
This is a repository copy of Total systemic failure?.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/127778/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:

Garnett, Philip Richard orcid.org/0000-0001-6651-0220 (2018) Total systemic failure? 
Science of the Total Environment. pp. 684-688. ISSN 0048-9697 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.01.075

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Reuse 

This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 
(CC BY-NC-ND) licence. This licence only allows you to download this work and share it with others as long 
as you credit the authors, but you can’t change the article in any way or use it commercially. More 
information and the full terms of the licence here: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/ 

Takedown 

If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by 
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request. 



Total Systemic Failure?

Dr Philip Garnett1

1York Cross-disciplinary Centre for Systems Analysis & School of

Management, University of York, Heslington, York, YO10 5GD,

philip.garnett@york.ac.uk. Tel: 01904 325027. Fax: 01904 325021

February 20, 2018

Acknowledgements

This work draws from research conducted on the Tipping Points project sup-

ported by the Leverhulme Trust at Durham University, UK.

1



Highlights

• Is the potential for total systemic failure something that we should be

actively concerned about?

• Complexity theory and complex networks should be part of the method-

ological tool kit that we use to model and understand the Anthropocene.

• Artificial intelligence could be used to help us measure and intervene in

complex systems.
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Abstract

While the world argues about whether climate change is real, what

if all systems are failing? This paper seeks to ignite further discussion

concerning human impact on all aspects of our environment as we move

further into the Anthropocene. Both in terms of the pressure we produce,

but also how our activity changes the nature of the relationships between

Earth’s systems. The paper suggests that we currently lack the tools and

analytical capacity to understand the significance of these changes and

therefore we cannot answer the question,“are all systems failing?”. We

discuss how complexity theory, complex networks, and Artificial Intelli-

gence, could contribute part of a solution.

Keywords: complexity, networks, systemic, failure, Anthropocene, artificial

intelligence

1 Introduction

Helbing[26] proposed the establishment of a Global Systems Science as a re-

sponse to the problems of instability in our highly connected world. This pro-

posal was partly in recognition that there needs to be greater focus on the

consequences of increasing connectivity between (and perhaps within) systems

for the stability of the global system-of-systems that is our environment. These

real-world complex adaptive systems often display resilience to, and the ability

to adapt to, internal change and external drivers [23, 50]. However, what we

do not know is how far these systems can be pushed before they either rad-

ically shift (into a perhaps unrecognisable state), or fail altogether, although

some work has started to try to address, or at least draw attention to this is-

sue [12, 13, 10, 28, 33, 6]. We lack sufficient knowledge in a number of key areas,

including the extent to which global systems are threatened, the degree to which

systems are inter-dependent and connected, and significantly how this complex

network of systems will respond to change or failure in connecting systems. We

lack detailed understanding of the nature or character of the connections be-
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tween and within systems, and therefore the significance of their loss is also

unknown. Put simply our systemic understanding of the world needs improve-

ment if we are to understand the consequences of the changes that mark the

Anthropocene.

If we accept that we live in a global system-of-systems, where it is not

unreasonable to suggest that feedbacks exist within and between all systems

that have a significant role in the security of human civilisation, abandoning any

possibility that the global environment is a set of discrete systems. We have to

accept that changes or failures in one system feedback into the other systems;

that all systems are intimately connected in ways that we currently do not fully

understand [11, 26]. For global systems that are increasingly under pressure

from human activity, what are the potential consequences of this connectivity

and feedback for system stability, and what are the consequences of our lack of

knowledge of how systems respond to internal dynamics and external drivers to

our understanding of how systems might fail in the real world? This paper seeks

to promote discussion of these problems, and will explore the possibility that

human civilisation could undergo total systemic failure. Failure that could in

part be due to the connectivity in global systems. Lack of knowledge means that

we do not know if this failure is inevitable and already happening (perhaps on a

temporal scale what we are not sensitive to), or if the global system-of-systems

will prove resilient. Perhaps most likely, and therefore most importantly, our

future security as a species will require significant changes in our behaviour,

and interventions in global systems. Knowing how and where to make those

interventions is essential.

