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4.1 INTRODUCTION

War, likediplomacy, propaganda, etc., is an instrument of national policy. It has been used
by states to achievetheir national goals and aspirations and fulfil their national interests.
Questionsof war and peace are centra to the understanding of international relations; these
are questions that involve the problem of survival.

Today the term 'war' is used in many different ways. We speak of cold war, hot war,
limited war, total war, conventiona and unconventiona war, civil war, guerrillawar, preventive
war, and so on. Wars have also been labelled as imperialist wars or wars of national
liberation depending on the perceptionsof the users. A variety of statistical studies will tell
you about the repeated recurrence of war in the world over the past several centuries. In
the twentieth century, despitethe horrorsof the two world wars and the nuclear hol ocaust,
theincidenceof war has not diminished. Although there has been peace between the great
powersin thelast half of the 20™ century. the number of regional or civil armed conflicts
has continued to grow, reaching a peak of 68 in the year 2000. A mgjority of these were
low-intensity and intrastate, and mostly confined to the developing part of the world. In
1968, historians Will and Ariel Durant calculated that there had been only 268 yearsfree
of war in the previous 3,421 years. It is most likely, that they undercounted the wars.
Certainly there has been no year without war since.

This unit examines two aspects of war: what iswar and what are the causes of war by
examining the different theories or conceptions of war. The next two unitsof thiscourse
will look at the various types d wars and understand why they are classified in the way
that they are.
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4.2 WHAT IS WAR?

Today the spectrum of war has expanded from the traditional military dimension to areas
likepolitical and economic warfare, psychologica warfare, etc. But the traditional definitions
of war still use the narrow point of reference. Hoffman Niclerson in the Encyclopaedia
Britannica states that ‘'war is the use of organised force between two human groups
pursuing contradictory policies, each group seeking to imposeits policies upon the other'.
Yet another scholar, Malinowski defineswar as an ‘armed conflict between two independent
political units, by meansof organised military force, in pursuit of atribal or national policy'.

A mention must be made of Karl von Clausewitz's argument that war 'is only a part of
political intercourse, therefore by no meansan independent thing in itself.. .war is nothing
but acontinuation of political intercoursewith an admixtureof other means. Thisdefinition
helpsin understanding the broader setting in which war islocated.

Quincy Wright accepts that war is waged on the diplomatic, economic, and propaganda
fronts as well ason the military front and that the art of war coordinatesall these elements
to the purpose of victory. Yet he argues that in the narrower sense the art is confined to
the military aspect. This embraces the organisation, discipline, and the maintenance of
morale of the armed forces; the invention, development and procurement of weapons; the
provision of transport and movement of forces; strategy of campaignsand tactics of battles
etc. Thelarger problems of military policy, such as, determination of nationa policy, national
public opinion, economy; diplomacy, etc., liein the realm of international politics.

4.3 THEORIES OF CAUSES OF WAR

There has been alot of study devoted to analysing the causes of war, but no consensus
has emerged on the maiter. Some of theconfusion liesin theinability to distinguish between
immediate and long-term causes or underlying causes. In some cases the analysisis cast
in ideological terms and then only a single cause is focussed upon. Some causes are
immediate and some are basic; some refer to specific events and acts committed by
countrieswhile othersmay ook at variousforces and underlying trends. Each of this cause
needs to be explored and there can be no onefinal answer to the question what is the
cause of war.

Generally the causesof war are classified under political, economic, social and psychological
causes. Quincy Wright points out that causes of war can be looked at from different angles.
War has politico-technol ogical, juro-ideological, socio-religiousand psycho-economic cauises.
For Marxists, theroots of war arelocated in capitaism and imperialism. They aso distinguish
between certain kinds of wars like imperialist wars, revolutionary wars, and wars of
national liberation. Otherslook for psychological causes and stresson the feeling of insecurity
that nationsfeel. The causes of war arerelated to war as aninstrument of national policy
since wars are fought for the safeguard of national objectives, goals and aspirations. This
may relate to territory, to identity, or to the very survival of the nation-state.

