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War has traditionally been studied as a problem deriving from the
relations between states. Strategic doctrines, arms control agreements,
and the foundations of international organizations such as the United
Nations, are designed to prevent wars between states. Since 1945,
however, the incidence of interstate war has actually been declining
rapidly, while the incidence of internal wars has been increasing. The
author argues that in order to understand this significant change in
historical patterns, we should jettison many of the analytical devices
derived from international relations studies and shift attention to the
problems of "weak" states: those states unable to sustain domestic
legitimacy and peace. This book surveys some of the foundations of
state legitimacy and demonstrates why many weak states will be the
locales of war in the future. Finally, the author asks what the United
Nations can do about the problems of weak and failed states.
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Preface

War has been the major focus of international relations studies for the
past three centuries. As the immense and growing literature on the
subject attests, it is a problem of continuing interest. Claims of a "new
world order" notwithstanding, wars continue to make headlines and
become inscribed on the agenda of the United Nations and regional
organizations. The moral, legal, human, and strategic character of these
conflicts command no less attention today than previously. Yet, our
understanding of contemporary wars is not well served by older
analytical approaches. War today is not the same phenomenon it was
in the eighteenth century, or even in the 1930s. It has different sources
and takes on significantly different characteristics.
My previous study, Peace and war: armed conflict and international

order, 1648-1989 (1991) looked backward to examine the sources of war
in the modern states system. It also explored the various devices and
contrivances diplomats and statesmen organized to reduce the incidence and destruction of violent interstate conflicts. The present study,
in contrast, inquires into contemporary and future wars: their sources
and essential characteristics.
Wars today are less a problem of the relations between states than a
problem within states. But it is not chronic to all states. New and weak
states are the primary locale of present and future wars. Thus, war as a
problem that commanded the attention of experts in strategy and
international relations is now becoming a problem better addressed by
students of the state creation and sustenance processes.
We can understand contemporary wars best if we explore the birth
of states and how they have come to be governed. The problem of
legitimacy is particularly acute. The Rwandas, Sri Lankas, and Somalias of today and tomorrow - and there will be many tomorrow - are
XI
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caused fundamentally by a lack of political legitimacy between rulers
and the communities over whom they rule. In today's world, as
throughout history, there are competing principles of legitimacy.
Heroic acts, once a primary source of legitimacy, are passing from the
scene despite the efforts of Hitler, Mao Tse-tung, Kim Il-Sung, Fidel
Castro, and others to base their rule on them. The legitimizing principle
of proletarian revolution has also disappeared since 1989. Three main
principles remain today: popular sovereignty - what I call the "civic
state" - religion, and "natural" community, often rendered as ethnicity. War arises primarily in states based on the latter two principles
because they are exclusive. They seek to establish rule over single
communities of believers or communities of blood, language and
religion, whereas most states today are comprised of multiple communities. The contradiction between exclusive principles of legitimacy
and the demographic and social constitution of most post-colonial and
post-Soviet societies creates weak states and, ultimately, war.
One solution that emerges from the analysis is the strengthening of
states. This will not be good news to many contemporary analysts who
believe that it is the state itself which is the source of so many of our
current problems. In an age of economic interdependence, erosion of
sovereignty, and "globalism," the idea that political organizations that
artificially divide the human community should be sustained and
strengthened runs counter to much conventional wisdom. Ideas - and
cliches - like "spaceship earth," the "world community," "the endangered planet," and "globalism" are much more popular than the idea
of the state. Yet, in many areas of the world where weak states are on
the threshold of civil war, or have collapsed, we see little evidence of
globalism and a world community. The alternative to the state may not
be a harmonious universal society, but fragmentation into warlordism,
rule by gangs, communal massacres, and "ethnic cleansing." Those
who have been fortunate enough to survive the wars and collapse of
Lebanon, Liberia, Rwanda, Yugoslavia, Somalia, and many other
countries would probably prefer to have a strong state than no state.
Who today would exchange Iceland, Denmark, or Japan for Myanmar
or Sudan?
This is not to argue that the strong state based on secure foundations
of legitimacy is the only solution to the problem of war. It is not.
Alternative configurations of state-like political units are at least
imaginable, and may become necessary in an age when "identity,"
ethnicity, and religious community seldom correspond with state
xii
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frontiers. But that is a matter for another book and for far-sighted
politicians, activists, and economic organizations. In the meantime,
strong states are an essential ingredient to peace within and between
societies. This is the gist of the argument. The evidence is contained in
the pages that follow.
The relationship between war and the state is a subject of continuing
controversy. At the turn of the last century, a debate raged among
anthropologists, philosophers, and political analysts around the question: is war essential to the creation and sustenance of states? Social
Darwinists, among others, argued that it is. Liberals vehemently disagreed. My father, Rudolph Holsti, engaged in this debate on the latter
side. His doctoral dissertation at the University of Helsinki entitled
"War and the Origins of the State" (1913), based on an exhaustive
examination of ethnographic evidence, concluded that many societies
emerge, develop, and thrive without the institution of war. By accident,
I find that the argument that follows fits into the genre but with the
difference that it links war to certain kinds of states rather than to the
state itself. It relies on evidence from post-1945 states rather than on
the entire record of human history.
Some of the ideas of the analysis that follows were introduced in
pioneering work by Barry Buzan (1983 and 1991). I acknowledge my
intellectual debt to him. The idea of the weak state, though dubbed
"negative sovereignty," also comes from the fertile mind of my
colleague, Robert Jackson (1990). I gladly record my debt to Pentti
Sadeniemi (1995) for an essay on principles of legitimacy that stimulated a considerable part of the discussion in chapters 5 and 6.
Funding for this enterprise was provided by a research grant from
the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. I am
most grateful to this organization which has provided me with
numerous opportunities to engage in research and writing. Brian Job of
the Institute of International Relations at the University of British
Columbia offered support and encouragement, particularly by organizing a conference in 1992 where some of the ideas developed here
were first introduced (Holsti, 1992). I was twice a visiting professor at
the International University of Japan while this work was under way.
This institution offered me both library resources and an excellent
environment for research and writing. I am grateful to Professors
Chihiro Hosoya and Bruce Stronach who made those visits possible.
Professors Mark Brawley and T. V. Paul of McGill University, Montreal, invited me to give a seminar in the spring of 1993 where early
xiii
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versions of the main ideas were first presented for outside consumption, criticism, and comment. That presentation led to a summary
argument presented at the 1994 Berlin meetings of the International
Political Science Association and subsequently published in the International Political Science Review (1995).

Five students at the University of British Columbia served as
research assistants. Each excelled in the work. My sincere thanks to
Rosemary Bird, Peter Chalk, Ronald Deibert, Karen Guttieri, and
Darryl Jarvis, all of whom demonstrated their research skills and
helped in many other ways.
Several colleagues were kind enough to read and make numerous
helpful suggestions on individual chapters. I am particularly grateful
to Arie Kacowicz of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Scott Pegg
and Darryl Jarvis of the University of British Columbia, and Paulo
Wrobel of the Catolica Universidad Pontifica do Rio de Janeiro.
Professor Wrobel also helped in many ways to organize my interview
trip through South America in the spring of 1994. My friend and
colleague, Robert Jackson, read the entire text of an earlier draft and
made numerous helpful suggestions. An anonymous reviewer for
Cambridge University Press offered an insightful critique that encouraged me to make changes to strengthen the argument. I express my
gratitude to these persons for their assistance; none is responsible for
my interpretations and arguments.

xw
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1

Thinking about war in international
politics

When thinking about war, we usually conjure up the image of two
countries arraying their military forces against each other, followed by
combat between distinctively designated, organized, and marked
armed forces. The purpose of fighting is to destroy the adversary's
capacity to resist and then to impose both military and political terms
on the defeated party. This was the pattern in the 1991 Gulf War,
World War II, and World War I, to mention several of the most famous
wars of this century. Diplomatic practitioners, military leaders, and
academic experts on international politics typically regard war as a
contest between states. This characterization of war is also found in the
Charter of the United Nations, in hundreds of bilateral and multilateral
treaties between states, in government defense ministries, and in
standard textbooks on international politics and security studies.
War defined as a contest of arms between sovereign states derives
from the post-1648 European experience, as well as from the Cold War.
It is historically and culturally based. In other historical and geographical contexts, wars have been better characterized as contests of
honor (duels), marauding, piracy, searches for glory, and pillaging
forays. Armies, navies, gangs, and hordes battled, sometimes in quick
but massive battles, at other times in decades-long campaigns. They
represented clans, tribes, feudal barons, city states, empires, and
religious orders such as the Templars and Hospitallers. For many, such
as Genghis Khan's hordes, war was at once a style of life, an economic
system, and an instrument of the Khan's temper to punish those who
offended him. It was largely devoid of political purpose because it did
not result in the rearrangement of political units, the creation of
empires, or the alteration of a state's territories. Wars in Europe until
the seventeenth century reflected medieval, not modern, objectives.
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The numerous wars of the first half of the fifteenth century, for
example, were fought to assert or defend personal rights of property or
succession, to enforce obedience among vassals, to defend or extend
Christendom against the Muslims, or to protect Church interests
against heresy. The first category predominated. Most wars consisted
of personal quarrels between kings, queens, and princes over rights of
inheritance; they were not "in any sense conflicts between states, let
alone nations, over what they perceived to be their interests'' (Howard
1976: 20). As late as 1536 Charles V, the Holy Roman Emperor,
challenged his rival, Francis I of France, to a duel to resolve their
quarrels.
War as an instrument of state policy is a relatively new form of
organized violence.1 While predation, plunder, and glory might rank
among its by-products, the main purpose of the use of force in Europe
for the past 350 years has been primarily to advance and/or to protect
the interests of the state. War has been political. This is the Clausewitzian conception of war, summarized in his famous definition "war is a
continuation of politics by other means." While the dynamics of armed
combat may cause a decline into uncontrolled total violence ("war is
an act of violence pushed to its utmost bounds"), the purpose of armed
forces is to sustain and advance the diplomatic interests of the state.
Those purposes might range from territorial defense, through claims
for a crown or gaining control of colonies, to constructing an expanding empire. Military force has purposes which the governments of
states in a system of states define, defend, and promote.
If the purposes of two or more states are incompatible, then war is
also an instrument of conflict resolution. It is undertaken when
diplomats are unable to negotiate conflicting claims and objectives. The
contest of arms produces an outcome, which is then set down in a
peace treaty that defines a new set of rights, obligations, and resource
allocations between the combatants. Territories may be annexed or
exchanged, states may be created, partitioned, or extinguished, navigation rights may be denied or established, or the claim to a throne may
1

