力。因此，這關係到我們所棲居的世界，在這里，我指的既是其政治和經濟特性，也包括其物理特性。
1820年以來全球人均收入增長10倍
經濟歷史學家安格斯•麥迪森(Angus Maddison)指出，自1820年以來，人類的人均實際收入已增長10倍*。增長幾乎出現在全球各地，不過幅度存在巨大差異：美國人均收入增長了23倍，而非洲國家僅增長4倍。此外，儘管全球人口增加逾6倍，人們的生活還是得到了巨大改善。
這一驚人的故事帶來了非常令人想要的結果。明智地利用商業能源，無限地擴大了可用商品及服務的種類。它還明顯減少了我們自己的繁瑣勞動，以及我們對其他人勞動的依賴。農奴和奴隸不再需要滿足少數精英群體的要求。女性也不用獻身於家務活動。人均實際收入的持續增長已經徹底改變了我們的經濟生活。
不太廣為人所知的一點是，它們還徹底改變了政治。零和經濟必然會帶來國內的鎮壓和國外的掠奪。在傳統的農耕社會里，榨取自廣大農民的剩餘資本，支撐了軍隊、官僚和貴族精英相對奢侈的生活方式。要提高全民富裕程度，唯一的方法是從別人那里竊取。一些民族幾乎把這種掠奪當成了一種職業：羅馬共和國便是一個例子；在成吉思汗(Genghis Khan)及其繼承人領導下攀上成功頂峰的歐亞大草原遊牧民族則是另一個例證。16世紀至18世紀期間的歐洲征服者可謂是第三個例證。在生活水準停滯不前的世界里，一個群體的收益是以其他群體相同（或者更大的）損失為代價。因此，這是一個野蠻鎮壓和殘酷掠奪的世界。
向正和經濟的轉變，從根本上改變了所有這一切，儘管速度遠比可能有的更為緩慢。要人們認識到發生了多大變化，只是時間問題。民主政治越來越行得通，因為穩步改善生活對所有人都是可行的。人們為守住現有東西而進行的鬥爭，比爭取他們不曾擁有的東西更加激烈。這便是「稟賦效應」。因此，在這個新的正和世界里，精英們願意容忍普羅大眾得到解放。他們不再依靠強制勞動力，使這種轉變更加容易。於是，共識政治，以及民主，成為了政治準則。
戰爭和帝國都不是值得一玩的「遊戲」
同樣，正和的全球經濟應會結束作為前現代社會特徵的永久戰爭狀態。在這種經濟中，與國際衝突相比，內部發展與外部貿易為幾乎每個人都提供了更美好的前景。儘管正如亞當•斯密(Adam Smith)所說，貿易總是會提供正和交換的可能，但與目前內部和平發展和國際貿易日益擴大共同作用帶來的好處相比，過去的收益較小。不幸的是，「工業革命」過後近兩個世紀，各國才意識到戰爭和帝國都不是值得一玩的「遊戲」。
核武器和發展中國家的崛起，已使大國之間的戰爭成為過時。因此，如今地球上的衝突大多是未能建立正和經濟國內基礎的窮國內戰，這並非偶然。但目前中國和印度剛剛實現了正和經濟的國內基礎。或許我們生活的這個世界一個最重要的事實是，這兩個國家的領導人將其政治合法性建立在了國內經濟發展與和平國際商務之上。
掠奪者的時代已一去不復返。真是如此嗎？就氣候變化與能源供應展開的辯論，最重要的意義在於它們重新提出了有關限制的問題。例如，如果整個地球以美國目前的速度排放二氧化碳，那麼全球排放量將較目前水準高出近5倍。大體而言，人均能源使用量也是如此。這正是氣候變化和能源安全具有如此重大地緣政治意義的原因。因為如果排放有限制，經濟增長可能也會有限制。但如果經濟增長真的有限制，我們世界的政治支柱就會倒塌。那麼，在國家內部和國家之間，必然會重新出現激烈的分配衝突——事實上，這種衝突已經出現了。
許多人（特別是環保主義者和有社會主義傾向的人）的反應，是歡迎這種衝突。他們相信，這些衝突是一個公正的全球社會誕生前的陣痛。我強烈反對這種觀點。這更有可能是向以災難性衝突和殘酷鎮壓為特徵的世界邁出的一步。這便是我贊同古典自由主義者和自由論者對這種限制想法持反對態度的原因，因為他們將其視為令國內自由與和平外交希望破滅的喪鐘。
樂觀主義者認為，經濟增長能夠而且會繼續下去。悲觀主義者認為，如果我們想避免環境的毀滅，經濟增長要麼不會繼續，要麼不應該繼續。我認為，我們必須努力將這些對立意見中有意義的觀點結合起來。維持正和世界經濟，對於我們維繫和平與自由的希望至關重要。但是，解決經濟發展提出的環境和資源挑戰也同樣重要。這項任務將非常艱巨。成功的條件，是成功投資於人類的創造性。如果做不到這點，黑暗的日子就會來臨。這個道理從未像今天這麼真切。
《世界經濟輪廓，西元1年至2030年》(Contours of the World Economy, 1-2030 AD)，牛津大學出版社(Oxford University Press)，2007年
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We live in a positive-sum world economy and have done so for about two centuries. This, I believe, is why democracy has become a political norm, empires have largely vanished, legal slavery and serfdom have disappeared and measures of well-being have risen almost everywhere. What then do I mean by a positive-sum economy? It is one in which everybody can become better off. It is one in which real incomes per head are able to rise indefinitely.