It is convenient to discuss the theoretical approaches that seek to understand the causes
of war at thefollowinglevelsof anaysis: 1) System-level causes, 2) State-level causes, and
3) Individual-level causes.
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4.3.1 System-level Analysis

System level analysis adopts a 'top down' approach to the study of world politics. The
central argument of this approach is that state and non-state actors operate in a global
socia, cultural, economic, political, geographic, environment and that the features of the
system determine the behaviour of theactors. Four factors determine how asystemfunctions.
structural characteristicsof a system; power relationshipsof the memberswithin the system;
economic realities that impinge upon the system and the norms and conventions that are
likely to 'govern’ the behaviour of the actors.

The structural factors of a system refer to the organisation of authority within the system,

the actors and thelevel of interaction. The international system does not have avertical

system of authority. It may best be described as 'anarchic’; where anarchy implies alack
of acentralised international authority and the existenceof sovereign nation-states pursuing
their individual nationa interests. Traditiondly, students of internationa relations havelooked
a nation states as the central actors on the global scene. Today one has to recognise the
existence of non-state actorsas having an important role to play in international relations.
Some NGOs such asthe Amnesty International or Green Peace have played an important
roleininternational relations. So have some multinational corporations (MNCs). Today
terrorist organisations would also be classified as non-state actors. Other prominent non-
state actors may include such inter-governmental and regional bodieslike the WTO or
regional economic/trade blocslike the APEC, European Union, etc. Thelevel of interaction
between both, the state and non-state actors has increased over the years. The intensity
of thisinteractionis seen mainly in non-military areas|ike human rights, economicrelations
and social sectors.

The power relationship within the system refers to the distribution of power. We have
moved from the age of European domination in the pre world war era to US-Soviet
bipolarity of the cold war years. Today one talksof the age of Americandominancein the
post Soviet era. These changing power relationships and the resultant changesin the
balance of power in the world have been a continuing reality of internationa relations.

The economic reality refers to the natural resources that a country has and the level of its
economic and industrial development. The North South dividein the world is based on
economic realitiesof adeveloped world in the North and a developing (or less devel oped)
world in the South. While it.is true that we livein an economically interdependent world,
the redlities of the dominant developed world cannot be wished away. Conflicts are not
only over scarce resources, they are also over control of the available resources in the
world. The history of colonialism has been understood in terms of economic realities of
control; in modem times, oil, for example, has emerged as one of the key economic
ingruments.

How important are norms and conventions in governing the world order? Thisis atopic
that has been debated by many. The general presumption is that nations would not seek
to disturbthe order in international relations unlessthereare somereally compelling reasons.
The debates over thelragq war (2003) focused on whether the US and Britain violated
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international norms as represented in the United Nations when they went into war against
Irag.

At the system level analysisthereforethe following issues are focused on as causes of war:

i) Thedistributionof power: Relativepower posturesand power vacuums, the balanceof
power politicsaliancepalitics, etc arementioned as possi blecausesof war.

i) Theanarchical natureof thesystemisalsoconsideredacauseof war. Theinsecuritythatis
causedamongst nationsduetoalack of acentralised authority may lead toan arm; recethat
eventually may spill intoawar. Onemay explain the need for pursuing nuclear weapons
policy by thedeveloping worldasameansto overcomethissenseof insecurity.

iy Attheeconomiclevel,oil and natura gas, strategic minerasarelookedas possiblesources
of conflictinthemodem world. Thelrag-Iran war, American actionin lrag issometimes
looked at withintheframework of politicsof oil.

iv) Samue Huntington'sthesisof Clashof Civilizationsisyet another systemic perspectiveof
wars. The central argument made refersto the key causesof future warsto be ethno-
religiousand thereforecivilizational and not statecentric.

4.3.2 State-level Analysis

State-level analysisfocuses on the nation-stateand the internal processof the state as the
key determinant of world politics. This isa state-centricapproach to internationa relations.
While the earlier system-level analysis believed that the state behaviour isa product of the
compulsions of the system, thisapproach believesthat states have afar greater independence
in their decision-making.

There would be both structural and non-structural determinantsto making of policy. The
structural would refer to the nature of government while the latter to the history and
political cultureof the state. Authoritarian governmentsand democratic govemments would
differ in theway policy isformulated. Similarly, policiesin timesof crisisand in timesof
peace would also be different.

