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Conventional and Unconventional Wars.

Throughout most of human hisory.

ars were fought by people who were

chosen, trained, and authorized a the miltay represcting their community to

atack or defend against their mlitary counterparts in other politcal

In wars, the tactics arc. by regular
armics openly engaged i combat. The tactcal bjective i to ein control of a

sate by defating the enemy’s mi

ary forces on a territoral batlefield. Pure
conventional warfare also employs the s of conventional weapons—weapons
hat are not weapons of mass destruction (such as chemical weapons, biological
weapons,and nuclear weapons)—and combat actions ar restricted o

milary targets). Unconventional wars are

eharacterized by the flouting of restictions to focus o miltary targts lone, the

conventionaltrgets (i

e of weapons of mass destruction, orthe use of very different types of tactes—
often guerrll tactcs, which ae discussed below.

‘Most aspects of most wars reflct conventional warfare. The targets in war arc

typically miltay targets, no cvilans; the weapons used are conventional
weapons such as guns and other small arms, tanks, combt helicopters, miltary
aircraft and warships,Land mines, and cluster munitons.

World War 1 nd World War It while fought fo the most prt conventionally,
had some unconventional spects in terms of weapons and targets. World War |
saw the firs large-scale use of chemical weapons on the batdefield. In 1915,
German forces unleashed 168 tons of chlorine gas against French forces near the
Belgian town of Ypres. French troops sufered 6000 casualtcs in just a few

minutes s prevailing winds carried the pojsomous s into the trenches.

However, many German troops were also wounded or killed in handling the gas
o by moving throvgh arca stll ffcted, and they were thercfore unsble to
exploit the temporary advantages gained. In adition,the effects of the weapons
prosed dificut 1o resric o combat, Chemicals leached into the soil and wter
able, affecting agricultue for months afterward. Afer the war, winners and
osers signed a Geneva Protocol outlawing the use of chemi
World War I saw the advent of trategic bombing, which led o the possbilty

of farge-scale harm to noncombatants and to  recxamination of who 3

I weapons in war.

“noncombatant” actally was. Prior o the war, there was general agreement that
cvilians were to b protected from intcntional harm, But the bellgerents
possessed arge flets of ship, rmored vehicles, and planes,all of which
required civilans 0 build and maintin them, Were those civlians to be

protected, 007 As the war intensified, the dividing line between those who were

tobe protected from d
targeted broke down. By the war'send, both sdes had taken to wsing massve air
srikes to deliberatey target civilians. In March 1945, bombers from the US.

erate harm and those who could be legitimately

Fighth Air Force targeted Japan's capital, Tokyo, with incendiry bombs. The
ensuing flames klled over 100,000 Japanese, mostly ci

s, in single raid.
weapon that
ted o combatants,a the bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasakiin August 1945 demonstrated. Over 200,000 people died fromthe.
atacks,

‘World War 11 alo saw the development of a nuclear weapon

cearly could not be

‘While they have been around for centurics, th tactics of unconventional
warfare have come to th fore in the past halfcentury. In guerrilta warfare (the
term comes from a Spanish word meaning “small war”), guerrila geoups hide
among civillans and use strategies including hit-and-run tactics ambushes,
sabotages, and raids o attack thir stronger miltary oppanents. Guerrlla

warfare therefore effctively reverses the conventional relationship between

soldis and civilsns. In conventional war, soldiersrik their lives to protect
cvilans.In guerrilla warfare, civlians risk their lives 0 protect the guerrlls,
who hide among them and who cannot csiy be distinguished from ordinry

civilians when not actually fighting. Unconventions

guerrila tactics are
therefore designed to win contrl of thestte, ot by defcating enemy forces

outright on the bautefield as n the case of conventionl warfar, but by firs.

winning controlover the civlian population.“For without the diciplined
support o thecivl population, mlitarily infior gucrrillforces can have no
hope of success.

Guerrill warfareis astrategy often used by the weaker party when fighting in
an asymmetric conflict a conflict charscteized by an incqualiy in material
strengeh becween the two sides, with one side sigaificantly more wellequipped
and technologicaly advanced than the other. Mao Zedong and his Peaple’s

ese Civil

Liberation Arm, for example, used guerrilla warfare during the Chi
War (1927-37,1945-49) and in China's
during World War 1 (1937-45).In doing s0, they were able o survive many
setbacks. Eventuslly, they defcated the well-armed and U.S-supplicd Nationalist
armies o iang ieshi (Chiang Kai-shek), whose forces fled to the sland of

tance o Japanese occups

Formosa, now Taiwan. This unexpected ovtcome led o the spread of guerrlla
warfare a a templat for other insurgents, paticalarly in Asia.

Like any strategy, however, guersilla warfa
conficts following World War
Emergency (1948-60) and the United States in the Philippincs (1952-53)—

devised s counterinsurgeney sratcgy tha effectively defeated revolutionary

itsel has weaknesses. In two.

the sronger actors—Britain during the Malayan

uerrilas. That strategy aimed notat insurgent armed forces,or even their
leaders, butinstead at the real strength of successful guerrill warfare: the
people. I both Malaya and the Philippines.the governments, supported by

Britin and the United States,respectively, sought o redress the grievances that

had led many of the country’s poor or disaffected cither tosctvely support the
guerrilas or to plitcal apathy. The support for te guerrillas waned and the
government was able toarse victorious

Gueril

warfare is only one of severalstrategies that could be used to

overcome a more materialy powerful opponent in an asymmetric confict

Mohandas Gandhisresistance to Bitsh rul over Indi i the 19405 is an
example of what s refcred 0 2 nonviolent resistancs

guerrila warfare, nonviolent resistance deliberately places ordinary people a
grave isk o harm i

or terrorism, however, nonviolent resisance avoids the use of violence 23

Like resolutionsry

the pursut of politicl abjectives. Unlike guerrill warfare

means of protest.
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Terrorism
Another clar thrat o national sccuriy, and another example of zsymmetric
confit i terrorism. Scholars disagree on a universal definition ofterrorism,

but most definitionsshare thrce key clements

Terrorism i pliical i mature orintent.

Perpetrators ofterorism are nonstate actors

Targetsof terrorsm are noncombatants,such as
fgures,or burcaucrats,

inary citzens, poliical

‘Whil there are many groups that it this academic definition, o all o them
arelabeled as terrorists by state governments. This is because officaly labeling 3
group as a terorist organization isa lrgely politicalact. As Anna Mer stated,
“What matersis that concerns about offending alies,along with arger
eopolitical considerations, often take precedence in deciding which
organizations do or do not get listed " But regardlessof the politics behind
officallbels,our understanding of what terrorism i remains the same.
Tertorism involves physical harm, but the essence of terrorism is
psychological not physial. Whatever the aims of the individual terrorist, killing
i by-product of terorism as a strategy. The real i of terrorism i o cl
atention to:3 cause, whie at the same time callng nto question thelegitimacy of
atarget government by highlighting it inability (o proteet s ctzens. For
example, during the 1972 Summer Olympic Games in Munich, Germany, a group
of Plestinian Arab terroristsstyling themselves “Black September” ook 11
Iracl thletes hostage i the Olympic Vilsge. Two ofthe hostages were.
murdered immediately. During a botehed rescue attempt by the surprised and il
prepared Germans, the remaining nine hostages were murdered by their captors.
Black September was  par of the Plestine Liberation Organization (PLO),
roup founded by Yasser Arafat in 1964 to advance the cause of Palestinian Arab.
statehaod by means of violence. But until Munich, few outside the Middle East
had ever heard o the PLO. After the games,sgnificant atention turned to the
cause, and the PLO (and “terror
conversation and stte acton.
Tertorism has often been called the stratey ofthe ek, but this argument
bes the question of what
o kil or can it reside inthe power of i

- more broadly) became a widespread topic of

“power” acwally is. s power only the material power
did ot

s independence by means of violent

57 Gandhi, fo cxample

avercome the Britsh and win Ind

revolution. The povwer of ideas proved decisive. Terrorists also hope to harness
the powser of ideas: they invariablyjustify thei violence by using immortality

imagery, whether nationalist, Marxist, ethnocentrist, or 1

jous. In the Irsh
Republican Army'slong strugles with British rule i Ireland, several o these
immortaliy images were used as trrorists sought to ocrce Britsn into
abandoning Ireland's Protestant minority. In each cas, terrorists intend their
violent acts to preserve the nation,the proletariat  particular race, or the
fithful, ensuring its immrtality

AMuch recent terorist activity has it roots i the Middle East—

the ongoing
questof Palestinian Arabs for selfdetermination, i the hostlty various Ikamic
roups have toward Western forces and ideas, and inthe resurgence of extremist
Ifamic fundamentalism. Among terrorist groups with rootsinthe Middle East
are Hamas, Hezbollah,and Palestine Islamic Jihad. Aftr the September 11, 2001,
atack against the United States, Al Qacda was the most publicized of these.
groups. A shadavwy network ofextremist Ilamic fundamentalists from many
countris, including some outside the Middle East, Al Qacda is motivated by the
desite to install tict Tlamic egimes i the Middle East, support radical Isamic
rgencies in Southeast Asi, and punish the United States
Iracl. When the United States and its allies began 1o seriously hurt Al Qaeda—as
they did from 2009 t 2012 itsleadership adapted by dispersing and forming
e affiliaes, such as Al Qaeda in1r2q and Al Qacda in Yemen. With the growth

s support of

of the 1 and, most recently,the revivalof Talban, Al Qacd has regrouped, with
various factions active.

“The roots of the IS formed during the 1979 Shite revolution n Iran and the
2003 US.led invasion o Irag That invasion gave Shifes power over the Arab
Sunni minorit. and the IS has taken up the radical Sunni cause. The IS uses
social media o broadeast it terrorist acts including beheadings, mass exccutions,
rape and sexual enslavement of women, and the destruction of cultursl
antiquities The IS claims
caliphate—an area under the leadership of an samic steward considered to be:a
religious successor 0 the Prophet Muhammad and the leader of the entire

gious authority centered in the proclamation of 3

Maslm community. Many of the estimated 15,000 forcign recruits tothe IS from
a5 many as 80 countries are attracted by its topian gosls.