How long might such a world last, and what might happen if it ends? The debate on the connected issues of climate change and energy security raises these absolutely central questions. As I argued in a previous column (“Welcome to a world of runaway energy demand”, November 14, 2007), fossilised sunlight and ideas have been the twin drivers of the world economy. So nothing less is at stake than the world we inhabit, by which I mean its political and economic, as well as physical, nature.

According to Angus Maddison, the economic historian, humanity's average real income per head has risen 10-fold since 1820.* Increases have also occurred almost everywhere, albeit to hugely divergent extents: US incomes per head have risen 23-fold and those of Africa merely four-fold. Moreover, huge improvements have happened, despite a more than six-fold increase in the world's population. 

It is an astonishing story with hugely desirable consequences. Clever use of commercial energy has immeasurably increased the range of goods and services available. It has also substantially reduced both our own drudgery and our dependence on that of others. Serfs and slaves need no longer satisfy the appetites of narrow elites. Women need no longer devote their lives to the demands of domesticity. Consistent rises in real incomes per head have transformed our economic lives. 

What is less widely understood is that they have also transformed politics. A zero-sum economy leads, inevitably, to repression at home and plunder abroad. In traditional agrarian societies the surpluses extracted from the vast majority of peasants supported the relatively luxurious lifestyles of military, bureaucratic and noble elites. The only way to increase the prosperity of an entire people was to steal from another one. Some peoples made almost a business out of such plunder: the Roman republic was one example; the nomads of the Eurasian steppes, who reached their apogee of success under Genghis Khan and his successors, were another. The European conquerors of the 16th to 18th centuries were, arguably, a third. In a world of stagnant living standards the gains of one group came at the expense of equal, if not still bigger, losses for others. This, then, was a world of savage repression and brutal predation.

The move to the positive-sum economy transformed all this fundamentally, albeit far more slowly than it might have done. It just took time for people to realise how much had changed. Democratic politics became increasingly workable because it was feasible for everybody to become steadily better off. People fight to keep what they have more fiercely than to obtain what they do not have. This is the “endowment effect”. So, in the new positive-sum world, elites were willing to tolerate the enfranchisement of the masses. The fact that they no longer depended on forced labour made this shift easier still. Consensual politics, and so democracy, became the political norm.

Equally, a positive-sum global economy ought to end the permanent state of war that characterised the pre-modern world. In such an economy, internal development and external commerce offer better prospects for virtually everybody than does international conflict. While trade always offered the possibility of positive-sum exchange, as Adam Smith argued, the gains were small compared with what is offered today by the combination of peaceful internal development and expanding international trade. Unfortunately, it took almost two centuries after the “industrial revolution” for states to realise that neither war nor empire was a “game” worth playing. 

Nuclear weapons and the rise of the developmental state have made war among great powers obsolete. It is no accident then that most of the conflicts on the planet have been civil wars in poor countries that had failed to build the domestic foundations of the positive-sum economy. But China and India have now achieved just that. Perhaps the most important single fact about the world we live in is that the leaderships of these two countries have staked their political legitimacy on domestic economic development and peaceful international commerce. 

The age of the plunderer is past. Or is it? The biggest point about debates on climate change and energy supply is that they bring back the question of limits. If, for example, the entire planet emitted CO2 at the rate the US does today, global emissions would be almost five times greater. The same, roughly speaking, is true of energy use per head. This is why climate change and energy security are such geopolitically significant issues. For if there are limits to emissions, there may also be limits to growth. But if there are indeed limits to growth, the political underpinnings of our world fall apart. Intense distributional conflicts must then re-emerge – indeed, they are already emerging – within and among countries.

The response of many, notably environmentalists and people with socialist leanings, is to welcome such conflicts. These, they believe, are the birth-pangs of a just global society. I strongly disagree. It is far more likely to be a step towards a world characterised by catastrophic conflict and brutal repression. This is why I sympathise with the hostile response of classical liberals and libertarians to the very notion of such limits, since they view them as the death-knell of any hopes for domestic freedom and peaceful foreign relations. 

The optimists believe that economic growth can and will continue. The pessimists believe either that it will not do so or that it must not if we are to avoid the destruction of the environment. I think we have to try to marry what makes sense in these opposing visions. It is vital for hopes of peace and freedom that we sustain the positive-sum world economy. But it is no less vital to tackle the environmental and resource challenges the economy has thrown up. This is going to be hard. The condition for success is successful investment in human ingenuity. Without it, dark days will come. That has never been truer than it is today.

*Contours of the World Economy, 1-2030 AD, Oxford University Press 2007
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