At the state-level analysis causes of war arelocated in the following situations:

) Supremacyof national interest hasbeen considered asacentral driving forceat thislevel.
Nationd interest would operateat twolevels: Oneisawar to ensurethesurvival of the
nation-stateif attacked by the enemy. A second leve! isthat of an expansionist national
interestwhereextending of frontiers isconsideredasecurity related nationd interest. [ sragl
hasseen boththesituations. The1948 war may bedescribedas awar for survival whilethe
latter warsof 1967 and 1973 saw the expansion of territory for security reasons.

1} A linkageissought to be established between domestic politics and foreign policy. It
is sometimesargued that nations go in for war to divert domestic attention elsewhere.

ii) Thereis yet another analysis that focuses on the linkage between the type of country
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and the likelihood of becoming aggressive. It has been argued that democratic societies
are less likely to opt for war than authoritarian ones,

4.3.3 Individual-level Analysis

The motto of UNESCO is'Since warsbeginin the mindsof men, it isin the mindsof men
that the defencesaf peace must be constructed'. Individual level analysisfocuseson human
nature and therefore the psychol ogical factors that contribute to decision-malung. It also
focuses on the biological factors to understand the aggressivetendency of man. Whether
human beings are naturally aggressiveis a question that is asked quite often. Biopolitics
examinesthe rel ationshipbetween physical nature and political behaviour. Mention must be
made of the Feminist approachesto international relations that argue that the aggressive
human behaviour isessentially amale trait.

Ye another dimensionof theindividual level analysisis related to group behaviour. Why
do mobsturn violent? It is argued that individuals asindividualsmay not show aggressive
behaviour. But when they are part of ariotous mob they arelikely to commit atrocitiesthat
they in their individual capacitieswould have never committed.

Perhaps the most significant contribution to thislevel of analysisisdone with referenceto
leadership behaviour. A study of a John F. Kennedy during the Cuban Missilecrisis, of Lal
Bahadur Shastri during the 1965 Indo-Pak war, or Indira Gandhi in the context of
Bangladeshwar are part of an attempt to understand leadership behaviour. Similarly, peace
initiatives such as that of Anwar Sadat towards|srael, the opening up of a dialogue with
Chinaby President Richard Nixon, or the shuttle diplomacy of Henry Kissinger are all
examplesof |eadershipbehaviour.

Causesof war at theindividual level analysisare located in the following:

i) Arational decisiontaken by theleader, aconsciousdecisionto gofor awar for the protection
d nationd interestiscited asoned theimportant reasons. Theargument herei sthat evenif
thedtuationisripefor awar inthefinal analysisthedecisonismadeby anindividud leeder.
AsPresident Kennedy would have argued, 'the buck stopshere’.

1) Theopposted thisisatheory that would question therationality argument. A decisontogo
forawar may bean entirely irrational decisionof theleadership.

iy Somebiologistsseek rootsaf war in human aggressivetendencies. Much o theonsinginthis
real misbased on animal experimentation. Therehasbeen alot of literature inthisareasince
thetime of Darwin's writingon the subject.

iv) Psychologistslook tofrustration, misperception and attitude changeto understand stimuli
that leadsto aggressive behaviour. Freud, for exampl e, stresseshisbdief in humaninstinct
for violenceor destruction,an instinct balanced by onefor loveor life.

4.4 |DEALIST VIEW OF WAR

Political idealism cane to dominateinternational relationsduring the interwar years. Political
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idealistsbelieved in theinherent goodness of human beings and argued that human beings
generally sought welfare of others as well as themselves. The idealists believed that bad
structura and ingtitutional arrangements on a world wide basiscreated bad human behaviour.

War, according to them was not inevitable, but was a product of the bad structural

arrangements.

Theidealists therefore argued that war could be prevented through the creation of proper
international structures. These structures were cooperative international institutions; the
League of Nations had been one of the most important of them to be established after the
First World War. The principleof collectivesecurity was the operative methodol ogy through
which it would be possible to avoid wars. The principle of collectivesecurity required joint
action and acommitment on part of all the participating states. Someidealist thinkers
argued in favour of the rule of international law as a means of avoiding wars. In this
scheme, nations would renounce war as an instrument of national policy. Still other idealist
thinkers looked at arms race as the source of conflicts. Consequently they favoured a
systematic dismantling of the arms race and supported the policy of disarmament.

e, Uom ™ e - =

45 REALIST VIEW OF WAR _

Thefailureof the Leagueof Nationsand the slow but inevitable march towardsyet another
world war brought about a critique of theidealist approach. While the Idealist approach
had focussed on the role of international law, intemational organisation, interdependence
and cooperation as the key features of international relations, the Realists focussed on
power politics, security dilemmas of the nations, aggression, conflict and war.