However, there are significant splits—not only between most Muslims from.
fundamentalist ihadis groups like the IS but aso amang those diffrent jihadist
froups themselves. They disagree over who should be targeted, what tactics
should be used, and how the organization should be sructured. This can be
dearly seen inthe.

ahel region of Africa in Burkina Faso, Mali Nige, and
‘Somali Whileallabel themsclves ihadiss, some are stceped in Al Qaeda's
teachings; others ae fighting ther own corrupt governments: thers are fighting
over localissues lke frmland and water; till others just happen to be M,
These differences have led to competition and stbacks for many o these
terrorist groups. Indeed, the I suffered setbacks i the late 20105, and in 2018 it
was surpassed forthe it time s
tervorismrelated deaths. In 2018, the Talban in Afghanistan, who had been

regaining poveer sincetheir ousting from rle i

2014 in causing the greatest number of

2001 by 3 NATO invasion, rose-

o the deadliest tertorst goup in the world. Hower, many of the jhadists in
the Sahelslso pose significant threats, Over 3,500 deaths have occurred since.
2016, United Nations, French, and American troops are all deployed in the region
(see Chapter 9),
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Terrorism also has  long history outsde the Middle East, reflecting diverse,
often multiple, motivations. Table 6.1 identifes various types o these terrorist
groups.Some groups adhere to extreme relgious positions, such as te Irish

Republican Army. Some other groups scck (or have sought) terrtorial scparation

or autonomy from a state. The Basque separatists in Spain, the Taml Tigers in i
Lanks, and Chechen groups in Russia have al tried o achieve this gl il other

groups—most often i the West—have fa-rg

 ethnonationlis posit

including neo-Nazi groups such as National Socialist Underground in Germany.
Russian Imperial Movement in Russia (the frst farright movement designated as
aterrorstorganization by the United Staes), and National Action and

Sonnenkrieg Division i the UK. These groups are often connected
ransnationally. For example, Sonnenkig Divison, which was proscribed by the
UK in 2020, just one group i a network of white supremacist organizations

he UK. and other

s of farright terorism ave been rising signifcantly

that has branches n the United States, Canada, Germany,

European countris.Inci
i the West, with the total number o terrorist acts committed by these groups
increasing by 320 percent over the pas five years

Since the tum of the century, terrorism has aken anew turn. Terrorstacts
have become more lethal,even as the groups responsible have become more
dispersed. 1n 2000, around 3300 deathsresulted from terrorist atacks
worldvwide, increasing (0 around 16,000 in 2018 (though that s significanty
lower than is peak in 2014, when around 33,000 people died from terrorist
atacks).”Increasingly, errorsts have made use of a diverse array of weapons,
including AK-47s,sain gas, shoulder-fred misils, anthras, backpack
explosives, and truck bombs, Vet thei actons can also be very simple to cary
out,such as driving carsor trucks o crowds of people, s in the 2016 attacks in
Nice, France, where at least 80 people were killed and many othe

Terrorst groups have also made cffectve use ofthe Iternet and social media a5

injured.

arecruitment tool and many are increasingly using soft power (asdiscussed in
(Ghapter ) to win support ot through cocrcion but through atracton. For
example,the IS takes credit for the onstructon of new roads,schools,clinics,
and water systems (many of which were financed by outside countris) o help
win ollowers.

TABLE 5.1

Selected Terrorist Organizations

CROUP  LOCATION  CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTACKS.

Seltiacits who ilenty pursus the

oo O™ rapishmant ofa s versionof snara
oo ot i
ey L sty
e priiinasteiniok
Forblddeny e ‘and armed assauts on ciilians|
e e s s g

paryor Labanon

e right-wing terors aroup part of
3lo0se vansnatonsl nesworkof ke,
unied it

owiion Kingdom  Unted tates Conado,the UK. Germry.
andatnerEurcpesn countres proseribed
bythe Ukin2020
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“The international community has taken acton sgainst terorists by creating a
frameswork ofintenationalrules dealing with terrorism, The framework includes
19 counterterrorism instruments and UN Security Councilrsolutions that
address such issues s punishing hijckers and those who protect them:
protecting airports, diplomats, and nuclear materal n transport; and blocking
the flow of financialresources to lobal teroristnetworks. Individualsates have
alo taken steps toincrease state security (the United Sates’ controversial USA
Patriot Actis one example), o support counterintellgence activtics, and to
promote cooperation among nationalenforcement agencies i tracking and

apprehending terrorists. States have sanctioned other states they view as

supporting terrorists or s ot aking effctive enforcement measures against
them. Libya,Sudsn, Afghan

sanctioned state. But it i important to rcall tht despi

tan, Syra, Iran, and Irag are prominent examples of

having shut down,

many teroris financial netseorks and enancing sccur

i airports and ports,

many developed statcs

cluding the Urited Staes, Belgium, and France have had
dificulty in taking effctive enforcement measures against terrorst. Afer a

the tertorists who attacked New York's World Trade Center and the Pentagon on
September 11, 2001, learned to fly commercial irp

the terrorsts responsibl fo the Pars bombings in 2015 were French citizens

s in Florida, And some of

and individusls living in Belgium.

Howido attacks such as the one n Nie, France mpact sate securiy? Ave there
realstc measures sates can take o prevent further atacks? Here French citzens
leave tokens o remembr those o i the terorattack

Cyberwarfare

Inthe past several decades, 3 new type of threat to national security has risen
—threats stemming from cyberspace. Cyberspace is more than just the Internct.
As deined by Ronald Deiber,cyberspace includes "the entire spectrum of
netsorked information and communication systems and devices” and now
pervades all aspects of socity, economics, and politics* Given itscentral role
o

individual, nationsl, and inernational rlations, cyberspac is now consi
be acrticalinfastructure by most state governments, transforming i into 3
centralfocus of ational sccurity. The goal i to protect the state from
eyberwarfare, Cyberwarfare refcs to sate actions taken to penctrate another
sate’s computers or networks fo the purpose o causing damage or disruption.
Nonstate actorscan sl engage i such cyberattacks—cither on their own or in
conjunction with state governments. The threats stemming from such attacks re

as widespread as yberspace tself.

(Cyberwarfare has become increasingly common i state relations. China i

thought 1 operate ane of the most extensive eyberattack operations in the world
against both government and corporat targets. One of the irst msjor

imated attacks (labeled Titan Rain by the.
US. government) that began in 2003 and persisted or at least the years—was a

eyberwarfare attacks—a srics of coo

(Ghinese operation, Russais also  sgnificant perpetrator of cyberattacks. During

the war over the ter

oy of South Osseti between Russa and Georga, the

Georgian government ministries were subject 102 major denial-of-service ttack

i which machines and network resources were rendered unavailable due 03
disruption ofservers connected tothe Internet). In June 2017, 2 major
eyberattack hit Ukraine and quickly spread workbwide, a introduced in the
opening vignette. The atack was designed to it the day before  ho

celebrating the adoption of Ukraine’sfirst consttution aftr achieving
independence from the Soviet Union. While some Russian industries were
afected, Ukraine argued that Russia was behind the atack.

One o the most prominent eyberwarfae attacks was anattack on Irnian
muclear enrichment failtiesthat i believed to have been organized by the
United States and sesel The atackers used maltiple sratcgially exploitable
Vulherabiliie n software (sero-day explots) and spent numerous months and
millions of dolars n research and advance preparation. Although the attack

brought Iranian nuclear nichment programs to only a limited halt it s widely

seen as the firstactof sabolage undertaken in eyberspace and it significantly

advanced the evolution of eyberwarfae. North Korcan hackers have become
particlarly effctive, launching an atack in 2014 against Sony Pictures, 3 2017
ransomware attack on 150 counties, and claiming in 2020 to hve successflly
penetrated sraci defense systems.

Because of the growing frequency and impactof eyberattacks, cybersecurity
has become acentral feature ofsates strategie actions o protect themselves at
the internationallevel. The United States hs placed cyberspace as cqualin
importance toland,air sa, and space in s strtegic doctrine and has
estabished a special US, miltary command dedicated solely to cyberspace.
(Ghina anmounced the creation ofits own military unit dedicated to the
investgation and prevention of yberattacks o its own computer systems in
2010, Many sttes have taken i

steps.
While most actions in the realm of cybersecurity have been unilateral actions
taken by individualstates,some cooperative agecements have been forged. For
example,the Council of Europe’s Convention n Cybererime and the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization have both taken actions pushing states to pass aws

criminalizing crtain behaviors n ¢

erspace and providing police with the
authority o cnforce these s, Severalbilateral greements have also been

ereated o increase communication and cooperation fo investgating and

preventing cybercrimes.
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‘Cooperation at the global level, however

General Assembly calld for the esablishment of a

Experts (GGE) on information and communications technology (ICT). It

purpose was to study existing and potentialthrcats tostates information sccuri
and to develop possible cooperative measures o address them. Successful GGE
mecetings produced reports that were accepted by the UN General Assembiy,

their use of

Showing widespread agrecment on several issues including th

sovereignty.

ICTs, states must observe the principls of international law, sta
the settlement of disputes by peaceful means, and nonintervention in the inernal
afsis ofother states. While the GGE has produced several successful reports
throughout s history, in 2017 it failed to produce a report eceiving consensus

support. This i

re s opencd up questions about the future of the GGE and

nterstate cooperation i eybersecurity

almost allaspects of havea
component,as actionstaken in cyberspace affect people acros the world. One
response to this eality has been the creation of groups of nonstate experts
designed to manage computer security incidents. These groups, known as
computer emergency response teams (CERTS),ar located al around the world.
In 1990, these mationally based teams began to coordinate in the Forum of

Incident Resporse and Securiy Teams (FIRST). The goals of FIRST are to

promote information sharing among s members,asist in rapid reaction to

incidents, and foser cooperation and coordination to help prevent incidents in
= the first place. By mid-2020, FIRST had 500 members,spread over Afics, the
Americas, Asia, Europe, and Occania.
“Thete are many different types of war, and al can be devastating toa state’s
security. Given that war is 0 important, we should try to understand the causes

of war and examine possible ways o prevent it The three main perspectives of

international relations provide some insghts.
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Which of thefolowing statements are part of mst schalarly definitons
of terrorism?

. Temustbe political i et

Tt must be motivated by religion.

1t must be carricd ut by nonstate actors.

Targets must be noncombatants
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THE CAUSES OF WAR

Inan analysisof any war, we willfind more than one cause for the outbreak of
violence, This multplicity of explanations can scem overwhelming. How can we

study the causes of war sysemaricaly, when the causes often seem

iosyneratic? Theories of nternational reltions highlght different factos that

might help explain why wars oceur.

Realist Interpretations of the Causes of War
1 one key issue distinguishes relists from ther critc,it i that for realists, war
s natura,ineviable feature of interstate politcs. As discussed in Chaper 3,

relistssce the problem of war as stemming from the fac that the international

systemis the I system there exists no

super

or coercive authority that can create laws, rsolve disputes,or enforce law
and order, War therefore breaks out becase no uthority exsts to prevent it As
o as there is anarchy, there il be war, War, in such asystem, might cven
appear o be the best course of sction  stat can take. War and conquest can
help a sate acquir resources that it can e to increase its power. Morcaver,for
offensiverealists,waris a way to enhance astate’ reputation by demonstrating
its willngness to engage in conflic. Doing 50 can help a stat get other sates o
join with it (bandwagon) in an effor o prevent themselvesfrom being attacked
aswell

The anarchic in

st system also has no legitimized authority to help
peacefuly resolve contending clims thatstates may have. John Mearsheimer
calls this the “911 problem’—there is o hotline, or “central authority, o which 1.
hrcatencd state can turn for help>? Onc o the most common contending claims
over which violence breaks out between states nvolves contested trriory. For
almostall of the previous century,the Arab-seacl dispute rested on competing

territorial clims to Plestins in the Andes, Ecuador and Peru have comp

s
{errioral i and i the South Chia S, Jpan, China, Tawan te
Phiippines, and Vietaam ae al struglin ave confcingclaims 0 offshore
eands, Ukran and Rusia both view Crimeaas part o thei wn eriory, and
= 24w s at the eginning ofthischapter, Ameniaand Azerbafan foughta war
2020 Gn adition to many
Karabakh, For relss, i

her conflcts) over the teritory of Nagorno-

t an anbiter o resoly

hese dispates,astte might

resortto violence to win the teritory it claims asits own. Indeed, violence
regulary takes place over claims (o Palestine and has broken out on several
occasions regarding the conflicting teritoralclaims over the Spratly Islands in
the South China Sea.