Wars in other civilizations have taken numerous forms, in some cases in the service of
state-like entities. In many respects, however, the European territorial state is historically unique. Features such as fixed and formal lineal frontiers, the interests of the
"state" (as opposed to the personal interests of the ruler(s)), the concepts of sovereignty and legal equality, and the longevity of the state format are seldom to be found
elsewhere. For a discussion of forms of warfare in Europe that are not distinctly
related to the modern territorial state, see Howard (1976: chs. 2-3).
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Thinking about war in international politics

be honored or rejected. War is thus a rational if not always desirable
activity, a means to a known end defined in terms of state or national
interests.
Following the mayhem and slaughters of the Thirty Years War
(1618-48) that depopulated a large part of central Europe, the Clausewitzian view of war reflected dynastic and Enlightenment politics and
etiquette. Centralizing monarchies by the eighteenth century had
slowly gained a monopoly of force within their own territories and
could get on with the task of state-making with less concern from
military challenges within their realms. Their problem now was to
define the state more precisely in its external dimensions and how to
finance the wars that were necessary to strengthen the state. To do this,
they laid claims to old titles and crowns, sought lineal and defensible
borders against external threats - which often meant dispossessing
others of their own territories - and competed for colonies and their
resources. The result was that as states became more established in
their sovereignty, they became greater threats to their neighbors. Their
rulers demanded that others recognize their status as sovereigns, but
they did not always reciprocate the favor, for some aspired to reorganize the states system under principles different than that of sovereign
equality of independent states. They thought in terms of hierarchies
and domination. Dreams of empire and hegemony did not die out
with Charles V and the Treaties of Westphalia. Louis XIV, Napoleon,
the Germans in 1914 and again in the 1930s sought to establish clear
paramountcy on the continent, a condition that posed mortal threats to
the other states.
Until the wars of the French Revolution, professional and mercenary
armies led by noble officers, and not infrequently by kings and princes
themselves, pursued a variety of dynastic and state objectives. Charles
XII of Sweden, Peter the Great, and Frederick the Great were battlefield
warriors as well as monarchs. War in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries reflected the dynastic (and later, Enlightenment) ethos of
reason, moderation, and calculation. It was highly regulated and
institutionalized in the form of strict etiquette, standardized tactics,
uniforms, and informal "rules of the game." War was also a legitimate
instrument of dynastic diplomacy. The concept of sovereignty, buttressed by the doctrine of the divine origins of dynastic rule, allowed a
sovereign to advance or protect his or her interests (dynastic and state
interests were often the same) through the use of armed force against
other states. While wars of these centuries cost the taxpayers dearly
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(leading Immanuel Kant to formulate his famous proposition that if the
"people" ruled, there would be no wars), they were not commonly
seen as a great problem that required regulation. The unlimited right to
wage war was reflected in international law until the twentieth
century. As late as 1880, the eminent international lawyer W. E. Hall
could write that "both parties to every war are regarded as being in an
identical legal position, and consequently as possessed of equal rights"
(quoted in Keegan 1993: 383).
Napoleon's assaults on Europe changed public views of war,
although not the central concept of war as basically a political contest
between two or more states. While Napoleon did not introduce
fundamentally new technologies to war, his political purposes went far
beyond those of the preceding century's dynasts. His military tactics
changed war from a limited exercise into great campaigns of annihilation against enemies. The Napoleonic wars were the most costly in
lives and resources since the Thirty Years War. But more important,
their purpose was to destroy the European states system and to replace
it with a Paris-centered, hierarchical empire. Born of the French
Revolution, these wars also had the purpose of changing the domestic
orders of the defeated: these were the first wars of "national liberation." The goal was to bring ideological and political orthodoxy to the
continent (under French tutelage), a gross deviation from the principles
of the Treaties of Westphalia (1648), whose purpose was to sanctify
political and religious heterogeneity rather than conformity in Europe.
By 1815, then, war had become a problem of public policy. Something had to be done to prevent a replay of the two decades of
revolutionary-Napoleonic war. The Treaty of Paris and declarations of
the Congress of Vienna were the first modern attempts to control the
use of armed force between states. Sovereigns were henceforth - in
theory at least - to use force only with the consent of the great powers
(the Concert). This limitation applied to the great powers themselves
(Holsti 1992b). If war was to become increasingly unlimited, as it had
in the 1791-1815 period, then the society of states had the right and
obligation to impose restrictions on its use.
World War I (the "Great War") shattered a century of relative peace
in Europe. The war was unprecedented in the scale of destruction and
lives lost, if not in its futility. By the late nineteenth century, public
peace movements had become increasingly vocal as transnational
interest groups. The Great War helped to create a massive groundswell
of opinion to impose even greater constraints on the use of force. The
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Covenant of the League of Nations restricted the legitimate use of force
to only three possibilities: (1) for self-defense; (2) to enforce Leaguesponsored sanctions; and (3) to resolve a conflict - after a ninety-day
waiting period - when the League could not fashion a solution. Once
the unlimited right of sovereigns, armed force was now viewed as an
ultimate instrument of policy, to be used only in circumstances generally approved by the international community.
Not content with the remaining loopholes in the League Covenant,
the 1928 General Treaty for the Renunciation of War (Kellogg-Briand
Pact) formally outlawed war as an instrument of policy and compelled
signatories to resolve their conflicts by peaceful means. States that
violated the new universal norm were to be guilty of "crimes against
humanity."
The Tokyo and Nuremberg war trials after World War II established
individual responsibility for both waging aggressive war and violations of the laws of war, including "crimes against humanity." These
trials further eroded the Clausewitzian conception of war as simply a
continuation of politics by violent means. Once the unlimited right of a
sovereign, the new doctrine characterized aggressive war as a criminal
activity. Thus, today, under the Charter of the United Nations, states
can use armed force only in two circumstances: (1) individual or
collective self-defense, and (2) enforcement of collective sanctions. The
Korean, Suez, and Gulf Wars were significant test cases: in each,
aggressors were condemned, and in Korea and the Gulf the Security
Council sanctioned the collective use of armed force to repel invaders
and to liberate conquered territories. There were, of course, other wars.
Most of them were "wars of national liberation" justified on the basis
of the anti-colonial sentiments of a majority of United Nations
members. As argued during the 1950s and 1960s, these were to be
regarded not as wars between states - the combats which the United
Nations was designed to prevent - but as uprisings of populations
exercising their right to self-determination.
The United Nations was created to provide "international peace and
security," which in 1945 meant the prevention of war between states. It
had many other purposes as well, but the prominence devoted to the
problem of international peace and security emphasized that in government and public circles, war remains the problem of international
politics. Virtually all members of the United Nations nevertheless
continue to maintain military forces and to develop strategies and
deployments to deal with potential or actual military threats from
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external sources. No member has been willing to rely exclusively upon
the organization for its own security. Hence, although the use of force
has been highly circumscribed in terms of norms, it remains a constant
possibility in the relations between states. Defense policies are designed to cope with external threats, and "national security" is a
condition in which those threats are successfully deterred or contained,
or vulnerabilities reduced. In brief, the Clausewitzian concept of war
as a means of serving state interests continues to form the intellectual
and conceptual foundation for international organizations, national
military institutions, the practices of diplomacy, and the academy. The
ultimate problem for all of them remains war between states.
The end of the Cold War has not fundamentally changed either
practitioners' or academics' views about war. After 1991, a blizzard of
proposals suggested a new "security architecture" for Europe,
meaning the creation of new institutional capacities for the Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and NATO to deal
with the age-old problem of war between states. Despite a few novel
ideas, such as Samuel Huntington's concept (1993) of a "clash of
civilizations," diplomats and strategists continue to concentrate on
Clausewitzian-type wars and the problems that nuclear proliferation
would create for regional and universal security. The academic study
of international politics similarly continues to be motivated by and
concerned with the two faces of Janus: war and peace between states.