Hans Morgenthau’s six principlesof realism present the most clear articulation of the realist
position. These well-known principles, briefly are:

e paliticsisrooted in apermanent and unchanging human naturewhichisbasically saif-centred,
sdlf-regardingand self-interested.

e Theessenced paliticsisthestrugglefor power. Smilarly,internationd politicsi scharacterised
by thestrugglefor national power between states.

e While theformsand natureof state power are not fixed but vary in time, placeand context,
theconcept of interestremainsconsi stent.

e 'Whileindividudsareinfluenced by mora and ethical implications,statesarenot mora agents,
sincetheir action hasto bejudged by thecriterionof nationd survival.

e Though states will endeavour to cover their behaviour in ethical terms, itisdesigned to
confer advantageand legitimacy andtofurther the nationd interestsd thestate.

« The political sphere is amtonomous from every other sphere of human concern. It has its own
standardsof thought and criteriafor analysisof state behaviour.

Morgenthau argues that the concept of national interest presupposes neither a naturally
harmoniousworld nor theinevitability of war. If all nations pursued their national interest,
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the system would be relatively stable with the 'balance of power' mechanism keeping
potential problemsin check. The realists advocate the maintenance of capable military
forceand emphasise on nationalism. Realism asserts the primacy of the nation-stateand
arguesthat national security was the most important international issue.

The difference between redism and neo-redism was that neo-realismarguesthat states are
power seeking and security conscious but not because of human naturein itsdf but because
the structuredf international system compelsthem to be so. Thus, while stateleadersand
their subjectivevaluationsaof international relationsare a the centre of attentionin realist
theory, the neo-realism focuses on the structure of the system, in particular the relative
distribution of power. Actorsare lessimportant because structures compel themto act in
certain ways.

4.6 MARXIST APPROACHTO WAR

Marxist framework for study does not consider states as autonomousunits. Ruling class
interests drive the state and capitalist states are primarily driven by interests of their
bourgeoisies. Thisimplies that conflict between states must be seen in the economic context
of competition between capitalistclasses o different states. Marxists consder class conflict
more fundamental than conflict between states, per se asthereal causeof war.

TheMarxist anayss argues that politicsisdetermined by vital interestsof different classes
evolved by the socio-economic system of the expliier state, |t isthis system that givesrise
to wars. The First and Second World wars were afesult of social antagonisms inherent
in capitalism and contradi ctionsbetween the bourgeoisstates that led to thedivison of the
capitalist world into hogtile coalitions. After the world wars the main contradiction was
between the two opposing social systems: capitalismand socialism. Thesewere basically
class contradictions. Thus, from the Marxist perspective, class contradictionsleavea mark
onal international events.

Theexpansionist nature d capitalism isanother feature that the Marxist focuson. Such
expansion had taken the form of imperialism and colonialism during theearlier century.
Today, in the postcolonid ageit has taken from of economic globdisationled by transnationd
corporations.

4.7 THE JUST WAR

-

When isawar justified?Under what circumstancesdo legal, ethical and mora principles
justify aggression?Michael Walzer presents the theory of aggression in theform of six

propositions.

a) Thereexigsaninternationa society of independentdates. Thesedatesaresovereignentities.
Thesegtatesand not privatecitizensaremembersad thisinternationa society of nations.

b) Thisinternational society hasalaw that establishes therights of itsmembers—aboved| rights
o territorid integrity and politica sovereignty.

€) Anyused forceorimminent thregt of forceby onestateagainstthe political sovereignty or
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territoriaintegrity of another congtitutesaggressonandisacrimind act. The focushereison
boundary crpssings. invasi onsand physical assaults(in modem timesthiswould a soinclude
low-intengty conflictStuations likeinsurrectionsand dissent movementsturning jntolocalised
conflicts). i

d) Aggressonjustifiestwokinds of violentresponse: awar of self-defenceby thevictimanda
war of law enforcementby thevictim and any other member of theinternationa society. The
presumption hereisthat theretaliation against theaggressor may or may not comefromthe
aggrieved party; it may comefrom any other statethat feelscompelled to return to the
sability of theinternationa society.