2 Complex Adaptive Systems, Networks, and

Chaos

One definition of a system as a set of elements or objects that act together

as part of a process or mechanism [47], or form part of an network [7]. For
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example the financial system is the result of the interactions of a set of financial

organisations, such as banks, hedge funds, and regulators. The complexity

comes in the form of the difficulty (or potential impossibility) of predicting

how that system will behave by looking at the interactions (or relationships)

of the parts alone. We may think that we understand the types of interactions

occurring between the banks, hedge funds, and regulators for example. However,

complexity theory shows us that this is not enough to predict the behaviour of

the financial system. Simple interactions between the parts of a complex system

can result in emergent behaviours [21], a property elegantly demonstrated by

Conway’s Game of Life (for description see [44]). The global behaviour of the

system is often referred to as its state, and we talk about systems changing

state and therefore changing behaviour. Complex systems are able to adapt to

changing external inputs from their environment, the parts can change the way

they interact with each other, and the parts themselves can also change, without

there necessarily being a significant change in the emergent global behaviour or

system state [27].

Unfortunately we cannot yet predict or measure how much change would

equate to a perceptibly different system. A system could go through a slow and

smooth transition over a period of time long enough that the systems around it

adapt in the same way, and to us (with our short memories) they might fail to

register as different. Alternatively a system could shift rapidly, causing a ma-

jor disruption; a tipping point [10, 6]. Whether or not a tipping point is more

significant than slow evolution of a system is debatable. A slow and gradual

change into a hostile state still brings you to that hostile sate, and slowness is

merely a question of relative scale. Our obsession with rapid changes is more

down to our relatively short-term outlook as a species, or a consequence of the

shortness of our individual lifespans when compared with changes in the envi-

ronment. If the result is a hostile environment we should be as concerned about

slow systemic shifts as we are tipping points. Given time all state changes are

significant to humans as a population, be they tipping point failures, collapse,
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or slow and relentless shift. The main differences being that if the change is

slow and gradual it might be easier to reverse the change and steer the system

back towards a more advantageous state.

This notion of changing of state is perhaps in itself problematic. To talk

of maintaining a particular state, or one state being advantageous to another,

makes sense from the view of a particular element of that system (i.e. humans),

but does not really mean very much from position of the system as a whole.

There is no central evaluator that has an opinion on the value of the current

state. However we as elements in a system would like to have that ability, and

with it the knowledge to steer a system into a state that is more advantageous

to our survival. (In some ways this was the holy grail of systems research,

the ability to make precise changes that affected system state.) Large global

complex systems are at best quasi-stable, systems come under exogenous and

endogenous influences all the time and as a consequence are never truly static.

The current state might be enough of an attractor that the quasi-stability is

relatively stable, or the system might be slowly moving through phase-space on

a trajectory of changing state. Alternatively, as would be the case for something

like a Lorenz attractor, the system might be orbiting an attractor, but have the

capacity to jump and orbit a new attractor [34]. Each representing different

states for that system. The problem however, if we take the climate system as

an example, there is nothing to guarantee that both states will supports human

life.

Climate change is potentially a good example of this. Our planet will likely

have some sort of climate for a very long time, it might just not be one which

can support life. The ever increasing quantities of CO2 in the atmosphere may

result in a state change in the climate system. That could be a slow trajectory

of ever increasing temperatures (potentially reversible), or perhaps a rapid jump

to a new state of significantly increased temperatures (potentially irreversible,

or significantly harder to reverse), a process known as hysteresis [5].

System behaviour gets even more complex when we consider that systems
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do not stand in isolation, free from interference from their environment or other

systems (their environment of other systems). They are highly connected, to the

point where with many systems it is difficult to determine the start of one and

the end of another, or the end of the system and the start of its environment[49].

For global systems there is no outside; all global systems are connected, and we

are in them. (It is often necessary, and advantageous, for researchers to draw

arbitrary boundaries around systems to have any hope of understanding their

system of study [2]. These simplifications are a requirement of tractability, but

could introduce flawed assumptions, possibly rendering the model of the system

invalid).