The theoretical analysis of war
Since the eighteenth century, philosophers, historians, and experts on
international affairs have sought to locate the "causes of war" meaning organized and politically directed violence between the
armed forces of two or more states. They have indulged in a variety of
diagnostic exercises from which prescriptions and solutions have
flowed. Leading politicians have frequently been influenced by these
analyses. This is not the place to develop a full historical survey of
systematic thinking on the causes of war and the conditions of peace,
order, and stability. A few intellectual highlights are appropriate,
however, for they demonstrate the continuing significance of Clausewitzian conceptions of war in the analysis of the problem, and the
ways that statesmen and strategists base their policies on academic
diagnoses and prescriptions.
At the time that Jean-Jacques Rousseau was developing his thoughts
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about the causes of war and the conditions of peace in the middle of
the eighteenth century, war was a regular feature of the European
diplomatic landscape. Between the Treaties of Westphalia and the
French Revolution, Europe's dynasts fought forty-eight bilateral and
multilateral wars. Some monarchs earned temporary glory for their
victories (primarily Louis XIV, Charles XII, Peter the Great, and his
fellow great, Frederick), but most drained treasuries, bankrupted the
state, and motivated peasants to organize tax rebellions. If not
commonly perceived as a social problem requiring remedies, at least
there were many who opposed these many wars because of their
economic costs. For Rousseau and Kant, however, war was more than
a cost-ineffective pastime of princes. Their critiques of war were
founded primarily on their republicanism. For Kant, at least, republican virtue could replace the prevailing dynastic warrior culture.
I concentrate on Rousseau because he was the first to propose a
fundamental explanation for the persistence of Clausewitz-style war
between states, an explanation that continues to inform theoretical
scholarship in international politics. He developed, though not in a
systematic or consistent manner, a generic theory of war. It does not
explain the origins of any particular armed combat, but demonstrates
why war is a necessary feature or outcome in a system of independent
states. Such a system is called an anarchy. Anarchy does not mean
chaos. It is, rather, the literal Greek meaning of the lack of governance.
States are sovereign and, by definition, no authority resides above
them. Only states make laws for their citizens and subjects, and
ultimately states must rely only on themselves for their defense. States
are legally equal, and thus there are no hierarchies of formal command
and obedience, as one would find in a feudal system.
Rousseau used a parable to illustrate why war is inevitable in
anarchic state systems. I will embellish his simple story to amplify
main points and to underline the systemic or structural character of the
explanation.
Five primitive hunters meet by accident. They do not know each
other, nor can they communicate for lack of a common language. They
have a common purpose, however. It is to kill a stag seen in the
neighborhood. Each hunter is armed with only a spear. Each makes the
calculation that if he cooperates with the others to encircle the stag, he
will increase the probability of making the kill. Put in quantitative
terms, a hunter by himself has only a 10 percent chance of killing the
stag; but if he succeeds, he gets 100 percent of the kill. If the hunters
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collaborate to encircle the game, the chances of a kill increase to, say,
80 percent. However, in the event of success and assuming an equality
of effort, each hunter will receive only 20 percent of the kill. By a
simple calculation each hunter sees the greater payoff in collaboration:
100 percent of 10 is only 10, whereas 20 percent of 80 is 16. Assuming
hunters to be value maximizers, Rousseau shows why cooperation
brings greater gains to all. Even for egotists - those motivated solely by
self-interest - it is rational to cooperate.
And so it should be in international relations. Everyone gains
through peaceful contacts, including trade. If there were less threat of
war between states, a great deal of money could be saved for more
constructive purposes. The argument has a very modern ring: how
much more could the developing and industrialized countries gain by
investing in health, education, and the arts, for example, rather than in
weapons and preparations for war?
Why, then, don't governments make these rational choices? Why do
they consistently forgo important gains available through cooperation
and trade for the destructive activities of preparation for war and
fighting? To Rousseau, the explanation lies in the situation rather than
in the caprices of human sentiment or the attributes of the states
themselves.
One hunter finds a hare close by. It is a certain kill for him. He must
then make a new calculation. "Should I kill the hare? It is much smaller
than the stag, but my 100 percent certainty of food tonight is better
than the 80 percent probability attached to the stag." In killing the
hare, however, the hunter makes noise that scares the stag, which then
flees. Our rational hunter has gone for the short-term and certain gain
that ruins the prospects of his fellows.
This would not necessarily preclude future cooperation, but in
international politics, every hunter (state) knows that the other hunters
may have a hare nearby. In other words, mistrust pervades the
relations between hunters (states). In this environment, each hunter is
compelled to go for the short-term gain because if he does not, another
one might and then the rest go home hungry.
This is the predicament of states. It is a necessary feature of all
anarchical systems and is based on the fundamental situation, not on
the predispositions of individual rulers or states. This is a powerful
structural explanation of war, one that remains the centerpiece of neorealist theories of international politics.
Rousseau went beyond this analysis to show also why the defensive
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policies of any state necessarily cause distrust among neighbors. The
stag hunt parable explains defection, or war. The concept of the security
dilemma explains the mistrust that lies behind it. States create armaments and deploy them for a variety of reasons. Since they cannot rely
on others for their own security, they must have the insurance of arms
for self-defense. But when the defensive-minded state arms, its buildup
creates suspicion among its neighbors. They cannot always accept the
peaceful pretensions of the first state, and thus must obtain insurance
for themselves. Competitive arming is the result. As Rousseau and
others put it, the means that states develop for their survival constitute
a threat to their neighbors. The price of domestic sovereignty (a
monopoly over the use of force within a defined territory and the
status of supreme lawmaker over a community) is external insecurity
and war. If you want a system of sovereign states, the price is
permanent insecurity and occasional war.
It is not necessary to question some of the assumptions of the stag
parable (for example, the assumption of the non-sociability of the
hunters: how many states today are completely isolated and unable to
communicate with others?) to see that it is a powerful theoretical
explanation for the persistence of war between states. Such wars
remain a central concern of statesmen and scholars of international
politics despite numerous charters, covenants, treaties, balances of
power, arms control measures, and nuclear deterrents. The logic of
anarchy overrides all efforts to control the use of armed force.
Rousseau's analysis did not sweep the academic and diplomatic
communities, however. Both have continued trying to find paths to
lasting peace in the anarchical system of states. The discipline called
international relations developed in the United States and the United
Kingdom shortly before and immediately after World War I. Its
purpose was both diagnostic and prescriptive. Few academics in this
era adopted Rousseau's pessimistic perspective on war. Their diagnoses presented an array of non-systemic causes of interstate war,
including the human psyche, imperialism, militarism, nationalism, and
racism (cf. Sharp and Kirk 1941).
Yet other observers, including leaders such as Woodrow Wilson and
Vladimir Lenin, focused their diagnoses of the war problem at the level
of states. It is not so much the system of states that is the fountain of
conflict and war, but the nature of the individual states. To Lenin, it
was capitalist states that became imperialist and thus drove war. For
Wilson, militarism and autocracy were the culprits. Democracies, in his
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view, are fundamentally pacific. In his early version of the League of
Nations, Wilson wanted the organization to restrict membership to
democracies; only a covenant between peace-loving democracies could
guarantee peace.

Theoretical solutions to war
Under the influence of Rousseauian realism, Wilsonian liberalism, and
Marxist revolutionism, government leaders and academics developed
a full roster of prescriptions and solutions to the problem of interstate
war: disarmament, judicial settlement of disputes, democratization of
states, peace education, international organizations and institutions,
world federalism, and world revolution - all ideas that remain current
in one form or another. But none helped to prevent the serial aggressions of Hitler, Mussolini, Stalin, and the Japanese in Asia during the
1930s.
World War II resulted in a resurgence of realist thought, personified
best in the work of Hans J. Morgenthau (1948). Unlike Rousseau, who
saw the source of war in the nature of the states system, Morgenthau
explained the perennial struggle for power among states by reference
to an immutable human personality. Man (generically speaking)
always seeks power. There can be a "struggle for peace," based on
skillful diplomacy and balances of power, but at best these offer only
temporary respites from the perennial problem of war driven by the
human being's search for power. Solutions in the sense of a permanent
end to war are therefore Utopian. There can only be eras of more or less
peace generated by skillful and prudent statesmen and diplomats with
a design to create and sustain a global balance of power.
Rousseau's analysis remains currently in the guise of "neo-realism,"
the idea that the basic structural properties of the international system
cause conflicts. The solution to the problem, as in Morgenthau - but for
entirely different reasons - is a bipolar balance of power (Waltz 1979).
Wilson's ideas, whose genealogy go back to early nineteenth-century
British liberals, live on in the OSCE Charter of Paris (1990), which
emphasizes the connection between democracy within states to peace
between them, while Lenin's vision, if not its substance, finds heirs
among those who would destroy states and replace them with localisms of various kinds.
Whether emphasizing human nature, the characteristics of states, or
the structure of the states system, all these theoretical diagnoses of war
10
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as well as their derivative prescriptions use the same conception of the
state. It is the sovereign territorial state of seventeenth-century European origins. The premier problem of international relations is interstate war as it had been experienced since the Treaties of Westphalia.
Whether caused by the personal lust for power, imperialism, aggressive militarism, or international anarchy the problem that must be
dealt with is essentially a problem of the relations between states. It
follows that if war is seen in the Clausewitzian sense as an instrument
to support state interests, then solutions to the problem have to be
fashioned in the relations between states.
Rousseau could not develop a solution to the problem. If you want
states, he argued, then the price is insecurity and war. Other realists
emphasized balances of power. It does not solve the problem of war,
for war may be used to sustain or create a balance. But at least it
helps provide security for the individual states. Those of the Wilsonian persuasion argued for the progressive democratization of individual states, or for democratization of their mutual relations through
devices such as open diplomacy, arbitration of disputes, and publicizing treaties and other understandings. Whatever the solution, it
depends upon improving the patterns of bilateral and multilateral
diplomacy and international institutions. Only Lenin prescribed a
solution that was not state-centered: world revolution in which
individual states would be cast away and new forms of governance
would emerge under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Classes, not
states, were to be the actors of the future. And since working classes
cannot have any contradictions between them, the problem of war
would be solved.
The Cold War changed few of these proposed - and often popular solutions to the problem of war. There was one major exception,
however. For the majority of both civilian and military strategists, the
ultimate solution to the problem of war is nuclear deterrence. This idea
represented a revolution in thinking. The atomic bombs dropped in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 ushered in a new military age,
according to most observers. Henceforth, the purpose of armed force is
not to fight wars for offensive or defensive reasons, but to prevent
them. The traditional cost-benefit analysis underlying any decision to
use force is obsolete in the nuclear age. The costs of nuclear war are so
horrendous that the old Clausewitzian conception of war as a means of
supporting state claims no longer makes sense. What country could
conceivably use nuclear weapons to advance its interests if in so doing
11

/
4787 9C
BD,
8C D 9 D8 4 4 45 8 4

BD,

64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 .4 5C 7:8 3
64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 8C D

8CD 04
BD, 7
C:

1

. 2

4

,

,

D 5 86

8 .4 5C 7:8 . C8

The state, war, and the state of war

it would bring massive retaliation resulting in its obliteration as a
recognizable state? Or worse, the end of mankind?
The fundamental dilemma of nuclear deterrence, of course, is that it
has to be based on a credible threat of retaliation. But if nuclear
retaliation guarantees nuclear war, how can any threat to retaliate be
credible? And how can governments extend deterrence to allies and
friends? Would the United States destroy itself to save France? Or
more pertinent to the pattern of war since 1945, can you threaten to use
nuclear weapons to prevent or terminate a guerrilla war in a distant
Third World country? Nuclear deterrence as a solution to the problem
of war is inherently non-credible when any rational calculation of costs
and benefits is made. Even the attempt to impose a Clausewitzian
rationality onto nuclear war by proposing it be confined to the
exchange of tactical weapons lacks credibility. A "limited nuclear war"
is one of the great oxymorons of modern strategic studies. It is also
non-credible when wars of a non-Clausewitzian type are at issue. Of
what relevance are nuclear weapons in Bosnia or Somalia? Despite
these unsolvable intellectual and practical contradictions, strategic
studies as an academic subfield of international relations focused for
forty years on the problem of creating effective deterrents.
Cold War era peace movements were also consumed with the
problem of nuclear war. Their leaders could not abide the deterrence
theorists because they saw the problem of nuclear weapons in fundamentally different ways. For the strategic community, nuclear doctrine
and deployment were the avenues to peace; for the peace groups, they
are guaranteed paths to Armageddon. The two communities were
united, however, in their adherence to the old idea that the problem of
war is essentially a problem of the relations between states. The context
of war and peace is the competition and general incompatibility of
purpose between the two superpowers and their respective alliance
systems. The two communities also shared the realization that nuclear
war could result from human error, fanaticism, or technical malfunction. Deterrence may be a rational means of preventing war but, going
beyond Clausewitz, it could also lead to colossal mistakes. The solution
to this problem is negotiated, verifiable arms control and disarmament
agreements between the nuclear powers.
Analysts of the problem of war, from Rousseau to deterrence
theorists, have examined primarily the behavior of the great powers.
This was natural because between the Thirty Years War and World
War II, most wars were precipitated by or eventually involved the
12
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great powers (Levy 1983). Diagnosticians of international relations and
war therefore insisted that the field of study should also focus on
great-power activity. According to Kenneth Waltz (1979: 72), a premier
theorist of international politics during the second half of the twentieth
century, "the story of international politics is written in terms of the
great powers of our era/7 Statesmen have concurred and insisted that
the major powers hold special responsibilities for maintaining international peace and security. This idea was enshrined in the Concert of
Europe, in the League of Nations Covenant, and continues in the
Charter of the United Nations.
What recent analysts and practitioners have largely overlooked is
that most of the war and killing since 1945 has occurred far away from
the central battlefields of the Cold War in Europe and Pacific Asia. The
initiators of the many post-1945 wars have not been the traditional
great powers, but relatively new and weak states. Most of these wars
have been noted, but to the extent that they were analyzed seriously, it
was usually from a Cold War perspective (Korany 1986). The developing countries - the Vietnams, Afghanistans, Ethiopias and Somalias
- were simply the arenas in which great-power competition was taking
place. Their security problems were a reflection of Cold War politics.
Academics and professional strategic thinkers characterized many
wars of "national liberation" as combats between "freedom" and
"communism." The history of these areas was essentially the events
and personalities that eased or thwarted the aspirations of the United
States, the Soviet Union, or communist China. In Washington, "states"
like South Vietnam, Lebanon, Afghanistan, Burma, Angola, and
Somalia were threatened by Soviet and/or Chinese "subversion." In
Moscow, "states" like North Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and North
Korea were threatened by "imperialism." Naives like Ronald Reagan
or the leaders of many communist parties in Europe thought that once
the problems of communist subversion or imperialism had been
resolved, perpetual peace would reign between states. Simple diagnoses paved the way for simple solutions.