Another st of disputes for which there i no effectve arbite i the competing
caims o self-detcemination made by groups within stats. Tbetans, Chechens,
Catalonians, Krds, and Quebccois have al expressed a desirefor their own satc
‘Who decides whether their claims for self-determination are egitimate? Without
an nternationslly legitimized arbite, uthority rests withthe sates themselves.
“The groups secking slf-detcrmination thus often resort to force sgainst the sat.
For example, the struggle between Chechnya and Russia over Chechen
independence frequently involves armed conflict. In 1999, Russia invaded
Chechnya after it had declared independence and succeeded in returning it (0

Russian control, Violence has c

inued to break out regularly ever since.

The Kurdish peopi i raq show thet regional price while voting in a nonbinding
Independence referendum n September 2017.The votefo independence angered
eighbors i the region who fear Smilar uprsngs i ther i nations

I addition t afirming the importance of anarchy for understanding why we.
see war, some realitsatribute war to other facet o the international system,
such as the disribution of power. For example, Kenneth Organski advances a
relist argument eferted o as “porver transiton theory” This theory posts that

P it not only mismatched material power that emps sates (o war, but aso the
antiipation ofshfts i the elaive balance of power. War oceurs because states
belive that more pavwer leads o cxpectations of more influcnce, wealth, and
security A power transition can therefore cause war in one of two pattern, In

the firstpattern,  ising power might aunch a war t soldiy ts positon. For

example,ten to twenty years before the beginning of World War I, Germany's

power relaive to that of France and the United Kingdom was extremely small a5
Germany had just been defeated in World War

sgnificantly over those decades and had almost rached parity with that of

Germany's power rose

France and the United Kingdom by the start of the war. The prediction of poveer

transition theory that Germany would act millarly to help secure ts esw

position in the international system plaed out in thiscase, and World War 1

broke out In the second pattern, the currently most powerful state(s) might

launch.a preventive war o keep arising challenger down. For example, one of
the United

ates' reasons for going to war against Ira in 2003 was tht Irag was

developing nuclear weapons andits nuclear program nceded to be dismantled

before it acquired the power and capabilty to use such weapons. Whichever
pattern occurs,according o the theory, power transitions ncrease the likelibood

of var.
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Liberal Interpretations of the Causes of War
‘While realsts focussignificant attention in their analyses of war on
characeristics oftheinternationsl system, iberal tend o focus more on
charactristicsof the state and institutons (both domestic and international).
State and socictal explanations for war e among the oldest. Plato, for example,
posited that wr i less kel where the population is cohesive and enjoys a
moderate level of prosperity. Since the population would be able to thwart
atack, an enemy i likely to refrain from launching such an atack. Many thinkers
dur

& the Enlightenment, ved that war was more

cluding Immancl Kant,bel
likely i arstocratc tates. Kant goes arther, arguing n his book Perperual Peace
(1795) that thrce factors help o foser peace—democracy, cconomic
inerdependence, and international institutions. These factors are centealin
Hiberaltheories about ehy we do (or do not) e wa.

Inthe lieral perspecive, demcratic peace theory holds that democracies
rarly Gf ever) go o war with other democracies, There are severalreasons why
his is the case. First, some theorists argue that democracies share norms of
compromise and cooperation. At the domestic lvel, democracics offer citzens.
who have grievances a chanc to deal with these complsints by nonviolent
means. Projecting this norm t the nternationallevel, two democracics who
share the norm of nonviolent resoluton of conflets are likely to pursue peaceful

= means o resolve their disputes.

Second, some theorsts argue that institutional constraints existin
democraciesthat help o prevent them from going 0 var. Thereis more
transparency inthe decision-making process, providing leaders with trust that
commitments made will be upheld. 1f democrati leadrs back down from their
commitments,they can aso face audience costs—costs that stem from negative
public opinion about leaders” actions. Nondemocracies have more difficuly in
building rust and decr
thei regimes. A lack of transparency, and a lack of audience costs at the

y due 1o the nontransparent nature of

sing uncert

domestic level,can thereforealso explin why we s war when nondemocracies
arcinvolved.
Sowhilethere isa strong correltion between democracy and peace and

strong supporting explanations, empirical evidence finds tht partal

democratc states tend o fight in wars most often. This is partcularly worrisome
o liberals a5 many states have backslid from democracy n recent years, as noted
in Chapter 2.

Another theory from the liberal perspective - commercial peace theory —
focuseson interdependence between statcs. Thistheory positsthat sttes that are
more interdependent particulaly through trade and investment, ar lsslkely to
£0 10 war. Pace maintains the prospect for continued economic benefis.
something both staes desire. War nterrupts trade and blocks proits. Thus,
tates that are more inerconnected by commercial institutions-—and thus more.
dependent on one another for rade and other cconomic gains—areles ikely to
£0 10 war with one another. A lack o interdependence and connections between
states can therefore be a reason why we se states resort 0 volence (0 resolve
disputes. There is significanly less cost to doing o than there i for states that
areinterdependent and share these connections.

Some liberaltheoriesalso highlight how international nsitutions might
influcnce the outbreak of conflic., First, inernational institutions help buld
positve connectians betsicen states, and ccanomic institutions, in particula,
foser interdependence. n this way, institutions can therefore help promote:
peace. The lack of sharcd membership in such inst
the possibilty that conflict could bresk out between states. Second, tats that

s might thus increase

arc Lt ut ofintitutions might feclthecatened by the connections forged
between sates within those nstitutions, potentially adding (o the possbiiy of
confict For example, s discussed in Chapter 3, the possibiliy tha Ukr
might join NATO and sign an assciation agecement with the EU wasscen by

Russia s threat to itsinerests, as membership in these insitutions would bing,

Ukraine closertothe West Theorists coming from a liberal perspective might
argue that Russi's misgivings helped fuel the conflict that broke out between
Russia and Ukraine in 2014

‘Another theory, which does no al direcly in the liberal tradition but that
shares many ofits assumptions,focuses on the bargaining that underpins sates
disputes o cxplsin why we sce war. This theory argues thatin any dispute

betaecen sates there s an underlying bargaining process. 1 Each state has an

deal outcome t the dispute and some “reservation paint’—the worst outcome.

they would b willing to 3ccept. I most caes, because war is costy, the

acceptable outcomes for both stats over

“rone of agreement” exis

They can negotiate  compromise soluton thatles somewhere i that zone, and

by doing so,they avoid incurring the costs of war. However, because states do
ot have complete information about what the other side s iling to accept, and
becase they have an incentive to bluff to et better outcome,sates might not
be able to find a compromise that lesinthe zone of agecement.If they cannot,
war becomes ke, the result of a lure o the bargainin process.
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Constructivist Interpretations of the Causes of War

Constructivistsfocus sgnificant atention on the ole of identites in
internationa rlatons. dentites shape astate’s intersts, and thus influence its
forcgn plicy goals and the tactis and strategie it ses o advance those goals.

In this way,identi

s can influcnce whether asat i likely o be more

axgressive of more restrained in how it pursues ts foreign policy. For example.

contrast the foregn plicis of Switzerland and North Korea, Switzerland does
ot focus on millary might or aggression. It dentifes itslf a5 neutral actor in
the international system, and it policy pursuis reflectthis. Switzerland
remained neutralin both world aes and has chosen ot to jon many
internationa institutions—it did notcven join the United Nations until 2002. In
contrast, North Korea identifes sl i the post—Cold War period as the key.
ates
"

“antiimperiais, socilist bulwark” standing in opposition o the United

s aggressive foreign policy, which cr

s o the defiance of internai

orms and development of nuclear weapons, s directly connected to this
bellgerent identit.  These contrasting dentites mke the likelihood that these
states would become involved in a war quite differcn.

“Thete i also  relational aspeet to identities. The way one state views another
sateis shaped in important ways by the interactions that they have had. These.
ineractions create perceptions of similarities and differences between sttes.
Rather than pure millary power, these perceptions and the idenites they create
influcnce the potentialfor war between different staes. One state could be seen
asan ally and o threat,even i it is 3 milarily powerful stae. Another sate
couldbe seen a5 an adversary even i it has fewer capabiliies. Forexample,
(Canada might fear that North Korea is more of a threat than te United Sates,
even though the Urited §

tes hasgreater reltive power than North Kores,

possesses nucles

Weapons,and actualy shares a border with Canads, which

would make an invasion relaively simple. The difference i identities is what
makes one state seem more threatening than another. So where do these
dentities come from?

deasare an important component in the constructon of dentites The idea

of the right o self-determination—the right of 3 peaple o determine ts own

future politca status—contibutes 0 the formation of common and confl

3
dentitiesand the outbreak o war, Thisis most learly cvident in the wars to end
colonial rule i the mid-wentcth century. Examples include the 104550
Indonesian struggle for independence from the Netherlands and the 1945-54
Vietnamese war against France. Conflcts aver slf-determination have continued
g since decolonization. For example, South Sudan fought  cvil conflict with

Sudan for over two decades, gaining s independence in 2011, Some conflcts for

sel-determination e

en continue todsy, as s the case with Chechnya in Russa
and Tigray Region in Ethiopia.

Nationalism—a sense o national consciousness placing primary emphasis on
the culture and intests of one's own nation over those of other nations—
provides another example of the role ideas and idenitis pay n influcncing war.
“The idea of natonlism has led o the creation of conflicting identiies among

fons throughout history, s i reates  sense of & nation (identity) thit stands
against the identitesof “others” outside one’s own nation. Conflicting identitcs
driven by nationalist sentiments have contributed (0 many wars.