3 Systemic Failure

Here it is useful to consider two possible ways that a system can fail. One is

from the point of view of the system, and the other is the point of view of some

or all of the parts in the system. In the first instance a systemic failure would

describe a situation where a failure in one part of the system, or parts of the

system, propagates through the whole system resulting the disappearance of

the global system behaviour. The interacting parts can no-longer produce that

emergent global behaviour (or any other emergent behaviour), the parts are not

interacting any more. This could be due to loss of nodes from the system, or the

breakdown of the relationships between nodes. We have to be a little cautious in

how we describe this disruption to the emergent system behaviour. It is not the

same as a system changing state, it is the total loss of the systemic behaviour.

The second possibility for failure could be from the point of view of some

parts of the system. Here the system becomes hostile to some of its parts, that

might have serve consequences for those parts, but represents merely a process

of adaptation or change at the system level. These events are undoubtedly

happening all the time, particularly in natural systems. It is from our point of

view (as a part) where these changes might appear as a systemic failure. Where
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a system that we rely on appears to fail catastrophically and can no longer

perform the function on which we are dependent, but really it is carrying on in

some other state.

Propagation of failure, and therefore how systems fail, is difficult to pre-

dict [1]. A system could lose nodes (parts of the system), or numerous edges

(relationships between the parts) could be broken, and very little visible change

may occur. However, at some point the loss or breakage might get to a point

where the system’s failure stops being solely caused by external forces and starts

been driven by the internal dynamics of the system itself. The failure could then

propagate rapidly throughout the entire system [51, 53]. The 2007-8 banking

crisis could potentially have been a systemic failure of this type, parts started

to fail in isolation at first but it quickly started to look like the whole banking

system was under threat [24].

Failure can become even more unpredictable when we think in the context

of systems-of-systems. The interaction between two semi-discrete systems may

make it even more difficult to determine that a system is under threat and how

significant that threat is. It could be the breakage and losses in a different but

connected system that causes the sudden and unforeseen failure of a system that

was thought to be robust [49, 38]. We also have to consider that relationships

between systems might be the product of relationships between emergent pro-

cesses, rather than the interactions of simple elements. An intuitive example of

this would be human society, where each individual is a complex system, and

the society is a emergent property of the interactions of the individuals. This

complexity at multiple scales (both physical and temporal) makes the system

level behaviours even more difficult to predict, as they are emergent properties

of emergent relationships.

There is one further feature of complex systems that we should consider,

inertia. System inertia is where it would appear that subsequent to a shock a

system does not appear to change. This could either be because the system is

resilient to the shock, or because there is sufficient inertia in the system that the
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change does not register immediately, but it could come at some point in the

future. We should entertain the possibility that the inertia in global systems is

the reason why we are not witnessing significant changes in response to the forces

and shocks imposed by human activity. It is not because they are resilient, but

because system inertia simply means that the reaction to our action has just not

arrived yet, failure could be coming. Here it is the multiple temporal scales that

is significant, failure could be occurring on a different temporal scale to human

life. For decades the composition of the atmosphere has been changing, and for

decades very little seemed to be happening. Only now are we starting to see

the system react as average surface temperatures have started to change [36],

potentially therefore it happening at different temporal scale. We could easily

be seeing the very beginning of the reaction to our action, and that reaction

could massively accelerate in future decades.

3.1 Total Systemic Failure?

If we accept that we exist within a complex systems-of-systems, built by the

interactions between parts that produce emergent system behaviours, and that

the emergent behaviour of the supra-system is therefore an emergent property of

the interactions between subsystems. Then what can we say about whether, at

least from the point of view of human civilisation, we are likely to be confronted

with total systemic failure? Or indeed whether we are already experiencing

total systemic failure?

Real world examples of systemic failure in social, ecological, and physical

systems are thankfully historically rare, although unfortunately not historically

absent [30, 32, 31, 20]. However, this is small comfort as we do not have

to look very hard to see that numerous systems are under significant pres-

sure [18, 22, 8, 46], and understanding safe operating spaces for social-ecological

systems is non-trivial [41, 14]. How close these systems are to failure is difficult

question to address, as “we do not know exactly where to locate thresholds of

irreversibility” [19].
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One system that did at least appear to be close to systemic failure was global

finance during the crash of 2008, where according to media reports banks in the

UK were perhaps only hours away from switching off the cash machines. The

experience of the financial and banking sector during the financial crisis allows

us to make a number of important points and draw a number of comparisons.