The relevance of old concepts to new
environments
Our ideas about war - its sources, nature, and solutions - come from
the European and Cold War experiences. When we think of it either as
13
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a practice or as the object of study, Clausewitzian conceptions of
armed combat to support or extend state interests remain in our
minds. Our explanations of the phenomenon derive largely from
Rousseau's compelling analysis, from human-nature-based theories
(including biological theories), or from theories about the attributes of
states.
Largely hidden in all this thinking about the causes of and solutions
to interstate war is the experience of Europeans in their numerous
imperial wars and campaigns, to say nothing of the theory and practice
of war in non-European societies (cf. Keegan 1993). Yet it is these types
of war that are the precursors to many of the post-1945 and contemporary wars. The Clausewitzian conception of war as organized
combat between the military forces of two or more states fits our
mental maps naturally because it reflects the predominant forms of
great-power warfare within modern (post-1648) European civilization
at least until World War II. This is the model of war enshrined in the
Charter of the United Nations, in collective defense organizations like
NATO, and in definitions of war and aggression in international law.
Key analytical concepts such as balances of power, hegemony,
alliances, deterrence, power projection, and a whole range of geopolitical ideas also derive from the European and Cold War experiences.
Their relevance to most post-1945 wars is highly problematic.
The problem is that the Clausewitzian image of war, as well as its
theoretical accoutrements, has become increasingly divorced from the
characteristics and sources of most armed conflicts since 1945. The key
question is: given that most wars since 1945 have been within states, of
what intellectual and policy relevance are concepts and practices
derived from the European and Cold War experiences that diagnosed
or prescribed solutions for the problem of war between states? Are we
to understand the Somalias, Rwandas, Myanmars, and Azerbaijans of
the world in classical European terms? Do we find balances of power,
alliances, and wars to promote state interests in Africa, South America,
South Asia and other regions of the world, as we saw them in
eighteenth-century Europe? Are we to assume that the ideas and
practices that drove interstate wars between Prussian, Saxon, Austrian,
and French dynasts in the eighteenth century must repeat themselves
in twenty-first-century Africa? Are the rationalist calculations of
balance of power or deterrence theory applicable to ethnic, religious,
and/or language communities bent upon destroying each other?
Should we continue to regard the security problems of post-1945 states
14
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as merely the reflections of great-power interests? Do not various
regions of the world have their own unique set of security problems
and dynamics? Is the United Nations, an organization created by the
victors of World War II to resolve conflicts between European-type
states and European-style wars, and to sustain the Westphalian principles of sovereign independence, particularly well suited to handle the
types of conflicts that comprise the current diplomatic landscape?
Should the academic study of international relations continue to
employ concepts and organizing devices derived from the European
and Cold War milieux?
Many have argued that the concept of national security should be
broadened to include threats such as environmental pollution, depletion of the ozone layer, earth warming, and massive migrations of
unwanted refugees (cf. Waever et al. 1993). Pleas by strategists for
conceptual innovation are understandable since the prospects of conventional war between industrial countries have declined precipitously. If new threats are not identified, strategic planners may become
redundant. To remain relevant, some have begun to focus on 'Tow
intensity conflict" but this is done from the perspectives of American
foreign policy interests rather than as a serious exercise to understand
the etiology of such conflicts. The assumption is that Americans should
better understand such forms of warfare if they wish to intervene
effectively to protect their interests, however those might be defined.
Overall, however, strategic studies continue to be seriously divorced
from the practices of war as we have seen them in the West Bank,
Bosnia, Somalia, Liberia, and elsewhere (Cf., Rice 1994). Most fundamentally, the assumption that the problem of war is primarily a
problem of the relations between states has to be seriously questioned.
The argument of this chapter is that security between states in the Third
World, among some of the former republics of the Soviet Union, and
elsewhere has become increasingly dependent upon security within
those states. The classical formula was: international peace and security
provide an environment in which domestic politics can unfold untroubled by external disturbances. The equation is now becoming
reversed. The problem of contemporary and future international
politics, it turns out, is essentially a problem of domestic politics. The
source of the problem is found in the nature of the new states.
On what foundations can we make this claim? The next chapter
provides the evidence. Although there has not been a clear break
between the era of wars between states and the era of wars within
15
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states, 1945 serves as a convenient breakpoint. The trend is clear: the
threat of war between countries is receding, while the incidence of
violence within states is on an upward curve. Saddam Hussein's shortlived conquest of Kuwait in 1990 may prove to be among the last
classical-style military aggressions.
John Mueller's (1989) argument that man will learn to avoid "major"
war (war between the major powers) just as he learned to eliminate
other social institutions such as slavery and dueling may be correct.
The reasons for such a dramatic breakthrough lie in part in the massive
change in cost-benefit calculations arising from the possession of
nuclear weapons. I will argue, however, that they have more to do
with the nature of the state in industrial societies: these states, after
more than 500 years of development, have become "strong" in the
sense that for the first time in history, they enjoy popular legitimacy.
There has been no war in Western Europe or North America for more
than a half-century, in part because of nuclear balances and ideological
compatibilities, but more importantly because there has been peace
within the states of these regions.
Does the end of major war also reflect the "end of history," the
universal victory of liberalism (Fukuyama 1989)? This interesting
argument has received notoriety for its optimism. Many would like to
agree with Fukuyama, but unfortunately his concept of ideology is
limited. Fascism and communism have indeed been discredited, but
there are other forms of "ideology" than those Fukuyama acknowledges. Some forms of religious fundamentalism are not very compatible with liberal democracy, for example. But, more important,
Fukuyama fails to consider that an issue more important than ideology
is the nature of community. That issue was more or less settled in many
industrial societies before 1945, although it is still expressed in the
separatist impulses in Scotland, Wales, Quebec, and elsewhere. It has
not been settled in most new states.
The processes of state formation in Europe during the last halfmillennium were attended by wars, revolutions, rebellions, and massacres. The process is not yet universally complete. Five centuries ago,
the world's population was organized in an amazingly heterogeneous
array of political units: empires (of which there were many varieties),
city-states, independent religious communities, kingdoms, dukedoms,
republics, nomadic and sedentary tribes, gangs, and others. That
heterogeneity reflected not only different forms of military power,
religion, and culture, but also different concepts of community. Some,
16
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like the Knights of Malta or the Templars, defined themselves as
religious communities and they took on the attributes of a state in
order to promote religious preoccupations. Others reflected the dynastic principle, with the king or emperor as the "father" of a community of loyal subjects. Communities, such as the Hansa cities, were
defined primarily in terms of economic interests and practices. And
reflecting the oldest basis of community, the clans, lineages, and tribes
were based on blood relations.
This heterogeneity of political forms remains with us, but the range
of possibilities is dwindling. The Soviet Union and Ethiopia were
perhaps the last empires (some would say that China is). Monaco and
Liechtenstein represent the leftovers of feudal princedoms. Andorra
and San Marino are the only remaining free cities. The Catholic Church
remains an important diplomatic agent with most of the attributes of
statehood except territory and armed forces. All survive with the
tolerance of the world's states. A few communities, such as the
transnational drug cartels, pose the same kind of challenges to states
that pirates did for many centuries.
Despite these remaining anomalies, the state format has become
nearly universal. Heterogeneity of political forms has been replaced by
homogeneity. Only states can make treaties under international law;
only states can join the United Nations; only states can have (legitimate) armies; and unless one wants to be shunted around from
refugee camp to refugee camp, all individuals must have an identity
defined in terms of statehood. A woman, child, or man without a
passport is trapped within his or her country. The state, then, has
become universalized.
The problem is that, in many areas of the world, the state is not the
same as the community. In so far as many communities have adopted
the mystique of statehood as the ultimate and final political format,
then states based on other principles will lack legitimacy. This whole
problem has not yet been sorted out. More fundamental than the
future hypothesized "clash of civilizations" (Huntington 1993) is the
clash over different conceptions of community and how those conceptions should be reflected in political arrangements and organizations.
Regrettably, those clashes are not likely to be resolved by debates,
votes, plebiscites, or other peaceful means. They will be settled - if
settlement is even an appropriate term - by the force of arms, by
terrorism, and by ethnic cleansing and massacres. The problem of the
early years of the next millennium, then, will not be war between
17
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states, but wars about and within states. Internal wars may escalate or
invite external intervention, but their primary if not exclusive etiology
resides in the fundamental quarrels about the nature of communities
and the processes and problems of state-building. Most fundamentally,
the question is whether the European concept of the state can be
transported to non-European environments. Is the state infinitely
reproducible, no matter what the context? Recent wars certainly raise
questions about an appropriate answer.
Wars within and between communities are not the same as wars
between states. The latter throughout modern European history were
highly institutionalized and formalized. That is why, when we think of
war, we also think of uniforms, chains of command, sophisticated
weapons systems, campaigns, honors and decorations, regimental
regalia, the laws of war, and peace treaties. Few of these are relevant to
wars about communities and states. These wars are not institutionalized. And there seems to be little one can do about them. The French,
British, Americans, Russians, Portuguese, and others found out that
conventional means of waging war against non-state-sponsored adversaries just don't work. "The cold, brutal fact/' writes Martin Van
Creveld (1991: 27), "is that much present-day military power is simply
irrelevant as an instrument for extending or defending political interests over most of the globe; by this criterion, indeed, it scarcely
amounts to 'military power' at all." And if major military powers
cannot prevail or help settle quarrels about community and statehood,
can the United Nations? Perhaps it can succeed where others have
failed, but a fundamental flaw in the organization has to be corrected.
An organization designed to prevent or help settle wars between states
faces fundamentally different types of problems in wars about and
within states. The difficulties faced in Somalia and most poignantly in
the former Yugoslavia reflect the conceptual flaws of the organization.
But this is anticipating the analysis. First, we must supply the evidence
to support the assertion that wars of the recent past and the future
have been and will continue to be fundamentally different from those
of the European and Cold War experiences. We are concerned with
wars of a "third kind."
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In the conventional international relations literature, states are primarily characterized in terms of power, that is, in their capacity to
achieve and defend their purposes either through persuasion or coercion and, if necessary, to defeat their adversaries in war. Histories of
international politics as well as their theoretical renderings in neorealism thus concentrate on the activities of the "powers" which are
usually defined as the great powers of a particular era. There is a
strong correlation between the status of a great power and its immediately available military resources. The concept of a "power" thus
traditionally has been linked closely to the phenomenon of war.
But war in the second half of the twentieth century has not been
predominantly a great power activity. As the tables in chapter 2
demonstrate, most war since 1945 has occurred in the Middle East,
Africa, Central America, South Asia, and Southeast Asia, and more
recently in the Balkans and the Central Asian former Soviet republics.
If war is the topic of contemporary analysis, then academic analysts'
long love affair with the great powers will have to change. Since 1945,
the great powers have primarily responded to the problem of war in
and between weak states. They have not themselves been the sources
of war, as they had been between the seventeenth century and 1945. To
study war, then, the new focus will have to be on states other than the
"powers." Theories of international relations will have to veer away
from Rousseau's insights and recognize that anarchy within states
rather than between states is the fundamental condition that explains
the prevalence of war since 1945.
State strength, for our analytical purposes, is not measured in
military terms. It is, rather, in the capacity of the state to command
loyalty - the right to rule - to extract the resources necessary to rule
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and provide services, to maintain that essential element of sovereignty,
a monopoly over the legitimate use of force within defined territorial
limits, and to operate within the context of a consensus-based political
community. It is by no means the case that all states similarly share
these essential characteristics of statehood.
To this point, the concept of the state has remained undefined.
Definitions abound in the literature - the concept is one of the most
contested in the literatures of constitutional law, political science, and
international relations - but no authoritative rendering is offered here.
Our purpose is to link kinds of states to war; hence, it is important to
identify those characteristics of states that give it strength or weakness.
Barry Buzan helps in the task (1991: ch. 2), for his purpose was also to
explore the problem of the weak state, particularly in its security
concerns. Buzan suggests that the state contains three interlinked
components, (1) the idea of the state; (2) the physical basis of the state;
and (3) the institutional expression of the state. The idea of the state
represents history, tradition, culture, nationality, and ideology. It is, in
a sense, the affective aspect of the state, the forces, sentiments, and ideas
that distinguish political communities from each other. Obviously,
however, political community and territorial sovereignty are frequently not the same. The poor fit between territorial states and the
distribution of political communities gives rise to social tensions and
often to internal war. Where the idea of the state does not command
consensus or loyalty within a population (e.g., Afghanistan, Lebanon,
Canada), the political institutions and perhaps even the territorial base
of the state will be weaker than in those countries (e.g., Japan, Iceland)
where such a consensus exists. The physical basis of the state includes
defined territory, population, resources, and wealth. All are variable,
although territorial definition has become more fixed than in previous
eras. The international norm today is that lineal boundaries are
"sacred" and cannot be altered except with the consent of all states
involved in a dispute. State institutions comprise the machinery of
government and the regime, meaning laws, norms, and incumbents of
official office.
All three elements of the state are interconnected and are necessary,
if not always sufficient, for a state to cohere and sustain its basic
functions. A state may exist as purely an idea (e.g., among Kurds and,
until recently, Palestinians), but it is not an internationally recognized
actor without a defined territory and government institutions capable
of exercising authority over that territory. Likewise, a state may exist
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territorially, as did Lebanon in 1976 and Somalia in the early 1990s, but
it ceases to function in the absence of institutions that command
loyalty and authority. A territory without either institutions or an idea
is not a state either.
Those states where all three components are well articulated, interconnected in such a manner as to sustain and support each other, will
be stronger than states with opposite characteristics.
The literature on the strength of states emphasizes instrumental
capacities of statehood such as degree of institutionalization, capabilities
for extraction of surplus, delivery of services, autonomy, and the like (cf.
Huntington 1968; Migdal 1988). All of these are important but they do
not get to the heart of the matter. It is in the realm of ideas and sentiment
that the fate of states is primarily determined. A totalitarian regime, for
example, may rank high on institutionalization and extractive capacity,
but that does not make it a strong state. Its rule is ultimately based on
fear, force, and coercion rather than on consent or voluntary compliance.
It therefore suffers from a legitimacy deficit. Instrumental conceptions
of state strength overlook two critical aspects of legitimacy introduced
in the previous chapter: the principle(s) on which the "right to rule" is
based, and the intellectual and emotional bases of political community,
that is, the definition of the population over whom rule is exercised. For
the sake of brevity, let us call these, respectively, vertical legitimacy and
horizontal legitimacy. The first deals with authority, consent, and
loyalty to the idea(s) of the state and its institutions; the second deals
with the definition and political role of community.

Authority/consent
Debates on the concept of legitimacy are among the most profound
and fascinating in the study of politics. The issues of the right to rule
and right rule commanded the attention of Plato, Aristotle, Confucius,
contract theorists, and modern liberals. This is not the place to enter
into these debates, for questions of definition, types, identification, and
distinction between empirical and normative notions of legitimacy
could take us far afield from the problem of war. There are, however,
several distinctions that need comment. First is the distinction between
the popularity of a government and the legitimacy of the state. In most
Western societies, the state and government are distinct in the minds of
most citizens. A government may suffer from low popularity but the
effort to oust it is not necessarily an attack on the state, its underlying
84
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ideas, or on state institutions. A decisive electoral defeat of an incumbent government, for example, is not usually a sign that the population
seeks a fundamental change in the constitutional order. In some states,
however, the state/government distinction is not so clear. When a
regime bases its rule on coercion, terror, and violence and proscribes
political activity by a segment of the population or denies it access to
resources and decision-making, that segment may withdraw loyalty to
both the regime and the state. Some rulers, in fact, may consciously
strive to erase the state/regime distinction as a means of hiding
personal objectives, privileges, and gains in the name of state interests
(cf. Stedman 1991: 376; Buzan 1991: 89). The state becomes the virtual
' 'possession" of the person at the helm; when he or she is gone, the
state may fail as well (Ajami 1992: 27; Ayoob 1995: 86-7). In yet other
cases, the government may not be particularly unpopular, but the state
nevertheless loses the ability to command authority and loyalty of all
its citizens. Many Quebecois, for example, do not hold the incumbent
Canadian federal government in particularly low esteem, but they do
not accept the proposition that Quebec should continue to remain an
integral part of the Canadian state. Canada thus suffers from a
horizontal legitimacy deficit among a significant proportion of the
francophone population; the state's "rightful title to rule" (Friedrich
1963: 234) is questioned as is the community over whom rule is to be
exercised. The same condition applied in the former Czechoslovakia.
The Havel government, by all measures, was reasonably popular in
Slovakia, but a group of Slovak politicians decided that the artificial
state called Czechoslovakia was not a rightful political vessel for two
different ethnic/language communities. In brief, a minority no longer
wishes to be a minority and withdraws loyalty from both the political
community and the state, and develops its alternative idea of a state in these cases based on language and culture.
Claims and titles to rightful rule have, historically, varied substantially. Weber's (1978: 216) famous ideal typology of legal-rational,
traditional, and charismatic bases of authority is important but does not
encompass enough variations. Nor, for that matter, do the three
categories introduced in chapter 3: civic, ethnic, and religious. The
following have been observed in various historical and cultural settings:
1. Force and might. An occupation regime, for example, may
earn authority by virtue of a military victory and the subsequent disarming of the occupied society. There was almost no
85
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2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