€) Nothingbut aggression canjustify awar. The central purposecf thetheoryistolimitthe
occasonfor awar. Theremust havebeen awrong committed and awrong receivedby the

recipient tojustify used force. .

i) Onoetheaggreﬁlsor statehasbeen militarily repulsed, it can dso be punished. Theconception
of just wer as an act of punishmentisold, but the proceduresand formsof punishment have
never been establishedin customary or positiveinternational law. The purpeses of sucha
punishment hasal so not been spelt out — whetheritisfor retribution,deterrence againg any
other stateor reformaf theoriginal aggressor.

4.8 CHANGING NATURE OF WAR

Two factors have contributed to changesin the approachesto understanding of war: role
of nationalism and the revolutions in technology. The former addresses the theoretical
concerns about war while the latter addresses-the tools used for war. The changes in
technology, have had an immediate impact on the strategy and tactics of war and as such
are not amatter of discussionin thischapter.

Theright to salf-determinationbased on ethmic nationalismhad been the source of continuous
conflict across Europein.the 19" century. Theinter-war years saw the concept of self-
'determination being used with the explicit recognition given to it by Woodrow Wilson's 14
Points. This concept has secured arenewed legitimacy in the post-Soviet world with new
states emerging on this very-theoretical construct. The process of disintegration of the
Soviet state and the granting of legitimacy to the new states was done on the basis of the
principleaf ethnic nationaismand right to self-determination. This construct was also used
both for legitimising the disintegration of Czechodovakiaand Yugodaviaand the integratipn
of Germany. A variety of secessionist movements across the world use thisas atheoretical
foundation for describing their struggle as nationa liberation.

The concept of nationalismcuts across the system, state and individual level analysisof
war. It has been aforce to reckon with and is likely to dominate the approaches to
understanding war in the years to come.

At another level, awar to overthrow an unjust social and economic order is also justified.
In thiscase aggression IS not limited to adirect military attack but with internal matters aso.
Thisright islegitimate only if it seeksto remedy injustice. Injusticeis defined mostly in
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termsof violation of human rights. Just Cause theories are based on the need to remedy
injustice. They have a strong connection with right to resist tyranny. There is a strong
interna connection betweenright to resist tyranny and self-determination. The right to self-
determination is providedfor in theframework of human rights. The basisfor the exercise
of thisrightisasfollows: () A group is victimised, systemic discrimination or exploitation
takesplace, (b) Temtory isillegaly occupied, (c) Thereexistsavaid claim to the territory,
(d) Culture of the community is threatened, (€) Constitutional remedies do not exist.

Some of the approaches mentioned above may be useful in explaining the underlying
causes of conflict; other may explain the crisis behaviour. These theoretical approaches
provide some understanding of the nature of war.

4.9 SUMMARY

War is conflict between relatively large groupsof people, which involves physical force
inflicted by the use of wegpons. Starting out with the basic premisethat war isan instrument
of national policy, we observed that while war is waged on the diplomatic, economic,
propagandafronts, the traditional military aspect of war has continued to dominate the
discoursein peace and conflict studies. In this unit, we have examined the causesof war
a system, state and individual levelsof analysis. At the systemslevel, thefocusof analysis
ison the globa social, cultural, economic, political, geographic, environment within which
the state and non-state actors operate. State-level analysis, on the other hand, focuseson
the nation-stateand the internal processaf the state. Theindividual level analysisfocuses
on human nature and therefore the psychological and biological factors that contributeto
decision-making. Cutting across these different levelsof analysisis nationalism, which
remainsa powerful force to reckon with. Ethnic nationalismand right of self-determination
that became prominent in the early 20" century remain powerful forces and have secured
renewed legitimacy in the post Cold war period, both because of the collapseof the Soviet
Union as well as because of economic integration of the globe. The idealist, realist and
Marxist approachesto war examined in thisunit are useful in explaining the underlying .
causes of war or explaining the crisis behaviour of states.

410 EXERCISES

1) Definewar.

2) What arethesystem|evel theoriesabout the causesof war?
3) Wha arethestateleve theoriesabout thecausesaof war?

4) What aretheindividud level theoriesabout the causesof war?
5) How doldedistsview war?

6) Howdoredlistsview war?

7) What istheMarxist approachtowar?

8) Describetheimportanced nationalism.
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