The crash of 2008 was an unexpected systemic crisis, that was at least in part

due to the connectivity of the system and a lack of understanding of how the

parts were interacting. There was a global response to the crisis, and the world

mobilised very quickly in response to the existential risk of financial catastrophe,

with large bail-outs and other forms of liquidity being provided to the sector.

An exact total cost of the financial crisis would be difficult to calculate, however

the reported total EU bailouts of member states is approximately e544 billion

(from successive rounds of financial support [17]). The UK National Audit Office

reports that peak support for UK banks was around UK£1.162 trillion [39], the

US treasury’s Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 provided US$700

billion to banks [15], and the Chinese economic stimulus program was reported

to be US$586 billion [4]. In addition there has been successive rounds of quan-

titative easing in the US, UK, Japan, and Sweden. Was this the best response

to the crisis? Perhaps not, and it could be argued that the financial system

has not fully recovered, and we do not know what might be coming in the fu-

ture. Had we had a better understanding of global finance as a complex system,

then (assuming that the crisis was not simply avoided) perhaps a more targeted

response could have been made.

What is also interesting about the response to an existential risk to the

financial system is that there was in fact a global response, with similar tools

being deployed by multiple nations together. It has also been noted that bailouts

dwarf spending on other global crises [3]. This again highlights the significance

of the interactions and feedbacks between global systems. Different social and

political systems (which are tightly linked to the financial system), allowed for

the intervention in the financial system. There was resistance (from the ‘people’)
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however it was not enough to stop the response (or change its nature) and for

better or worse the financial system was bailed out. Social and political systems

are also tightly linked to the climate system, however in this case we seem to

be struggling to respond in a coordinated way, or on a sufficient scale, and the

resistance this time seems to be more political.

The Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change, produced for the

United Kingdom Government late in 2006, made a central recommendation

that 1% per annum of then global GDP should be spent to stabilise global

atmospheric CO2e at around 500 to 550 ppm, which was then later revised to 2%

of global GDP per annum in 2008 [45, 29]. In 2006 global GDP was reported by

the World Bank to be approximately US$51.3 trillion, rising to US$63.4 trillion

in 2008, and it currently stands at about US$75.8 trillion [52]. 2% of $70 trillion

dollars would be roughly US$1.4 trillion per year for 8 years, or about US$11.4

trillion. Not an insignificant sum of money, however not beyond what countries

could afford should ‘they’ want to, and is not that different in magnitude to

the funds provided to the financial sector. The exact comparative cost is not

the important issue, both cost calculations are fraught with difficulties because

it is not simply the case that money is spent but assets are also acquired and

economies stimulated in complex ways (its a complex system). What is an

important issue is that in the case of the financial system we were unable to

see the crisis coming, and therefore were not able to respond appropriately, and

now must hope that in the long term our intervention proves to be successful

and not actually have done more harm than good. In the case of the climate

system it would seem that in all likelihood we can see the crisis coming but are

unable to collectively respond. Our thinking is not systemic.

At present we do not have the tools (computational or otherwise), language,

or understanding to address this problem of knowing how and when a system

is going to react. Our ability to even map complex systems, particularly in the

real world, is limited, and the holy grail of complexity science of being able

to then make precise interventions that produce predictable changes remains
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elusive [9, 2]. It might even be the case that the level of precision dreamt

of is impossible; there are no levers to pull. We should also be mindful that

intervention might also have its own unintended consequences, knowing when

not to act because a system is in the process of adapting is as important. What

therefore can we do?

4 Complex Networks and Artificial Intelligence

Complex networks are an intuitive method by which complex systems can be

characterised and perhaps understood. Networks are made up of nodes that

often represent objects, such as a bank, or person. Edges (connections) between

the nodes capture some relationship between the two objects; Bank A owes

money to Bank B, Alice is friends with Bob, Bob owes money to Bank B. For

this reason complexity theory maps well onto complex networks [37].