8

resistance to Allied occupation regimes in Japan and Germany
after World War II. The occupation regimes were considered
legitimate, although they did not command loyalty as that
term is usually employed in the context of a polity.
Religion. Priest-kings have been ubiquitous throughout
history. Authority is validated by the mystic qualities of the
rulers or by the claim that they are the official secular interpreters of the faith.
Heredity. A ruler claims authority on the basis of lineage. The
claim usually dissipates as successors are unable to match the
feats of the lineage's originators.
Leadership attributes. Rulers validate their regimes through
their exploits, heroic deeds, or wisdom (Plato).
Ethnicity. A regime claims its right to rule on the grounds that
it is a "pure" incarnation of a "people."
Ideological task. A group of leaders claims to have a special
historical task of national/racial redemption (Hitler, Milosevic), class victory against oppressors (Lenin), or various
forms of "liberation" of the oppressed, wherever they may be.
Consent or contract. Rule is validated through various mechanisms of consent such as periodic elections, plebiscites,
popular revolutions, or elite arrangements for alternating or
sharing leadership positions (pre-1975 Lebanon).
Task achievement. As we saw in the previous chapter, many
post-colonial regimes claimed the right to rule on the basis of
their leadership of liberation movements. Success in this
military/political endeavor was assumed to be tantamount to
public validation of rule.1

States and their regimes are seldom based on a single concept.
Hereditary rule in eighteenth-century Europe was not based solely on
lineage. The doctrine of divine right (religious validation) and various
paternalistic concepts buttressed the royal mystique. Iran's current
ruling clerics come close to the religious category, but they must make
some gestures toward popular validation as well. Modern dynastic
regimes, such as the Duvaliers of Haiti and the Kims of North Korea,
find it necessary to manufacture myths of god-like accomplishments to
buttress lineage claims.
1

For a somewhat different categorization of principles upon which the right to rule is
claimed, see Sadeniemi (1995).
86

/
4787 9C
BD,
8C D 9 D8 4 4 45 8 4

BD,

64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 .4 5C 7:8 3
64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 8C D

8CD 04
BD, 7
C:

1

. 2

4

,

,

D 5 86

8 .4 5C 7:8 . C8

The strength of states

These categories derive from the perspective of the rulers. Claims to
authority are only that. If they are not accepted by large segments of
the population, then either the claims have to be changed or the rulers
have to convince the disaffected that the claims are indeed legitimate.
In times of social upheavals and rapidly changing ideas, bases of
legitimacy seldom last: kings become figureheads, priest-kings are
deposed for failure to prevent natural calamities (performance
counts!), philosopher-kings become naked emperors, and those who
rule through terror and violence end up either in exile or dragged
through the streets. Where, however, legitimacy claims and popular
expectations overlap or coincide, the state gains substantial strength.
Rule is based on consent of one form or another. "Legitimacy,"
according to Rodney Barker (1991: 11), "is precisely the belief in the
rightfulness of a state, in its authority to issue commands, so that those
commands are obeyed not simply out of fear or self-interest, but
because they are believed in some sense to have moral authority."
Today most Western analysts argue that rule based on explicit
consent through periodic elections is the only enduring basis of vertical
legitimacy. This may turn out to be the case, but it is probably premature
to claim that only democracies have strong bases of legitimacy. There
are a variety of states whose regimes base their legitimacy primarily on
lineage or on religious principles. In this group we would include
Saudi Arabia, Oman, Iran, and Swaziland.

Community
The horizontal aspect of legitimacy refers to the nature of the community over which formal rule is exercised. What is the community? The
answer is by no means obvious. In Western political thought and statecreation, communities have been defined in terms of history, religion,
citizenship, or consanguinity. There are other types of communities as
well, such as communities of believers and faith, communities of class,
or communities of occupation and profession (the bases of many
thirteenth-century free cities in northern Europe). Horizontal legitimacy refers to the attitudes and practices of individuals and groups
within the state toward each other and ultimately to the state that
encompasses them. If the various groups and communities within the
polity accept and tolerate each other, horizontal legitimacy is high. In
many countries, the question of over whom to rule is assumed or not
subject to debate. If communities, in contrast, seek to exclude, margin87
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alize, oppress, or exploit others within the same state, then there is low
horizontal legitimacy, even in ostensible democracies. Northern Ireland's Protestants, for example, have formally displayed their intolerance (or fear?) through the electoral mechanism, by voting consistently
for a permanent majority of Protestant candidates. The implication is
that the legitimate political community does not include Catholics.
Those who have the right to choose their governments also choose
who is to be governed (Cooper and Berdal 1993: 119) and there is no
guarantee that the who will turn out to be the same as the historical
population of the state.
The Croatian and Bosnian Serbs' practice of "ethnic cleansing/' just
to mention one particularly extreme and odious form of exclusion, is a
basic statement that condemns any notion of community that transcends ethnicity or religion. It says, basically, "In our political community, we can accept only those who are exactly like us. We don't want
to have anything to do with anyone different. Those who are not like
us should get out." The political system that institutionalizes such
exclusions renders the "other" powerless in both participation and
allocation of resources. Those who are excluded cannot extend loyalty
either to their compatriots or to the state. Lack of horizontal legitimacy
within the society may therefore lead to the erosion or withdrawal of
loyalty to the state and its institutions. Those who are excluded then
seek their own political arrangements. The relationship may also be
reversed. Dubious vertical legitimacy may create, maintain, or exacerbate horizontal legitimacy.2 A standard stratagem for weak regimes is
to create internal scapegoats within society to deflect criticism and
disloyalty against themselves. The idea is to build a stronger foundation for the "right to rule" by excluding some over whom that rule is to
be exercised. The examples are many and obvious: the Jews and
communists in Nazi Germany, "capitalist-roaders" in Mao's China,
communists and the Baha'i community in Iran, and numerous groups
in Idi Amin's Uganda. Moreover, regimes and states that are based on
a fundamentally exclusionist vertical principle of legitimacy, such as
religion or ethnicity, by definition divide plural communities. A
religiously tolerant theocracy is an oxymoron. Those who do not
follow the official faith necessarily receive differential treatment usually of an inferior type - and thus hedge or withdraw their loyalty
to the community and to the state. Governments in states based on
I am grateful to Scott Pegg for making this point.
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ethnicity find compelling reasons to define "us" and "them" as a
means of sustaining their vertical legitimacy.
It is often difficult to build a community of citizens, particularly
when there are deep social and/or ideological cleavages within the
society. Even the French revolutionaries who (re)invented the concept
of citizen soon began distinguishing between "good" and "bad"
citizens, the latter to be excluded through the ultimate punishment of
decapitation. Vertical legitimacy in revolutionary France was buttressed by creating an internal enemy, many of whose victims had
committed no crimes other than having been born into the aristocracy.
The sense of community among the revolutionaries created by an
internal "threat" almost destroyed the society of citizens, but it
temporarily saved the revolutionary regime.
Those who find themselves defined in special categories, usually
outside the political community, have several options: (1) remove
themselves from the community (exile or migration, as the Asian
community fled from Uganda in the 1970s); (2) organize resistance
against the majority community to defend their interests, rights, and
aspirations (the Mayans in Guatemala, Tamils in Sri Lanka); (3) secede
to form their own state (numerous examples, including Sudan, Eritrea,
Abkhazia, Chechnya); (4) capture the state apparatus through a coup
or revolution (Tutsis in Rwanda, Fiji); or (5) start a communal war
(Hutus in Rwanda). We have seen these strategies used over and over
again in different post-1945 states. Which strategy is chosen depends
on a variety of contingent circumstances including available leadership, the size of the minority, presence of external support, neighboring
sanctuaries, and the like. The point to emphasize for our purposes,
however, is that any state/regime, and the community over which rule
is exercised, that bases legitimacy on exclusionary categories contains
an inherent weakness. "Others" will always constitute an actual or
potential threat (as perceived by the rulers) to the integrity of the state
and/or to the solidarity of its underlying community. By contrast, a
state based on a community of citizens has an added element of
strength because no categorical group can legally be excluded from
economic and political power or be subject to discrimination or
oppression.3 It is not a guarantee that the community will survive,
3

The generalization needs qualification. Women in many countries did not enjoy
suffrage until the second half of the twentieth century. In the United States, the
African-American population, though granted the vote after the Civil War, was
effectively excluded from exercising the franchise in many states until the 1960s.
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however, for even in democracies such as the United States (the Civil
War), pre-1975 Lebanon, Canada (some Quebecois), Finland (some
inhabitants of the Aaland islands), and Belgium (Walloons) where
there is no discrimination by the state against language groups or
between those groups, secessionist sentiments have led to civil war in
the past or threaten the integrity of the state and the solidarity of the
political community today (cf. Luciani and Salame 1990: 402).
Legitimacy is thus a variable rather than a constant. Its vertical and
horizontal dimensions are critical components of a state's strength, but
that strength may wax and wane.