Nationalist ideas nd ident

s can also be manipulated by clits to pursuc
their o individual goals through volence (i war). Adol Hider used

nationalism 4 ey motivating actor in Germany's actions in World War Il
Slobodin Miloevit used nationalism to create asense of common identity

= among ethnic Serbiansfrom the various republics of Yugoslavia, s wellas

sense that thei idenity stood in contrast t the dentites of other ethicitics.
“This nationalism fucled war and even, arguably, gencide. As one US.
ambassador described Miloievié's manipulation of nationalstsentiments among
Serbs,

e is very successfulin manipulating Serbian nationalis (o stay in

porwer, I there ws serious peace and prosperity, he would not survie very

ong ™ Overallfor constructivists, deas and identities can ply a central role in

instigating confict

“THEORY IN BRIEF

Highilghted Causes of War

Anarchyofhe nernational system
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Uberaism Lk of nterdepondonce
Lok of shared nsttions
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Constructivism. Owergent dentiies
Posession o bellgerentdeas

44 nQuiziTive PREP

Check Your Understanding

1. What do constructivists believe?
Power and differentials and changes between states ead t war.
s shaped by thei
Economic interdependence is  key factor n cxplaining peace.

Theways

State identitis ae fxcd snd do not change over time.
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PREVENTING WAR AND MANAGING STATE
SECURITY

wi

an understanding of the causes of war, we can begin o discuss how (0

prevent war. The differen internationl eltions perspecives offc different
analysesof how war might be prevented.
Realist Approaches to Preventing War

Reslist approsches to managing sccurity stem from the factthat fo realists war

s an incvitable conditon of intestate politic: it can be managed but never
eradicated. Classical realists, raning from Thucydides to Hobbes to Hans
Morgenthau, argued that human nature made transcending war unlikely.
Neorealists replaced the emphasis on human nature with an emphasis on
structur, arguing that war will be  permanent eatare ofiterstte politics so
g as anarchy persists. While approaching the issue from different angls,
corcaliss ffecively shar the pessimism of classical realists:as 1 prominent
feature of interstate poliies war can never be transcended.

Al

relists advance important arguments about ho to decrease the frequency of

ough realism magines war as 3 enduring featur of international poliis,

war,as well s the inensity of war when it does break out. Power balancing and

deterrence are two such approsches.

Power Balancing
In Chapter 3, we saw that abalance of power s  particula configuration of the
disribution of power in the internationalsystem. But theorists us the termsin
other ways as well. Balance of power may refer to an cquiibrium between any two
parties, and balancing power may describe an approach to managing power and
sate security. The later usage is relevant here

= “The core logic of power balancing is simpl: when power s unbalanced
stronger sates will be tempted to use their advantage (0 g0 0 war with weaker
states in onder to scure more power. The greater the imbalance, the greater the
stronger sates emptaton to do so. Fo the stronger state, the costs and risks of
war sccm low in comparison to potcntial gain, thus making war  rational
strategy. But when aggessive, power-seeking sates face others with reltiely
qual power, they are likely 0 be more hes

fant 10 g0 10 war because the costs of

e more likely o cxceed the expected bencfis

Balance-of-power theorists therefore posit that staes make rational and
calculted evaluations of the cost and benefitsof particulr policicsthat
determine thestate’ role in: balance of power. All states i the system are
continually making choices o maintan the positon vis -vi ther adversarics,
thereby maintining a balance of power.

an

security and balancing the perceived power potential of one’s opponent. Ifan

incesare the most important intitutional 0ol for enhancing one’s own

expanding state seems poised o achieve a dominant position, upsetting the.
current balance of power,threatened stats can oin with others aganst the
expanding sate. For example, when Germany's power rose i the lead-up to
‘World War I, the United States and United Kingdom alicd with Russia o
balance against Germany, despite the rivaly between them.

Balanci

& povie can be applied at both the international and regionl level At

the internationallevl, for example, the United Staes and the Soviet U
maintained a relative balance of power during the Cold War. The United States
allied with Western European states (and others) through NATO, and this
alliancelagely balanced againt the Soviet Union'sallance with Exstern
Faropean states (and others) through the Warsaw Pact. If one of the

superpowers augmented its power through the expansion of s alliances or

hrough the acquisiton o deadicr, more ffecive milfary weapons,the other
esponded in Kind. Absolute gains wers no ascriial s rlative gain;no mattr
ow much toalpowerone state sccrued, either satecoud afford tofall behind
e oher,Gaiiog alies among uncommiied sates i the developing countres
hrough orcign s o miltary and diplomatc inervention s anather way to
ensure the superpowers blanced power. Not mlntining th pover balance ws
100 iy a stratcy snce both sids belived tha thei nationlsurvival was 3t
sk,

Balances of poeer among ttes nspecfic geographic egionsare alsoa way

1 managesat scurity In South Asia fo example, balanceof power
maintainsatense peace betwen India nd Pakistan. I the Middic Exst, a
comple st of averlapping balancs hs developed scrossdifferent s aeas.
A one levl the cconomicaly ie,oil-producing st of the Persian Gulf and
Soudi Avabi are balanced sgins the cconomically poo statesof the core Middle
East. At anothr el a balance xists betwcn Idamic miltants (ran),

= moderates (Bgyp, Tunisia), and conservatives (Saudi Arabia). ranand Saudi
Arabia ae alo vying for power i the region, and a relative balance exists
between them.

Some ralis theorists aseet that balancing power s the most important

{echnique for managing st

security. It s compatible with human nature and
the nature of th state, which s to ct to protect ne's sclf-nterest by
maintaining one’s power position eltiv tothat of others. Ifa sate secks
preponderance through miltary scquisitions or ffensive actions,then war
againstthat sate i acceptable under the balance-of-power system, I allsates act
similarly, the balance can b preserved without war.

One major limitation of the balance-of-power approsch, hawever, i ts
Blished frendships
0 the theory, should power shift allances should.

ment that staes view.

req allis s expendabl

times of change. Accor

o shiftto maintain the blance—regardless o friendship. But a liberals and
constructivists observe,states existina kind of socity and they resist giving up
the friends;”even when power shift. This idea may explain why. after the
collapseof the Soviet Union in 1991, long-standing U, alis such a Britain did
ot abandon their allance with the United States in NATO, cven though the
bipolar balance of povwer had collapscd. Howeever, balance-of-power tharists
would point out the current dificulties NATO states are having in maintaining.
the allance. With no rival t balance agains,the allance is not necessary. 1
sate docsnt “need” it alies, it s more credible for state to threaten to abandon
the allance t pressure those alles into making various concessions i they want
0 keep thealiance ogether. The United
President Trump thrcatened to withdraw from NATO absent increased spending

s did st this in 2018 when

on defense by its European alles.
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Deterrence

“The mechanism tha ensbles a balance of power to sustin peace i deterrence. At
ts most basic level

s discussed in Chapter 5, deterrenceis the manipultion

of fear to prevent an unanted sction. A strong sate’s confid

e of victory may

tempt it to war, However, when power is balanced and no one sate has
sgnificant military advantsge,the threat of being defeated in war could keep.
aggressivestates from attacking in the first place. Deterrence isthe means by
which balancing povwer works o help staes manage ther securiy

Deterrence theory posis that the credible threat of the use of force ean
prevent violence such as war. In ts 2002 National Sccurity Stratey., forcxample,
the United

e made ity of thra xpic,Th Unid St ok ht i

il deend e Unied S, the America pople, urnerssat home and
sbroad by dtyin and desroin he thrat before i eches o orde ™
For dterrenc o ok, hesstes st formllances o buid up thei asenls

— o presen b thrat ofrealiion i atacked.Inormationregadin he
{hret must b conveped o the opponent. Knwingtat daagin reation will

counter an aggressive acton, the apponent will decide not o resort o force and

thereby destroy its own socity.
Asinitilly developed, detcrrence theory is based an several key
assumptions. Firs, the theory assumes that rational decision makers want to
avoid resortng to war in situations in which the anticpated cost of aggression is
reater than the expected g, Second,the theory assumes that nuclear weapons
—one partcularly intense form of harm—pose an unacceptablerik of mutual
destruction, and thus decision makers will not niise armed ageression aginst a
muclar state, Thind, the theory assumes that hernatives to war are svailable to
decision makers, irrspective of the issue of ontention.
As logical as deterrence sounds, and a effctiveas it seemed during the Cold

War—after

‘o nuclear war oceurred between the superpowers-—the very
assumptions on which deterrence i based are frequently subject to challenge.
Aveall op decision makers rational? Might not one individual or a group of
individual risk destruction in deciding to launch a first trke? Might some staes
be willng t sacifice 3 large number of people, a5 Germany's Adolf Hile, Iran's
Ayatolah Khomeini, and

aq's Saddam Hussein were willing o do in the pst?
How do statescredibly convey information about ther rue capabi
potentaladversary? Should they? Or would it make more sense to bluffor tole?
For sates without nuclar weapons,

for states with nuclear weapons thatarc

Iaunching an attack agains a non-nuclear sat, the risks of var may scem

acceptables when one’s own socict

ulikely to b threatened with destruction,

deterrence is more lkely to fil,

O IN FOCU:

Assumptions of Deterrence Theory
> Decision makers are rational.

» The likelihood of escalation to mutual destruction from
warfare is high.

> Alternatives to war are available.

> Attompts to deter insacure states may backfire.

“The rse o terrorism conducted by nonstate actors also appears to dectease
the possibil

territory, the threat to destroy such

that deterrence will work. Because nonstte actors do not hold

itory in a retalstory strike cannot be s

poentdeterent. Fleible necworks—sch s Al Qeda-—spread overdifferent
eofraphicareas,rater than an organizational hearchy ocatedwihin 3
articular s, make cliinating hose etwork ey ifcul. The ncreasing

— illingoes o some groups o use e o 0 chiv e ojctives
b made the o o deerrnce appear partclrysaky. Detesenc depends
onthe calcuaion that rtiona actors will eer delberstely act o niecotly

reprisals, yet suicide terrorists are wiling to sacrifice their own

ves. Since loss
of life has raditonally been thought o a the highest of all cost,suicide
terrorism appears o render deterrence meaningless.

Not only have teroris groups made deterrence lesseffective o, 00, have.
e Kinds of weapons and the supporting ifrastructure decreased the ility of
deu

rence. Cyberweapons can undermine a stat’s command systems,yet
dentifying the “cnemy” s dificult and takes time,especially in an covironment
where so many states and nonstate actors are capsble of using technology. This
has led one prominent defense analyst to posit “the decline of deterrence.”

‘Some realists continue toargue the efectivencss of deterrenc. They highlight
the important role that states play i siding nonstate actors such as trrorists
States can deter other sttes from doing so trough the threat of punishment,

holding complictor neglgent sates accountabe for the actions taken by

onstateactors. This, some realists argue, can help dter states from aidi

violent nomstate actors, and thus prevent those nonstate actor from being bl to
e violence n the fes plce. Deterrence, they argue,can still work.