Network structure, as defined by connections between the nodes, tells us

something about that system, e.g. friendship groups (communities) or infor-

mation flow. These regions (along with other warning signals[42, 43]) might

provide a way of characterising the state of a system. Different network struc-

tures could be associated with stability, or with instability. Others still might

map to regions of structural dependency, and/or the propensity for failure. This

is not a precise lever of change, but more a way of assessing the health of a sys-

tem, and providing some indication of where we might intervene. Thus perhaps

complex networks present an approach to modelling the Anthropocene [35, 48].

Networks of global systems could be built, and models developed to highlight

areas of potential concern, computer modelling could then be used to simulate

what could happen to these systems in the future.

Mapping and then analysing systems, particularly those on a global scale,

is a significant challenge. The analysis of dynamic networks, where nodes and

edges come and go, is particularly challenging as it is difficult to robustly attach

significance to any one node or edge, or predict if any given node or edge might
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disappear or new one form [40]. Not only the network structure (topology) is

of significance, but also the character of the components and how the network

changes. The increasing capacity in artificial intelligence (AI) and computing

power presents itself as an opportunity. Perhaps AI could be used to design the

sensory networks, and build the appropriately abstracted models required to

monitor and analyse global systems. We ourselves might struggle to determine

the significant of connectivity in systems, however we might be successful in

designing AIs that can.

5 Conclusions

Complexity, although not a new idea, perhaps offers both theory and method

required to tackle the global problems of today. This paper is not an exhaustive

discussion of the possible role of, and problems posed by, systems thinking. It

seeks to highlight that complexity theory and complex networks could contribute

to the solution, as both methods are aimed squarely at attempting to aid our

understanding of systems composed of many interacting parts. The holy grail

of complexity theory, an ability to determine which parts of a system should

be altered to produce the desired systemic change, might not be impossible.

However, complex networks might allow us to assess global systems as a systemic

whole, rather than discrete parts, and AI could be used to assist with the design

of the models to test hypotheses, and the analysis and collection of sensory data.

The possibility of the human civilisation undergoing systemic failure is not

new, ideas such as the limits of growth and sustainable development have been

discussed at least since the 1970s [16]. The central problem with this debate

seems to be around whether or not human activity is having a significant impact

on global systems. The idea that our environment is composed of isolated,

discrete systems, that do not influence each other needs to be abandoned. From

a complex systems perspective it simply makes no sense that our presence and

activity is not impacting all global systems. The question should be to what
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degree are these systems connected, what feedbacks exist, and where is human

activity creating the most pressure. Ultimately, we should seek to understand

how global systems might fail, what systemic failure might look like in the real

world, and how close systems are to failure.

Unfortunately that does not seem to be happening. The nature of our re-

spond to the possibility of a given systemic failure would appear to be more

dependant on ideology than systemic thinking, and in the case of climate change

this could prove catastrophic. The possibility of severe changes in our climate

should not be dismissed as ‘fake news’, a hoax, or conspiracies against economic

development, and the fact that it is could prove to be a contributing factor in

the failure of the climate system. From the point of view of a systemic response

to the possibility of climate change, the paralysis in the political system could

constitute a systems failure in its own right. A failure in the political system

would feedback into the climate system. Could that result in a cascade failure

of both systems?

To mitigate the possibility of total systemic failure regional interests would

need to give way to global interest, and we would need to mobilise a response

greater and even more coordinated than our response to the possible failure

of the financial sector in 2008. The question is how? Such a response looks

increasingly less likely, particularly in a world of increasing isolationism, self-

interest, and social and media echo chambers. Global complex systems do not

respect borders, making it hard to see how any state or group could act alone.