The continuum of state strength
States may be placed on a continuum of strength. At one extreme are
strong states whose main features are strong linkages between the
physical, attitudinal, and institutional components, all encompassed
within high degrees of vertical and horizontal legitimacy. Other
characteristics within this framework are enumerated below. At the
other extreme are failed states, political entities that have collapsed.
There is little or no public order, leadership commands no authority or
loyalty, and a variety of groups and factions are armed to resist those
who might try to integrate the community or establish effective order.
Communal war and local rule by warlords, gangs, and factions are the
order of the day.
The two extremes outlined briefly here are ideal types. Most states
most of the time fall between the poles. We have little difficulty placing
Switzerland, Norway, and Tonga toward the strong end of the
continuum, and Lebanon, Liberia, Afghanistan, and Somalia toward
the failed state category. In the middle ranges would be countries like
Malaysia and Singapore tending toward the strong, and Iraq and
Algeria tending toward the weak.4
Over time, states move along the continuum. There is no final
resting place, although it is possible that some failed states may simply
4

The typology, or more accurately, a dimension of strong state to weak state, can use a
different terminology. Georg Sorenson, for example, has developed a typology of
states termed "pre-modern," "modern," and "post-modern." I prefer to use the
concept of a continuum of state strength rather than rigid categories because
Sorenson's terms imply a historical movement in only one direction - toward the
modern. Sorenson is aware of this problem and allows for states to have mixed
characteristics (Sorenson 1994: 26-37).
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disappear by being annexed, a common practice in pre-twentieth
century Europe, and most recently experienced by East Germany.
Movement is not consistently in one direction, either. States
strengthen and weaken depending upon numerous political, economic, social, and philosophical trends. Canada is weaker today than
it was two decades ago, but in the 1960s it was stronger than in the
1860s. In some respects the United States is a weaker state today than
it was during the Eisenhower years. The legitimacy of the constitutional order has not declined notably (although there is substantial
cynicism toward politicians in general), but the massive ownership of
firearms and the development of locales of armed power, such as
private militias, place the country closer to Afghanistan than to Japan
in terms of effective control over private violence. Somalia moved
from a weak state in the 1970s to a failed state in the 1990s. Other
states have fared better. Malaysia has moved fairly consistently from
a position of weakness at its independence in 1963 to greater strength,
but it is still not in the strong category. Chile has moved from a
situation of chronic weakness (indicated by civil war and coups) in
the early nineteenth century to a position of strength today. The list
could be extended at length. There is no automatic trajectory toward
strength or weakness. The relationship of state strength to war,
however, is emerging: since 1945 most wars of all types have
originated within and between weak states. Strong states have warred
against the weak, but not against each other. The remainder of this
chapter lists some of the more concrete characteristics of strong states
and establishes their linkage to legitimacy and the physical, attitudinal,
and institutional components of the state.

Strong states
Vertical and horizontal legitimacy are composed of sentiments or
habits based on a variety of institutions, rules, norms, practices, and
attitudes. In ancient civilizations (and even in some contemporary
states), the mysteries of religion were used to manufacture loyalty and
compliance among subjects. Resistance was sacrilege and punishable
by death. In most modern states, by contrast, legitimacy is performance-based. The state has to earn and maintain its right to rule
through the provision of services, including security, law and order,
justice, and a varying range of welfare measures. The poorer the
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performance and the more biased in execution, the more likely that
resistance will either bring down the regime or break up the state.
Thus, a fundamental prerequisite of vertical legitimacy - even in the
contemporary older types such as heredity (e.g., Saudi Arabia) - is an
implicit bargain between the state and the political community: the
state has the right to extract, but it must also provide services and
allow participation in decisions to allocate resources. There must be a
reasonable balance between the demands of extraction, the expectations of service deliveries, and participation. When the state extracts
but does not provide offsetting services or access to decisions and
decision-making, it risks losing its legitimacy and may face armed
rebellion. In seventeenth-century France, for example, such rebellions
were as common as the changes of seasons. Their most common
sources were grain shortages, economic exploitation, and excessive
taxes on peasants (Braudel 1990: 387-9). When the extraction of taxes,
the delivery of services, or participation consistently and severely favor
some category groups at the expense of others, rebellion, war, and
secession are common responses. This was the basic complaint of East
Pakistanis, the southern Sudanese, Eritreans, Ibos, and Slovenians. It is
important to emphasize that the implicit bargain of extraction, services,
and participation is always a matter of judgment and perception
subject to change. A system that is judged reasonably "fair" at time x
may be judged exploitative at time y. The allegation of the favored
position of some republics in the former Yugoslavia was a powerful
incentive and argument for secession in Slovenia and Croatia in the
circumstances of 1990-1, while it was a matter of relatively minor
complaint during the 1960s. The role of leadership in fostering a sense
of injustice and mobilizing people to the point of taking up arms is
crucial in breaking down the implicit compact.
A second foundation of vertical and horizontal legitimacy is reasonable agreement among all sectors of the society on the fundamental
rules of the political game, what Buzan (1991: 65) has called the
"institutional expression of the state." These rules are usually summarized and specified in constitutions. They contain the fundamental
principles of justice that underlie the state. They may include, for
example, the principle of majority rule, government validation through
periodic elections, guarantees of civil liberties, including rights of
minorities, limits on government authority and coercion, and principles guiding the allocation of funds and services between different
communities, groups, regions, or other subunits of the state and
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society. Such principles are usually subject to interpretation as social,
economic, and political circumstances change, in which case amendments or new constitutions have to be written and enacted. Systematic
violation of the principles or neglect to change them in the face of
altered circumstances often leads to the erosion of legitimacy. The
rapid population growth of Muslims in Lebanon led to a demand to
alter the compact of 1943 by which government positions were
allocated between the various religious communities. When the Lebanese Christians - by the mid-1970s, a minority - refused to alter the
constitution to change the rules of the game, civil war and the ultimate
collapse of the Lebanese state resulted. The "rules of the game" aspect
of vertical legitimacy is captured well by Charles Anderson's (1982:
310) characterization, in which "men disagree vigorously over the
policies that government should pursue or the personnel that should
occupy the decision-making posts, yet. . . support common notions of
the locus of decision-making authority, the technique by which decisions are to be made, and the means by which rulers are to be
empowered."
Horizontal legitimacy in strong states is based on the fundamental
rule that no group within the community is excluded from seeking
political power and enjoying its benefits. There can be no strong sense
of community within the state if one segment of its population is
proscribed from participating in politics, in all its dimensions, or is
systematically excluded from state allocations of funds and services. In
the strong state, there is a neutral authority that guarantees and
ensures the primacy of common citizenship and attending rights over
privileges based on family, ethnicity, or religion (Hassner 1993:129).
Equality of opportunity and participation is not, however, a sufficient condition for maintaining both vertical and horizontal legitimacy.
Quebecois in Canada and francophones in Belgium have equal political
rights - and indeed some privileges not justified by numbers (e.g.,
number of senators or representatives on government bodies) - but
that has not prevented a significant number of them from seeking "a
normal state" for the francophone Canadians or Walloons. Separatist
sentiments in Scotland, Wales, northern Italy, and elsewhere are
similarly not based on exclusion from access to political power.
A fourth characteristic foundation of legitimacy relates to the distinction between public service and personal gain. Vertical legitimacy
derives to a large extent from the popular perception of rectitude
among those who rule. Populations may accept all sorts of privileges
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and symbolic rewards accruing to rulers, but they ordinarily will not
accept the proposition that the state should be used as a vehicle or
platform for excessive personal enrichment at their expense.
Next, vertical and horizontal legitimacy correlate strongly with
another important aspect of the "implicit contract" between society
and state, namely that the state and its institutions must provide
security, law, and a reasonable amount of order. That is, the state must
be internally sovereign. It has a monopoly over the legitimate use of
force and effectively controls or prevents illegitimate public or private
violence. Communities that are armed against each other, as in
Lebanon in the 1970s, reflect the incapacity of the state to provide one
of its basic services, security and public order. Through a long
historical process that took place over a half-millennium or more, the
populations and political subunits of European states were eventually
disarmed. Hobbes's concept of a state of nature was not far off the
mark as a description of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Europe or
of some societies in weak states today. Homicide rates were very high
compared to today; they have declined dramatically as the state slowly
gained a monopoly of arms and began to provide alternative ways of
settling scores and resolving individual and group conflicts. Strong
states do not contain groups or individuals that can, through armed
force, resist or encroach upon state jurisdictions. Colombia fails the test
because the drug cartels effectively and systematically violate state
laws and have the means to resist attempts to apply the law. A "state
within a state" is a fundamental contradiction of the sovereignty
principle.
Strong states and the vertical and horizontal legitimacy upon which
they are based are also characterized by instrumental rather than
fundamental politics. Politics lose their passion and revolve around
fairly technical questions of means and priorities rather than ends and
grand causes (Brenner 1994: 74-5). Higher or lower taxes, priorities on
research or consumption, centralizing or decentralizing government
services; the extent of welfare benefits - these are the kinds of issues
that define politics in the strong state.5 In contrast, ways of life,
5