Realst approaches o managing state security rely mainly on fear, butas we
have scen, they also imagine power inalmost purcly materal terms. To the
ofideas s changed world
politis, can realist approaches to managing sate security continue to be

extent that changing norms orarisc in the pover

effective?
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Liberal Approaches to Preventing War

Unlike reaiss, iberals have a theory that imagines a world without war. The

core logic o the liberal position acknowledges the structural constaint of

anarchy and accepts state insccurit

asan important factor motivating interstate

el

jons. However, liberal theorists argue thatstats secking power, including
cconomic power, wil be led by sl
cooperation with other states, even fa times that cooperation is punctusted by
war. Over time, coaperation may be insttutionalized, making war less and less

g that,

i contrast o the realist view,there ar essentially “good” (democratic and

interestino successively decper and broader

Hikely. Liberals also focus on the nature o state’s politca system, argui

cconomicallyopen) and “bad authoritarian and cconomically losed) sates.
Over time, the rewards that accrue to good states will crete pressures and
incentives on more and more bad staes o become responsible partners i the
international system, Given these theoretcal underpinnings, Iberal approaches

o managing stae security cal o the international community o inernational

nstitutions (both organizations andtreaties) to coordinate actions to reduce the
ikelinood and destructveness of war. Tw of those straegies are colective

sccurity and arms control agrecments.

The Collective Security Ideal
Collcetve securit i captured i the old adage “one for all and all for ane.” It
positstha, i an efort o stop the aggresive and unlawul use of force by one
sate against another, unlawl aggression will be met by united action:al or
i) states will unite against the aggressor. Potental aggressors will know this
fact ahead of tim

and thus will choose not 0 ct.
Collctive sccurity makes several fundamental assumptions  One
assumption s that the colectve benefit of pesce outweighs the individusl
benefits of war, even asuccessful war. Another assumption s that aggressors
foes—must be stopped. This assumption
presumes that other members of the intcrnationsl community can casily idenify

the aggressor, Collective sccurty lso assames moralclarity:the aggressor is

—no matter who they are, friends

‘moraly wrong because al ggressors are morally wrong and all those who are
right must act in unison to meet the aggression. Finally,collctive security
assumes tha aggressors know that the inernational commanity will et to
punish an agressor.

Of course, this idea s none other than deterrence,but with  twist, 13l

countries know that the international commor

oy will punish aggression,then
y. The

ates are more lkely o calculate thei iterests

would-be aggressors will b deterred from engaging in aggressive acty

st s that in liberaltheory.

collctively as shared intersts than to calculat ther nterests individualy, as in
the realst view, The threat tht detees potenial aggressors comes from united

action by the internationl community rather than from a singular more powerful
el

ut for collctiv security to work,the threat to take action must be
eredible and all potential enforcers must agree

Collctive security does ot aways work.In the period between the two
World wars, despite the xistence of the League of Nations, which was designed
o implement callective security,Iapan invaded Manchuria and laly overran
Ed
o respond. Were Manchuria and Ethiopi really worth a world war? I these

tances, collctive sec

opia I neither cas did other states act a f it wasin their collctiv

imerest

1 ot work because,as realists asser,the states
capable of acting to haltthe violence (partcularly Britain and France) did not
e suffcient national interest in dojng s0,especially when the threat of
another war with Germany seemed increasingly likely.

Collctive sec
casily identifed. n 1967, sracl lunched an armed attack against Egyp, clearly
an actof aggression. The week before,however, Eypt had blocked Israciaccess
o the Red Sea kicked the UN out of

Jordan, moved hundreds of tanks and plancs closer o Isracl Clearly thse, 00,

ey may aso ail due o the fact thataggressors are not aways

and. in combination with Syria and

of aggession. Twenty years carlcr, the state of Isracl had been carved
out of Arab erritory. That to0, was an actof aggression. Where docs the
axgression “begin™? The George W. Bush administation argucd in 2003 that it
invasion ofIraq (an actof aggression) was justified because Saddam Husscin was
preparing o operationalize and possibly use a nuclear weapon—also an
aggressive act.So who s the “guilty” aggressort

Furthermore, even if an aggressor can be identficd.is tha party always
‘morally wrong? Du to an understandable fxation on the individual and
collctive costsof war,collctiv:scurly theoriss rgue, by definiton, s, Yet
others would argue that trying o ight  previ
wrong; trying to make justa pror injustice is

s wronig i ot necessarly

Calways unjust
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Arms Control and Disarmament
‘Arms control an

isarmament schemes have been the hope of many liberals
over the yearssincethe irs Hague Convention of 1899, Since the ninetcenth,
century, hundreds o treatis have ben creatd thatlimit the miltaization of
the pola regions and spacc, that limit the types of weapons that may be used,
and that even limit the tsting and desclopment of certain weapons (such 15

nuclear weapons)in the

st plac. Most signatoris tothese treatics actually
abide by their treay bligations, limiting the quantity and quality of arms they
‘manufacture and use, Whatever the rationale for reductions in each individual
sate’s case,the logic of this proach to security is sraightforward: fewer

weapons mean grater security. Regulating arms proliferation (arms control) and
reducing the number of rms and limiting the types of weapons employed
(disarmament) should logically reduce the problem of the sccuritydilemm.

‘Duringthe Cold War, many arms control agrecments were negotiated to
reduce the threat of nuclear war. Through a sriesof agreemens, the United
States and the Soviet Union ageed o limit the development of prticular types
of weapons, and in some cases 0 reduce theirarsenals. ince the end of the Cold
War and the dismemberment of the Soviet Union, new arms control agrecments
contnue o be negotisted between the United Sttes and Russi, These arms.
control agrecments are a success sory forlberals,

et the actual enforcement ofthese agreements i difficult, Russia has
repeatedly violted the arms control teatis ageeed betweeen the Soviet Union
and the U

States. o example, i the 20105, Rusia tested and deployed a
cruise missle invioltion of the 1987 Itermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Trcaty.
Many suspect China s violating the 1972 Bological Weapons Convention (BWC)
towhich it acceded in 1984. A report from the US. Department o State issued in
June 2020 stated thatthe United States “has compliance concerns with respect 0

Ghinese

ary medical insttutions toxin research and developmen because of
the potential dual-use spplicatons [(ic
research but also offenive miliary purposes)] and their potental a5 a biological

‘Without srict enforcement rules,such violtions of rms control

pplications not ustforscientific

thrca.
sgrecments arc not surprisng.

“The logic of arms control i also fundamenta o the Joint Comprehensive Plan
of Action (1GPOA) for Iran denuclearization. In that 2015 agreement signed
betsecen Iran the permanent members of the N Security Council plus
Germany. and the EU, Iran agreed o limit s program to cnrich uranium under
internationa inspections in exchange for lfing cconomic sanctions. In 2018, the
“Trump administration withdserw from the deal arguing i filed o substantially
Jimi ran's nuclar program,. Subscquently, Iran rencwed s enichment
program. The Biden administration announced s intention to ejoin the

agreement i Iran complies with the original terms. The diplomatic negotiat

ar dificlt

“These examples suggest that th logic of arms control agrecments i not

impeceable. While, a some liberaltheorits argue, arms control might lessen the

sccurity dilemma (the idea tha a increase in ne state’s apabiltics is 3

lessening of securiy forothers, which leads them to increase their capat

making the frs stat lss scure, and s0.on, a discussed in Chapter 3, it does
o climinate it A sate can stil fel insecure ifits nemy has greate reltive

miltary capabilites than it docs,regardless of the absolutelevel of capabiltes.
For example, New START
2010 between the United States and Russia, calsforthe parties tolimit their

trategic Arms Reduction Treaty),a treaty signed in

nuclear weapons rsenls. The Trump administration argucd that it would not
renenw the agreement unles China became a paty t the treay. The Biden,
administration, however, s enewing ts commitment (0 New START and the
JCPOA in the beiefthat imiting the number of nuclear weapons is 3 sep toward
reducing the dangers of the sccurity dilemima.

Limited increment disarmament remains a possbily. The Chemical
‘Weapons Conention,for example, bans the development, production, and
stockpiling of chemical weapons. The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear
‘Weapons, which entered into force in 2021 s another possibility, but since none
of the nine countres tht possess nuclear weapans has atifid it that limited

approach i unlikly t achieve itsobjectve. Sl liberals plce the

fithin
Some arms control agecements based on a combination of the slf-intcrest of
sates (these programs are expensive) and support from international instiutions
Hike the International Atomic Energy Agency. However, the complete
disarmament envisioned by liberal thinkers is unlikely,given how risky it would
be. Unilt

disarmament would place disarmed states ina highly insecure

position,and cheaters could be rewarded.

Constructivist Approaches to Preventing War

Constructivists do not necessarily have a theoretical“answer” for hows to prevent
war. However,thei focus on ideas,identiies, and norms and how they change

can provide important insightsino the question.

‘Construcivists focus on dentites that aee socally constructed through stte

neractions suggests that these ides

tes can change as state interactions chane.
Cooperation could therefore arise between staes that previously had becn in
confit. Today,the same satesinvolved in World War Land Il are engaged in
arguably the decpest level of coaperation between stats i the international
system; the European Union, Constructvists argue that nsttutionslke the EU
can create and regulte certain types o interactions tha, over ime,can influcnce
sates” perceptions oftheie idenities and their understandings of slf and

53 States can thus become socilized o different methods o interaction.
making war highly unlikely. Few would argue that a war s kel to break out

between France and Gerzmany todsy.
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‘Sockllzation o certain norms agains various aspects of miltary confictis

another path that constructivsts might highlight as 3 way t reduce conflct. For

example, antipersonnel and mines and cluster munitions were important tools of

19905

war or many decades, However, a campaign was taken up in the carl

pressuring states o ban ther use because of
the

Socialized 0 these ideas, and in 1997 a reaty was created banning the use of and

nondiscriminatory nature and

wificant harm they nflct o noncombatants, Over time,sates became

To date, 164 states

mines and callng for the destrution of those alrady b
have become party to the traty. What was ance an importan toal of war

became taboo for most stats in the internationalsystem. The norm s not

perfect, however,as severalsates, including the United State, have not joined
the treaty. The United States
the Korcan Peninsula, even roled back that commitment in 2020, In Apel 2021,
. President Biden announced the Ui
Keep rules in place thatallow traops o deploy landiincs,aslong s they are

. which had sgrecd tolimit s use o land mines o

eview of the iss cd Staes would

during;

equipped with slf-desctvating mechanisms.

THEGRY IN BRIEF

Approa Preventing Wor
Theretcal Perspective Possible Ways to Prevent War
P sovarbsincng
- Collectie securiy

s controland dssmamant

Constructiviam Changing dentiies
Sprosd of novma dolitmiing war

Going Nuclear: A View from North
Korea

By 2020, North Korea had an estimated 30 to 40 nuclear weapons with
enough fissle material to produce 6 to 7 more nuclear weapons each year.
talso unveiled the world's argest intercontinenta ballstic missile in a
miltary parade—a missile North Korea argues is capable of reaching US.
tritory. However, the nuclear program i costly. Wh,then, has North
Korea continued to pursue t?