Perhaps then we need to think more in terms of distributed interventions in

systems, rather than top-down global regulation. Natural systems do not have

centralised control systems, the control is decentralised and is in fact an emer-

gent property of the interaction of the parts of the system. With gridlock

and division in global politics [25], perhaps numerous adaptive, decentralised,

smaller interventions (supported by data collection, modelling, and AI) offer

a solution where no global consensus is forthcoming. If we can make creative

use of technologies, such as sensory networks supported or designed by AI, lo-
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cally deployed but globally linked, perhaps this could support a decentralised

response to global systemic issues.

15



References

[1] Alexander, R., Hall-May, M., and Kelly, T. Characterisation of

Systems of Systems Failures. In PROCEEDINGS of the 22nd INTERNA-

TIONAL SYSTEM SAFETY CONFERENCE (2004), pp. 499–508.

[2] Allen, P. What Is Complexity Science? Knowledge of the Limits to

Knowledge. Emergence 3, 1 (apr 2001), 24–42.

[3] Anderson, S., Cavanagh, J., and Redman, J. How the Bailouts dwarf

Other global Crisis Spending. Tech. rep., INSTITUTE FOR POLICY

STUDIES, nov 2008.

[4] Barboza, D. China unveils $586 billion stimulus plan. The New York

Times (nov 2008).

[5] Barnosky, A. D., Hadly, E. A., Bascompte, J., Berlow, E. L.,

Brown, J. H., Fortelius, M., Getz, W. M., Harte, J., Hastings,

A., Marquet, P. A., Martinez, N. D., Mooers, A., Roopnarine,

P., Vermeij, G., Williams, J. W., Gillespie, R., Kitzes, J., Mar-

shall, C., Matzke, N., Mindell, D. P., Revilla, E., and Smith,

A. B. Approaching a state shift in Earth/’s biosphere. Nature 486, 7401

(jun 2012), 52–58.

[6] Bentley, R. A., Maddison, E. J., Ranner, P. H., Bissell, J., Ca-

iado, C. C. D. S., Bhatanacharoen, P., Clark, T., Botha, M., Ak-

inbami, F., Hollow, M., Michie, R., Huntley, B., Curtis, S. E.,

and Garnett, P. Social tipping points and Earth systems dynamics,

2014.

[7] BOCCALETTI, S., LATORA, V., MORENO, Y., CHAVEZ, M.,

and HWANG, D. Complex networks: Structure and dynamics. Physics

Reports 424, 4-5 (feb 2006), 175–308.

16



[8] Bradshaw, C. J. A., Sodhi, N. S., Peh, K. S.-H., and Brook, B. W.

Global evidence that deforestation amplifies flood risk and severity in the

developing world. Glob. Chang. Biol. 13, 11 (nov 2007), 2379–2395.

[9] Brehmer, B. Dynamic decision making: Human control of complex sys-

tems. Acta Psychologica 81, 3 (dec 1992), 211–241.

[10] Brook, B. W., Ellis, E. C., Perring, M. P., Mackay, A. W.,

and Blomqvist, L. Does the terrestrial biosphere have planetary tip-

ping points? Trends in ecology & evolution (Personal edition) 28, 7 (jul

2013), 396–401.

[11] Buldyrev, S. V., Parshani, R., Paul, G., Stanley, H. E., and

Havlin, S. Catastrophic cascade of failures in interdependent networks.

Nature 464, 7291 (apr 2010), 1025–1028.

[12] Carpenter, S. R., Cole, J. J., Pace, M. L., Batt, R., Brock,

W. a., Cline, T., Coloso, J., Hodgson, J. R., Kitchell, J. F.,

Seekell, D. a., Smith, L., and Weidel, B. Early warnings of regime

shifts: a whole-ecosystem experiment. Science (New York, N.Y.) 332, 6033

(may 2011), 1079–82.

[13] Dai, L., Vorselen, D., Korolev, K. S., and Gore, J. Generic Indi-

cators for Loss of Resilience Before a Tipping Point Leading to Population

Collapse. Science 336, 6085 (jun 2012), 1175–1177.