The development of North Korea's uclear program hasrased severalproblems for
1t leaders.The prograrm s expensive requiring North Korean leaders o dedicate a
sigrificant porton of the state's budget. 10t From 2004 to 2017, North Korea spent
aimost 25 percent of s GOP on the miltary each year—the highest percentage of
miltary spending elative to GDP ofany county. With spending so focused on the
miltary, fow funds are availble to rovide ad o the people, despite the country
facing a critcal food shartage. I 2020, the Workers' Pary plenary acknowledged
thattheireconomic plans had falle o improve theves of cizens This problem
s been exacerbated by thencreasing leves of economic sanctons that have
een piaced on North Korea n esponse to s nuciar program.

These aconomic woes have Nt the lower class the hardest. A growing number
of people beieve they are paying the prce or a nuclear program that does not
benefithem n any way.Thel discontent with ruling eltes who have emained
wealthy despite North Korea's sconomic problems has been growing. orcing
leaders o Increase oppression and crackdown on the population Given the
program s creating such domestic probiems,hy do North Korean leaders
continue to pursue their nuclear ambitions?

North Korean leaders face two other problems that have fed them to continue.
their nuclear program despie s negative effects. First, i the face of the severe
food shortage, North Korean leaders have been able to levrage ther nuciear
Program to obtain food i, helping them deal with the crisis without having to
Spand thelr own funds On severa occasions North Korean leaders have tated
thatthey would give up their nuclear ambitins n return orsuch id though they
have not compied once the aid s rceived s nuclear program remains
bargaining chp that North Korean leaders can continue to use n the future o
obtain ood aid and other possibe typesof concessions.

Second, and more Importantly, North Korean leaders want t remain i power,
and current geopoliics hreatens thei abilty 1o o so. For North Korean leaders,
tho 2005 U led Invasion o raq and the 201l NATO Itervention in Libya against
Muammar Qaddafidemonstrated the United Sates'wilingness to invade enermy
States and overthvow their governments.Being highly concarned about tis
probiom, Nt Korean leaders cholce i o either bandiwagon or balance.

North Korea'seaders cannot bandwagon with the United States without
sacrficing thei pliical egitimacy. indeed, theyframe their image aslacing
North Korea t be an important socalt arrer standing up n opposition to US.
imperialis North Korea's iltary approach has therefore beanto balance.
against U, power by developing a nuciear arsenal with the capabilty o threaten
the United States and s ales. The nucar program provides loverage to the
North Korean government nts push or a formal peace treaty with the United
States. Such a reaty would pressurethe Urited States to wihdraw s miltary

pooe 211 presence i South Korea—a major goalof Noth Korean leaders n thelr uest
ensuro thelr own securiy.The nuclear program s therefore an important tool
North Korean leaders are using to help deter a miltary invasion and prevent a
toppiing o the eadership positon.

Despitethe costs, North Korean leaders continued development of thei
uciearprogramis thus ational The effectiveness of ther balancing offort was
lstrate by US. Presdent Trumps willngness to meet with North Korean leader
Kim J0ng-Un i 2018 after aimst a decade of no contact. Some observers sy that
the meeings between Kim and Trump symbolicallylegtimated Kim's eadership,
Sigrifying internatonsl recogniton o his regime's e in North Korea,Continued
short range misse testing by North Korea n 2021 has e President Biden to
announce that e will ot meet with K Jong:Un nder presen crcumstances
“Thus, whether North Korea willabandon t nuclear program o severely it tn
eturnfor US, assurances o North Korean seculy remains o be seen.





image20.png
North Korean leader Kir Jong:Un inspects nuclear machinery.

1. Do you think North Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons is rational?
Why or why not?

2. What would liberal theorists recommend states do to stop North
Korea's nuclear program? Do you think that solution would work?
‘What about a realist solution?

3. Do you think that the geopolitical reasoning underlying North
Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons is justified? Why or why not?

A horm against the prolfr

tion of nuclear weapons has also spread
throughout the internationa system. In 1968, the Nuclear Nonprolferation
Treaty (NPT), was e

tisted. In force since 1970, the NPT spells out the rules
of nuclear profiferation —the spread of nuclea weapons, issionable material
and technology related to nuclear weapons. Signatory countris without nuclear
weapons agree not to acquire or develop them. Sates that do have nuclear
weapons promise not o transfer th technology to non-nuclear states and o
eventually dismantle their own. Showing the importance o tis treaty and the
spread of the nonproliferation norm,three states tha previously had nuclear
weapons programs—South Afrca, Brazi, and Argentin—dismantled their
programs i the 19905 and became partis to the treaty. In addition, Belarus,
Kazskhstan,and Uks

sve up nuclear weapons lft an thei territory afer the
dissolution of the Sovict Union. As with many norms, however,adherence is not
perfect. Several key nuclar sates and theshold non-nuclar states emain
outside the treaty, including India srael, and Pakistan. North Korea withdrevw
from the trcaty in 2003 and has continued with ts nuclear weapons development
program.

Norms regardin the lgitimacy of war have also spread. As discussed below
for war o be legitimate, it must b cither an act of sclf-defense or authorized by
the UN Security Council I states abide by the desire o take legitimate actions
and do not just choose to enter nto war whenever they fel i is n thir interest
the prevalence of war s likely to b reduced. Demonstrating the existence of the
legitimacy norm, instead of imply going to war in Iraq i 2003, the United Staes
spproached the UN Sccurity Council for suthorization t use force agains Irag, If
the norm eere not i existence,there would be e explanation or this ction

by the United State. However,although the UN Securiy Council did not

the authorization, the United Satesstill went to war in Irag. Whether or not this
norm oflegitimacy actually does constrain stae behavior,and can thus help

prevent var, i therefore sl an open question

& wQuizimive prep

Check Your Understanding

1. Which term referstothe situation when staes thrcaten o use force to
prevent war?
a. power balancing
b. discrsionary war
e deterrence
4 compelience

> Answer

2. Which three facors do liberals

e can help prevent war?

a. democracy, cconomic interdependence, balance of power
b, democacy, international insttutions, balance of power
€. democracy, cconomic interdependence, international institutions

cconomic nterdependence, international instiutions, balance of

power

> Answer
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LAWS OF WAR

‘War s notahvays llgal in some cases, war might be justificd. The question,
then,is,when st el for staes 0 g0 o war,and when s it not? And what

actions are states allowed t0 take in war, and what ae they not allowed to do?

“Two catcgoriesof international v deal with these isues. The irst type,

= ellum, deals with the question of when it i legal 0 g0 t0 war. Once the

decision o go o war has becn made,the sccond type, jus in bell, dals with

the question of what acts are onsidered egal and illegal when fightng the wr.

Jus ad Bellum

‘Normative plitcal theorsts draw ou attntion tothe classical Just war

tradition. Althoagh just war theary s 3 Western and Christian doctrine daing
from medievaltimes, i draws on ancient Greck philosophy and preceps found in
the Koran. As developed by Ssint Augustine, Saint Thomss Aquinas, and Hugo
(Grotiu,just war theory aserts that severalerteria can make the decision (o

enter a war  just one ® There must be a just cause (self-defense or the defense

of others) and  declaration of intent by 3 competent authority. The leaders need

o have the correct intentions,desiring to nd abuses and establish a just pesce.

They also need to have exhausted allother possibiltesfor ending the abuse,
foing to war only as a st resort. Finaly, forces must be removed rapidly after

the objecives have been secured. Because staes choose war for  vriety of

reasons, howeer, it s raely casy 0 asses the justness of  partcular cavse or of

particlar intentions

lsraol drone strikes in Plestine have destoyed the homes and ves of mary
oncambatants Shouid drones be sed for wrtare when they often harm cvian

e I modern tmes,these ideas have been codified into international v i the
'UN Charter Ingenersl,using force against another sovereign sate (., war) s

ot legal under international aw. Article 2(8) of the UN Charter explicily states

tha sates may ot use force against cach other: “All Members shll rfr

itorial

ther international reltions from the threat or use of force against the tr
integeity or politcalindependence of any state.” There are, however, two

conditions under which this general ban on the use of force against another state

can be violted legally under internationa aw. Ifcither condition is met it s

considered lgalfor a stae 0 use force against another state

Fist, Artcle $1of the UN Charter allows  state to use force ainst another

state when acting in selfdefense. It eads, “Nothing inthe present Charter shall
impair the inherent right o individual or collective self-defense ifan armed

atack ocurs aginst a Member of the United Nations” So Poland's use of force
i response to Germany's invasion in September 1939 at the beginning of World

‘War T would not be considered llegal under internationsl aw today, s it would

have fallen under the category of self-defense s defined by the UN Charter

Controversy exiss as 0 whether “preempive self-defense” falls under this
category. For example,in anuary 2020, the United States carried out a drone
strike, assassinating Qusem Soleimani, an Iranian genersl who led the Quds Force
and was considered to be the second in command in Ian. The United Sates

Justified the drone attack as an ac of self-defense: ran's past

tions,together

with intellgence collected, indicated that the Quds Force “posed  theeat t the

United Statesin raq.and the sie stike against Soe ed o protect

United Sates personnel and deter future ranian attack plans against United

Staes forces and interests in rag. However, many people argue tha this idea
of self-defense against 3 hypothetical potential future attack has no bass in
internationa v

Teis also questionable whether  state can use force against another in the

of self-defense if the rs

o for going to war s that the goveenment of the
4

other sate has notsuppressed athrca t the first state. For example, the U

States assrted thatIraq had a vald ight of slf-defensc to use force n Syria

= because the

was atacking Iraq from its havens i Syria, and the Syrian
government had failed o suppress thatthreat, Because Iraq asked the United

Staes for asistance in defending tself, the United States maintained that tsair

and drone stikes in Syria againstthe IS were legal, These types of uestions
about the legalty of the us of force with rgard to self-defense continue to be
debated.

A sccond aticle in the Charter, Article 42, allows asateto attack another
state i the atack s authorized by the UN Security Council s “necessary to
maintain orrestore international peace and security.”In the 1991 Gulf War, the
UN Sccurity Council passed  resolation allowing a o, molticountry force (led
by the United States) t se millary means o remove Irag from Kuwaitafer it
had invaded the country. The action undertaken with UN authorization was

therefore legl,
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o IN FOCU:

Jus ad Bellum (When It Is Legal to Go to War)
> When acting in self-defense

> DEBATED: When acting in preemptive self defense

> When given permission by UN Security Council

> DEBATED: When another state fails to suppress a threat to
one's own state

Jus in Bello

The just war tradition also addresses legitimate conduct n war (known as jus in
bello). Such legitimate conduet requires several qualifcaions, ach an important
pillar of just war theory. First, combatants and noncombatants must be
differentiated. with noncombatants protected from harm as much as possible—
hence the principle of noncombatant immunity. Sccond, the means of
violence used must b proportionate tothe ends to be achieved—the principl of
proportionality. Finaly, unnecessa
costs. This third qualifcation led to the banning of the use of particularly heinous
weapons.

y human suffering should be avoided at all

Many of these central norms of the just war raditon were codifid into
legally binding tratics. In 1899 and 1907 the Hague Conventions were crated to

regulate methods of warfare, and n 1949 four Geneva Conventions (and the

w0 subscquent protocol
including ivilians, prisoners of war, and injured soldiers. Many

other treaties have followed, argeting new and more specific spects of just war

in 1977) were creaed to egulate the protection of

noncombatant

norms. For example, because mustard gas caused especially cruel deaths during
World War I its use was subscaquently outlawed, paving the way for future
chemicaland biological warfare conventions.
Contemporary debates surround the question of how newer killng
technologiesaffct our assessments of moral and ethical conduct during war.
“This question arises because in many cases, these new technologies challenge our
abiliy 0 uphold the norms of the just war tradition. It s impossible (o restrict
the use of nuclear weapons in time and space,inevitably killing noncombatants.
and violaing the principle of noncombatant immunity. Because of the severe
destructive potential of nuclear weapons,their use would vilate the princile of
pooezie proportionality of means and ends.
Other weaponslike antipersonnel land mines and cluster munitions have aso.

come under fir for the danger they pose o noncombatants. Although land

mines were originally viewed as legitimat weapons,the International Campaign
o Ban Landines (ICBL) has succceded in shiftng perceptions of these weapons
by cmphasizing the indiscriminate effectof ther capacityto harm. Land mines
pose a threat o the safety of civlians long after a war has cnded. In 2008, the
Gonvention on Cluster Munitions ws signed, banning and providing asistance

forclearing weapons with s high por

il t0 harm noncombatants. The
campaigns against antipersonnel land mines and cluser munitions reflect
growing pressure torestrictor liminate the use of cetain weapons and practices
imaccordance with just war principles. Constructivists can rightlycit the power
of norms and socalzation o alter the behavior (and identit) of both state and

nomstate actorsinthis reard.

o IN FOCUS

Jus in Bello (Legal Requirements When
Engaged in War)

» Combatants and noncombatants must be differentisted.

> Noncombatants must be protected from harm as much as
possible (noncombatant immur

> The means of viclence used must be proportionate to the
‘ends to be achieved (proportionaity):

> Unnecessary human suffering should be avoided at al costs.

Cyberwarfare and “Just” War

Cyberwarfare has added a news dimension tothe question of just” war. In
particlar, the questionis whether a cyberatack i probibited under
internationa iw and under wht conditons a cyberattack can justifylegal

aton insel-defense. The UN Charter'sgeneral prohibiton on war i
framed in terms of  prohibiion on the “threat or use of force” The UN Charter

llows for retaliaion i self-defense. But docs  cyberatack constitute  “use of

force® o an “armed attack”? Are there certsin conditions when it docs and

certsin conditions when i docs not? I s, ht ar thase conditions?
“Three main positions have been put forward in the debate about yberattacks
and the rght o slfdefense under international lw* On ane extreme, the

instrument based” approach argues that a cyberattack can only count asan

armed atack f it uses “teadional milltary weapons.” Such attacks mightinclude

= bombings of comput

servers o cables, but ot attacks actually arsing in
eyberspace. On the other extreme, the “target-based approach classifies any
eyberattack that targets 2 suffcienly important computer system 2s 3 armed
atack,regardless of whether it caused any physical destruction o casualies.
Falling between these two extreme positions,the “effcts-based approach

classifiesa cyberattack as an armed attack based

he “gravity” of it ffects.

This is the most mainstream of the three approaches.
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‘That debate over cyberattacks and the right of self-defense became more than
hypotheticalin 2021 when the cyberatack SolarWinds s revealed. That attack
penetrated the information technology systems of ver 300,000 customers

including the U, Department of Defense and Department of Homeland Security

s wellas LS. defense contractors. Destructive malware that permits

ol systems may have then been

perpetrators to mobilize operational con

implanted. Whileaccessinto computer networks may ot in self be a cause for
to cause harm may well be % In 2021, the

war, access with the widespread abil
Biden administration formall blamed Russa’ Foreign Intelligence Service for
the SolarWinds attacks. To punish Russia for tese actions, as wellas for s
activiiesin Ukraine and interference in U, clections, the United States imposed

asuite of economic and diplomatic snctions, making it clar that other

retalitory measures are possible.
Cyberwarfare aso adds complications 0 the question of legal actions with

regard to permissible conduct during war—jus in bello. Firs, a debate exiss sbout

eyberwarfare and noncombatant immunity. On the one hand, eyberattacks need

tobe spread to b effctive,and they are also known to hve psychalogical

effects, causing anxiety and inhibitin rationl political thinking,So even if thy
do ot cause physical harm,eyberattacks inevitably violte the principl of
oncombatant immunity. On the other hand, some argue that cyberattacks can
actualy decrease the casualtis suffered by noncombatants because they put
noncombatants at les isk than physical wars do. Using cyberwarfare instead of
physial warfare may therefore save more noncombatants than it harms,
Second,eyberwartare also raiss the issue of proportonality. I cyberwartare,
a5 we have seen, the resuls are often unpredictable. Ensuring proportionality of
an attack s therefore difficult, Morcover, because it i diffcul o know what the
actual efects of an attack are, it s also dificult to jude the level of esponse t0:3
eyberattack that would be proportional. I a mlitary atack in response (03
eyberattack a proportonsl respansc? What f theattack was ot carricd out by a
overnment? I so, s responding with an atack against state proportional?
yberwarfare raises many new questions and debates about how a “Just” war can

be fough today

4 1nQuiziTIVE PREP

Check Your Understanding

L desls with the question of when it is legal to 0 to war,and.
el with the question o acceptable conduct during war.

Jus ad bellums us in bello

Jusinbelojus o bellum

Deterrences compellence

> Answer

2. Two countrcs, Ishgard and Gridania, g to war over disputed teritrics.
Both sides are carefl t only lunch attacks against miltary outposts and
troops. This s n example of boh sides working to uphold what principle
ofjustvart

sclf-defense

b. justness of cause

. proportionality of vilence and ends
. noncombatant immnity
> Answer

e —
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The conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia has
challenged the security of both states for many years. Here,
soldiers hang an Azeri flag in Nagorno-Karabakh,
contested region of Azerbaijan, after expelling many ethnic
Armenians during o military conflict in 2020. How does th;

encroachment of Azeri forces and the displacement of

ethnic Armenians from Nagorno-Karabakh affect the
security of either state?
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maria granadillo@sfcollege.edu Kb

n September 2020, war broke out between the miltary forces of
Armenia and Azerbaijan, continuing a decades-long conflict over
Nagorno-Karabakh~a territory within Azerbajon but populated and
controlled largely by ethnic Armenians. Azerbaijon trivmphed and
gained some territory in the region in a peace deal brokered by Russia
However, hundreds were killed and thousands were displaced by the
Violence. This confict is cansistent with our conception of what war is
and what poses a threal to notional security. But war is not the only
national security threat in the world today. In March 2019, a white
supremacist carried out two mass shootings at mosques in
Christchurch, New Zealand. Fity-ane people were kiled and forty-nine
were injured. The aftacks made headlines across the world, and the
perpetrator became New Zealand's frst convicted terrarist. In June.
2017, cyberatiack hit kraine and spread across the globe within
hours. Infrastructures and companies around the world were affected,
Including I the United States, France, Britain, Russla, and Australio.
These attacks ilusirate new threats to national security

Our conception of what poses a threat to national security has
clearly expanded beyond just the threat of war. The range of actions
states need to take 1o protect themselves has necessarily expanded as
well Historically, the measures states nead to take to protct their
national security have been clear. States build up their miltary forces in
an effort to deter aftacks from ofher states. And if atacked, they can
use their military to defend themselves. However, building up milltary
forces cannot necessarily protect states from newer national security
threats such as the 2019 terrorist altacks in New Zealand and the 2017
cyberattack that hit Ukraine. But f i is not simply @ matter of buiding
p their milftary, what measures should states take to prevent these
tupes of attacks? In addition, f these types of attacks are carried ou,
what type of respanse is warranted? I the perpetrators are not
necessarily another state but individuals who reside in another state,
an  state simply o into another state to attack those individuals? And
what does that mean for the national security of the state where the
perpetrators reside?

The challenge of dealing with issues of national security s a central
problem for state leaders foday. To understand the choices they foce,
we must answer several questions. How has the nature of national
security changed over time? What canstitutes war and what does not?
‘Wha are the appropriate types of responses to different types of
threats to national security? How might wor and ofher threats fo

national security be prevented? This chapter seeks to provide answers

1o these fundamental questions.

One of the central concernsof al forcign polcy makers s wellas schol
studying international relations i that of sate or “national®) securit. We can

hink of national securlty us the abilty of  state to protect s intersts, screts

n threats—both external and intcrna. This definition has three
components. The fist s  focus on threat: th fact that thre i some acto

bject,or potential action tha can endanger a natin's intersts, secrets,or
ctizens. This threat could stem from outside orinside the stat. The second i a
focus an protection: the need of the natian to ensure the safety of the state’s
interest,secret, and citizens from harm by those threats. The third s focus on
capability: the sctual abliy ofthe stte o provide that protection

I the past, mational scurity focused on a stae’sability to stave offmilitary
hreat. Today, the definition of national security covers a variety o factors,
including economic and environmental threats 2 wellas nonphysical threats
ising in cyberspace. National sccurity has even expanded to include the e
hat threats toindividuals themselves endanger the securiy of the state—that
uman securiy” s an important comporie of national scurity. This chapte
focuses on two central types of securty: military security and eybersccuriy
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MILITARY SECURITY AND WAR

‘Wars-—in partcular, major wars between states—have been the focus of

hisorians ofinternationsl rlatons for centurics. Major works on war include:

“Thucydides's History of the Pelaponnesian War (431 BCE) and Carl von.
lausewit's On War (1832). World War Iand s aftermath (the founding of the
League of Nations) led American diplomatic historians nd legalscholars o

ereate a new discpline called international relatons.

schalarsinthi field have addressed many of the critcal nd vexing issucs
surrounding wr: s causes,its conduct, it conseaquences,its prevention, and
eventhe possibiliy o ts climination. Thi attention to war and sccurity is

dearly wa

canted. Of all human values, physial security—sccurity from

Violence,starvation, and the elements—comes first. All other human values that

are crucally important t the quality of

Hives—good government, ccon

devclopment, a helthy environment—presuppose s miniml levelof physical
History suggests that 2 minimum levelof physial security has not shvays

been attainsbl. n the pas 3,400 years, the world has been entirly at peace for

only 268 o them. Estimates of deaths from ar throughout human history range

from 150 millon t 1 billion people (depending on how war isdefined). Over

108 million people were killed i the twentieth century alone.!
Folloeing the world wars and the Korcan War (1950-53), boththe frequency
and intensity of intestate war began a slove decline. This trend, however, s not
the same for internal conflcs. The number of countrics expericncing desths
from nternal conflcthas alsorisen over the past decade, from 26 countries in

2007 t0 34 countries in 2019 (82 percent ofwhich had countries outside the

confict become involved), Overall, the Global Peace Index—which ranks

countries according to their level of peacefulness wsing a varicy of indicators
—shows that by 2020 the globa level of peace had det

orated by 2.5 percent
since 20083 War therefore remains perhaps the mst compelingisue in world

politis, and international rlation theoristscontinue to analyze why it accurs.