[14] Dearing, J. A., Wang, R., Zhang, K., Dyke, J. G., Haberl, H.,

Hossain, M. S., Langdon, P. G., Lenton, T. M., Raworth, K.,

Brown, S., Carstensen, J., Cole, M. J., Cornell, S. E., Dawson,

T. P., Doncaster, C. P., Eigenbrod, F., Flörke, M., Jeffers, E.,

Mackay, A. W., Nykvist, B., and Poppy, G. M. Safe and just oper-

ating spaces for regional social-ecological systems. Glob. Environ. Change

28, Supplement C (sep 2014), 227–238.

17



[15] Economic, E. DIVISION A—EMERGENCY ECONOMIC. Public Law

110 (2008), 343.

[16] Ekins, P. Limits to growth’ and sustainable development’: grappling with

ecological realities. Ecological Economics 8, 3 (dec 1993), 269–288.

[17] EU. EU financial assistance. \url{https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-

economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-

assistance en}, sep 2016.

[18] Fahrig, L. Effects of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity. Annu. Rev.

Ecol. Evol. Syst. 34, 1 (2003), 487–515.

[19] Falk, R. A., and STEIN, R. E. Toward Equilibrium in the World Order

System. The American Journal of International Law 64, 4 (sep 1970), 217–

226 CR – Copyright &#169; 1970 American Societ.

[20] Freed, C. D., and Samson, M. Native Alaskan dropouts in Western

Alaska: Systemic failure in native Alaskan schools. Journal of American

Indian Education 43, 2 (2004), 33–45.

[21] Funtowicz, S., and Ravetz, J. R. Emergent complex systems. Futures

26, 6 (jul 1994), 568–582.

[22] Guerra, C. A., Snow, R. W., and Hay, S. I. A global assessment of

closed forests, deforestation and malaria risk. Ann. Trop. Med. Parasitol.

100, 3 (apr 2006), 189–204.

[23] Gunderson, L. H. Ecological Resilience–In Theory and Application. An-

nual Review of Ecology and Systematics 31 (jan 2000), 425–439.

[24] Haldane, A. G., and May, R. M. Systemic risk in banking ecosystems.

Nature 469, 7330 (jan 2011), 351–5.

[25] Hale, T., Held, D., and Young, K. Gridlock: why global cooperation

is failing when we need it most. Polity, 2013.

18



[26] Helbing, D. Globally networked risks and how to respond. Nature 497,

7447 (2013), 51–9.

[27] Holland, J. H. Complex Adaptive Systems. Daedalus 121, 1 (jan 1992),

17–30 CR – Copyright &#169; 1992 American Academy.

[28] Hughes, T. P., Carpenter, S., Rockström, J., Scheffer, M., and

Walker, B. Multiscale regime shifts and planetary boundaries. Trends

in ecology & evolution (Personal edition) 28, 7 (jul 2013), 389–395.

[29] Jowit, J., and Wintour, P. Cost of tackling global climate change has

doubled, warns Stern. The Guardian (jun 2008).

[30] Kappenman, J. G. Systemic Failure on a Grand Scale: The 14 August

2003 North American Blackout. Space Weather 1, 2 (2003), n/a—-n/a.

[31] Karabanov, E., Williams, D., Kuzmin, M., Sideleva, V., Khur-

sevich, G., Prokopenko, A., Solotchina, E., Tkachenko, L., Fe-

denya, S., Kerber, E., Gvozdkov, A., Khlustov, O., Bezrukova,

E., Letunova, P., and Krapivina, S. Ecological collapse of Lake Baikal

and Lake Hovsgol ecosystems during the Last Glacial and consequences for

aquatic species diversity. Palaeogeography, Palaeoclimatology, Palaeoecol-

ogy 209, 14 (jul 2004), 227–243.

[32] La Forgia, G., Levine, R., D&#x0301;az, A., and Rathe, M. Fend

for yourself: Systemic failure in the Dominican health system. Health Policy

67, 2 (feb 2004), 173–186.

[33] Lenton, T. M., and Williams, H. T. P. On the origin of planetary-

scale tipping points. Trends in ecology & evolution (Personal edition) 28,

7 (jul 2013), 380–382.

[34] Lorenz, E. N. Deterministic Nonperiodic Flow. J. Atmos. Sci. 20, 2 (mar

1963), 130–141.

19
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