After the terrorist tacks of September 11,2001, the Unied State retalated by
Invading Alghanistan resuing i a war between the two nations that has lsted
over 20 years What actors cause staes o ente nto war and remain atwar?

44 nQuizitive prep

Check Your Understanding

1. Which of the following best describes war after World War 117
b. adecrease in interstate war

€. adecrease in internal conflict

e has been no change in interstate war or internal onflict

D@1%[ )
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WHAT IS WAR?

International relations sholars debte how to define . Over time, howerer,
thrce common features have emerged. First,  war involves onganized, deliberate
violence by an idenifiable politcalauthoriy. Riots ar often lethal, but they are

ot considered “war® because, by definiion, a it is neither deliberate nor

organized. Second, wars ar reltively more an other forn

of organized
violence, Pogroms, bormbings, and massacres ar deliberate and organized but
enerally not suffciently lethalto count a war. Currently, most inernational

el

jons schalars accept that at least 1,000 desths in acalendar year are needed
inorder for an event to count as 3 war. Third, and finally, for an event to count as

awar, both sides must have some real capacity o harm each other, although that

capacity need not b equal on both sides, We do ot count genocides, massacres,

and pogroms as wars because in  genocide, fo example,only one side has any

real capacity to kil whilethe other side i fectively defenseless. In sum, war is

an organized and deliberate plitial et by an established poliical authority that

causes 1,000 or more deaths ina

month period and involes at last two
sctors capable of harming cach other.

Detining war s not simply academic. These definitons have real-world
conscquences. An impartantcase n point was the 1994 Ruvandan genocide,in
which over 750,000 men, women, and children were murdered n just four

months. Had the inteenational community named this vielence prof

pressure o intervene milarily to hal

enocide,th might have been greater,

sincein  genocide theside being murdered would have no chance of winning.
Hanwever, the viokence was instead characterized a the rencwal of civl wa,
raising the queston of whethe international intervention should occur in

Rwanda'sinternal affairs.

44 nQuiziTive pRep

Check Your Understanding

1. Which of the following is 2 necessary characterstic for aconflct to be
considered a war?
a. the violence i random

b, there are at least 1,000 deaths n a calendar year

s
. the conflct mst involve more than one state

> Answer

1% )
e M @®

maria granadilo@sicollege eds &




image5.png
Done

<

AA

& ncia.wwnorton.com

FTRI%( )

=2
®

TYPES OF WAR

International reations scholars have developed many ways o cateorize wars. AU
the broadest evel, we di

wish between wars thattake plce between
soverelgn states (nterstate war) and wars tha take place within sates(intrastate
wan).Scholars also distinguish between conventional and unconventional

warfare e

m. and cyberwarfare.

Interstate War
Since the advent of the state system in the years following the conclusion of the

“Thirty Years' War (1618-48),thestae as  form of political association has

proven ideal at organizing and dirting the resources necessary for waging war.
As Charles Tilly famousy put t, "W
Asaresult wars between stats, 3l known s Interstate wars, hve captured
the bulk of attention from nternational eltions theoristsa

ade the state and the state made war™

scholars.
“Theoristsare interested inintestatc wars for two reasons, First, by definition,
sates have recognizable eaders and locations. When we say “France,” we
understand we are speaking sbout a government that controls  specfic terriory
that others recognize as France, Therefore,states make good subjects for analysis
and comparison. Second, states have formal millarics—some tiny 3nd not much

more than police forces,others vast and capable of projecting force across the

surface of the lobe and even ino outer space. These milaries and the sate’s
capacity to marshal resources in support of them, make states formidable

adversarcs. Thus, interstate warsare often charact

ed by eelatvely rapid loss
oflifeand destruction of property.

‘World War Land World War I are two of the most prominent examples of
nterstate war and illustrate how devastting it c
had occurred leading up t the beginning of World War

Killing poswer of states. The Industria Revolution had led workers t0 move from

be. Indus

ruralarcas to cities, making citcs distinct targets to attack and allowing a state to

inflctsgnificant damage on the

encmy al at once. The scope of the batleield,
once estricted to physial areas over which soldiers ought, expanded soon after
World War 110 include srmaments and munitions workers,and eventually,even
agricultral workers. The scope of the wars was asonishing, Weapons of mass
destruction such as chemical weapons and nuclear weapons were employed, and
the overal casultes were horrific: most beligerents lost 4 0 § percent of their
0 World War |

populat i double that in World War I,

More recently, however, wars have tended o be more limited in scope. One

important se

camples of more limited inerstate war is the Arablseacl
disputes,deseribed in Chapters 2 and 5. Iracl has fought sx interstate wars
neighbors—Egypt, Syria,Jordan, and Lebanon—and struggled against

repeated Palestinian uprisings n the West Bank and Gaza. Since the conclusion

of the 1973 Yom Kippur War, however, none of the opposing states have sought
the complete destruction ofther foes, and the conflict has blown hot and cad.
With the increased destructiveness of modern warfare, adopting more limited
actions has become states’ most common option when contemplating violence

againstother states.

O I

Characteristics of War

n organized and deliberate poliical act

> Couses 1,000 or more d

ths in a12-month period

> Con beinterstate or intrastate

> Can be asymmetric (between parties of unequal power ke
terrorism.

> Canbo an act taken by established politcal authority

> Involves atleast two actors capable of harming each other
» Can be conventional o unconventional

> Can take place in cyberspace when an act s endorsed or
carried out by a state government
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Intrastate War
Intrastate wars (civil wars)sre wars that take place within a state. Examples of
intrastate wars include a faction and  government fghting over control of
territory (Demacratic Republic of Congo) orrival groups fightng to stablish a

government to conteol a failed or fragile state (Somalia or

ra):
ethmonationalist movements ighting for greater autonomy or secession

(Chechens in Rusia, Kachins in Myanmar): and cthnic, clan, or religious groups

fighting for controlof the state (Nigeria, Rwanda, South Sudan, Burundi, Yemen).
il wars tend to shre several charactrisics. They often last 3 long time,
with peiods of fighting punctusted by periods of relatve calm.

‘Whereas the goals may seem relatively limited in comparison (0 those of

even decades

terstate wars, in the context of the rivalry between incumbent governments
and rebels, the stakes are often very high—including secession, group autonomy,
and control ofthe stae. The human costs ar therefore often substantal, Both
combatants and civilians are killed and maimed, ood supplics are interrupted.
discases spread 4 healthsystems suffer, money is diverted rom constructive

conomic development o purchasing armaments, and generai

s of people
rowe up knowing only var.

“The Afrcan continent provides examples of these mjor inrastate wars.
Eahiopia's war with two of its regions (Ogaden and Erirea) lased decades, a5 did
the civilwars between the north and south in both Sudan and Chad, Liberia and

erea Leone have also been sites o civil conflc in which various factions,

il groups,paramiltary groups, and mercenaries have fought for c
“The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) provides another example o a

major civil war, and one that became so internationalzed and so destructive that

it often called the “Great African Was or “African World Wt In 1996, an

internal rebelion broke out in the DRC against the longtime dictator Mobutu
Sese Scko, Very quickly, both Uganda and Rwanda supported the rebelion, Afer
Mobutu was ousted and replaced with  new leader, Laurent Kabil, a wider war
erupted two years ate. Powerful Congolese leaders and ethnic groups,
supported by Rwanda and Uganda, opposed the new government. Angola and
Zimbabwe supported Kabil's government, s did Chad and Sudan. A mjor
confict broke out,and rebel groups and the armiesof the various countris
involved fough intensely—not nly for control of the government but aso for
control of the DRCs vas natural resources. The war formally ended in 2003, but
the repercussions lasted long ftc. The war destroyed the DRC'sinfrastructure.
and millons were forced toflee th than

homes. It s estimated that mo

million people died during the war and isaftcrmath, Despite the fforts of
large UN peacebeeping fore, examined in Chapter 9, more peaple were kiled in

his warthan inany other conflic since World W

“The most prominent intrastate wars tha have broken out n the twenty-first
Spring of 2011, especially those in Libya
(February-October 2011) and Syria (2011-present). Both qualify as wars

because well over 1,000 batte deaths resuled from conflict between an

centry are those followin the A

umbent government and rcbels, and because cach side had miltary capacity
o harm the other (though government orces had the greater capacity). Both
followed a similar course:government forcs harshly repressed peaceful protest,
which then led t an escaation o protests and international condemation. That
escaltion led to: harsher government respanse, with protests becoming morc

widespread and more violent. Aftr evidence of government murders,rapes,

orture and massacres,there were callsforinternational intervention. In Libya's
case, both the government and ts internationsl suppe
surprise, and limited milltary intervention by the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO) on behalf of Libyan rebels accelerated the collapse of the

Fovernment.

s were caught by

InSyria the govers

nent was beter prepared to

emerged. As if the war was not complicated enough th terrorist group the

Ifamic State (15) began mking trritoria gains in castern Syra. This prompted

the United States and several Middle Esstern states o begin t atack the 1S in
Syria In 2015, Russa began conducting arstikes throughout Syria-—nat only
againstthe 15 but also against the rebel groups,bringing it dirctly ino the ivil
war on the side o the governmen. Beyand fighting the 15, the United Staes also
became involved, but on the sde of the rebel groups. Inresponse 1 the Syrian
government's chemical weapons attack aganst its own citizens in 2017, the
United States fred missle a aSyrian government airbase. This atack oficaly
brought the United Staes into thecivl war, Iran, Saudi Arsbia, and Turkey are
o involved, withIran supporting the Syrian government, Saudi Arabia
supporting the rebel groups, and Turkey providing weapons and safe havens to
some rbel groups. Currently,the civil war i Syris, which has provoked a flood

of refugees sccking safe haven in Europe and neighboring cous

s (see Chapter
12),ranks amon the world's most complicated and deadly ivl wars.

As the cases o the DR and Syria demonstrat, civil wars can become

internationlized, with outside actors eting involved in the conflct n one side
or the ather. States, groups,and individusls from outside the warring country
become involved by funding particulr groups, sellng weapons to various
factions, and giving diplomatic or milltary support to one group over another.
Recent

il wars that have experienced outsid intervention include those in

MaliGintervention by France and the Economic of West African

States), Somalia (ntervention by the United
Afican Union, among others), and Yemen (intervention by Iran on one side and
by a multiateral coaliton led by Saudi Arabia on the other).

e, Eiopia, Kenya,and the