The emergence of some fundamentalist religious groups and, particularly in the
United States, the increasing resort to violence as a means of engaging in the abortion
debate, shows that many liberal democracies still have zero-sum-type politics that go
far beyond the realm of pragmatism. One can find, in fact, more pragmatic politics in
some states whose other characteristics would put them toward the weaker end of the
continuum.
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definitions of the community, and ideological crusades are fundamental questions that are bound to lead to zero-sum situations and
thus frequently to violent conflict within the state.
Effective civilian control of the military is another basis of both
vertical and horizontal legitimacy. When the military take over the
state they necessarily exclude normal political activity; and if they
become a "state within a state'' they compromise the sovereignty
principle. With their command over the instruments of violence, they
are also particularly prone to use force against segments of the
population. They become, in other words, threats to the security of
communities and other groups within the state. Even military regimes
that base their legitimacy on the argument that they are the saviours of
the constitutional order must ultimately resort to coercion and terror or
return to the barracks (see chapter 8). Only in time of war does a
military dictatorship have some reasonable prospect of generating
popular consent.
There is, finally, an international dimension to legitimacy. A state
whose frontiers are contested or which receives no international
recognition is inherently weak given the imperatives of the global
division of labor. The lack of international legitimacy may help
undermine domestic legitimacy (and vice versa), a point which was
not lost on the South African authorities during the era of apartheid
or on the leadership of Rhodesia after its unilateral declaration of
independence in 1965. Israel, Rhodesia, North Korea, South Africa,
China (until the early 1970s), and Taiwan, among others, have all
been "pariah" states at one time or another. They have suffered the
lack of diplomatic, commercial, social, cultural, and athletic exchanges with other states as a result. Some were formally excluded
from the United Nations and from regional organizations. The
economic and status costs of the lack of legitimacy were often very
high, in some cases helping to bring about social unrest and,
ultimately, revolution.
Strong states have a fixed and permanent international personality,
defined most basically in their territorial dimension. Most strong
states have had their territorial limits sanctified through numerous
international treaties, through customary acceptance, and through
principles of territorial integrity enshrined in international covenants
such as the Charter of the United Nations and the Charter of Paris
(1990).
This list of the foundations of vertical and horizontal legitimacy is
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not exhaustive; other components might be relevant as well. Moreover, well-articulated and popularly supported principles of vertical
and horizontal legitimacy may not be sufficient conditions for state
strength, although it could be argued that they are necessary. How
necessary is of course a matter of judgment. The bases of legitimacy
listed here have a decidedly modern character; there is the possibility
that the analysis derives too extensively from a single political
tradition. Most of the criteria are found in modern democracies and
the political philosophies that underlie them. It is important to
acknowledge therefore that some polities are reasonably strong in
the absence of many of these characteristics. In an age of successful
priest-kingdoms, for example, many of the sources of legitimacy
narrated here would be non-existent or irrelevant. As Woodrow
Wilson (1889) noted in his analysis of the historical development of
governance, primitive or ancient polities normally ruled through
coercion and the threat of religious punishment; nevertheless, many
sustained reasonably popular loyalty and endured for centuries.
Even today, some reasonably strong polities feature charismatic or
lineage-based legitimacy principles (Cuba until the late 1980s, Saudi
Arabia today) that may endure for some time.
The criteria are dimensions rather than absolutes. There is no such
thing as a pure strong state. A state that scores high on all
dimensions remains an ideal type. There is also the problem of
theory versus practice. All the guarantees of civil liberties and full
political participation do not mean that the horizontal aspect of
legitimacy - a true community - is sufficiently strong to preclude
various forms of unofficial exclusion, discrimination, and exploitation. The state cannot compel individuals to love one another or
attribute groups to tolerate each other, although it can do a great
deal to promote tolerance and to prevent discrimination. Similarly,
while there may be a significant consensus on the political "rules of
the game" or the fundamental contours of economic, social, and
political activity, it is rare that virtually all individuals and groups
are included in the consensus. Today, there are neo-Nazi groups
throughout Europe, racist groups in the United States, and Muslim
groups in Egypt and Algeria that fundamentally disagree with the
consensus and seek to create a new kind of state. Moreover, few
states have a monopoly over the provision of justice. Random
killings and high crime rates have helped turn the United States into
an armed camp featuring a Hobbesian life of insecurity in ghettoes
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and elsewhere, and prison as a way of life for approximately one of
every 250 citizens of the country. Periodic government "wars against
crime" have not ameliorated the problem. Compared to most other
industrial and many developing countries, American authorities do
not have the means to control private and some public violence.
Almost all countries have some territory in dispute with neighbors,
and political corruption remains typical in many areas of the world.
Tax revolts are not uncommon and many citizens withdraw their
loyalty from the state by migrating abroad. They choose exit over
voice. In brief, no state is strong in all dimensions. All have
weaknesses. The question is the trajectory over time either toward
greater strength, or toward weakness and possible collapse. For the
purposes of this study on armed conflict, the critical task is to
identify at what points in movements along the trajectory armed
violence and war are likely to break out. The evidence in chapter 2
strongly supports the hypothesis that state weakness correlates with
war.
Let us now summarize the argument. The state, following Buzan
(1991: ch. 2), is founded on physical (territory, population, resources,
wealth) attributes, historical memories, affections and ideologies, and
institutions, broadly conceived. All are interrelated. But these "objective" bases of the state are not sufficient to explain the weakness and
strength of states. The critical variable is legitimacy, conceived in two
dimensions: the vertical which establishes the connection (the "right
to rule") between society and political institutions and regimes, and
horizontal, which defines the limits of and criteria for membership in
the political community which is ruled. The two dimensions are
interrelated in important ways, and each is linked, in turn, to Buzan's
three components of the state. The relationships are identified in
figure 5.1.
The sources of vertical and horizontal legitimacy, not placed in any
necessary order or ranking, are listed below the vertical and horizontal
legitimacy "summit." Note that some of these sources are in a
particularly close relationship to one of the three state components.
The numbers are listed on each corner of the triangle.
The nexus between strong states and peace will be explored in
chapter 7. The next task is to examine the problem of legitimacy in
weak and failing states.
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The idea of the state
(D(6)

The institutional
expression of
the state
(2) (3) (4) (7)

The physical basis
of the state
(5) (8)

Vertical and horizontal legitimacy of the state based upon:

1. implicit social contract
2. consensus on political "rules of the game"
3. equal access to decisions and allocations
4. clear distinction between private gain and public service
5. effective sovereignty
6. ideological consensus/pragmatic politics
7. civilian control of military
8. international consensus on territorial limits and state legitimacy

Figure 5.1
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In classical and modern political thought, the state is the creation of
some sort of community. In contract theories, for example, individuals
band together to create a state in order to terminate life in a state of
nature. In Hobbes's version, the contract is between individuals of the
community and the Leviathan. In Rawls's modern version, individuals
hidden behind a "veil of ignorance" congregate to create a just society
and its governing apparatus.
From the perspective of this study, two interesting facts stand out in
these accounts of state-creation. First, the authors do not bother to
define who are members of the community. The community, as
suggested in chapter 3, is assumed rather than made problematic.
Second, in the act of state-creation, only members of the community
are involved. Members of other communities - representatives of
foreign states - have no role.
Contract metaphors for understanding the state-creation process
after 1945 are inappropriate because the two assumptions, above, are
incorrect. In post-1945 states, community cannot be assumed. It is
the most problematic aspect of all new states, for most of them
contain not a single community, but many. Nor was the act of statecreation primarily between members of a single community, or
between those individuals and a Leviathan. Outside communities in
the form of the metropolitan powers and the United Nations played
significant and often crucial roles in laying the foundations of post1945 states. Hobbes, Locke, and others wrote at a time when states
remained relatively isolated. This condition did not prevail after
World War II.
Weak states did not just happen. They emerged from colonialism,
sets of practices and institutions that left important legacies for the new
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states.1 We have already discussed the main legacy: the idea that the
new independent states should simply transform themselves from the
territorial creations called colonies into modern states. There were
other legacies that must be mentioned because they are important in
understanding the bases of weak and failed statehood today.
The most important legacy, after territoriality, was the nature of
colonial political institutions. Colonies were not created to become
participatory democracies. While the British often established quasiparliamentary institutions and the rudiments of Western-style rule of
law, ideas and practices of constitutionalism, accountability, civil
liberties, and political participation were not part of the colonial
political game. Fundamental decisions were made in the metropolitan
capitals; resistance to them was frequently met with force (Ergas 1987:
4). Other legacies included bureaucratic structures whose personnel
were trained to rule top-down rather than being responsive to local
expectations and interests. They were there to control, not to respond.
Colonial authorities also favored some groups at the expense of
others and, as in Rwanda, sustained or even created ethnic elites to
rule over supposed inferiors. Colonial authorities often created divisions of labor along ethnic lines. "In a number of instances . . . the
allocation by the [colonial] state of 'differentiated rights of access' was
based on a normative scale according to which some groups were
seen as superior to others, and in times these normative evaluations
were projected into the collective images which Africans formed of
themselves" (Lemarchand 1983: 57). Ethnic politics did not begin with
independence.
Finally, colonialism left organized military and police forces, instruments of coercion that were deliberately separated from the rest of
society. Overall, then, colonial rule was one in which the relation
between the state and society was characterized by downward links of
domination but not by upward links of representation (Ottaway 1987:
172). There was nothing suggesting a social contract of any type.
1

This is not to argue that the sole, or even most important, source of contemporary state
weakness is colonialism. If our standard of measurement is the Western concept of the
state, then it is unlikely that non-colonized areas would have made a successful
transition from pre-modern political forms to strong states based on vertical and
horizontal legitimacy. Since there were few states /empires outside of Europe that
were not formally colonized (Ethiopia, Siam, China, Japan), there are insufficient test
cases. Significantly, however, only Japan emerged as a reasonably strong state during
the nineteenth century. Ethiopia, Siam, and China shared many of the characteristics of
contemporary weak states.
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The international community inserted itself in the state-making
process in part to alter and reform these colonial practices and institutions. Through the metropolitan powers, the United Nations, and
indigenous elites' educational experiences in London and Paris,
Western political concepts and liberal constitutions were transplanted.
In many instances, committees of Western diplomats and bureaucrats,
and indigenous elites, wrote the constitutions of the new countries.
Western academic circles, particularly in the United States, then
assumed that the new, young countries would ultimately develop into
carbon copies of European and North American states. Not recognizing that European and North American history differed in significant ways from the colonial experience, the American Social Science
Research Council, aid agencies, governments, and innumerable international organizations and voluntary groups argued that the main
item on the agenda now was "state-building" or "nation-building"
that would result in modern liberal democracies. Most of the firstgeneration indigenous political elites - the "fathers of the country" shared these assumptions, expectations, and aspirations.
One generation later, these expectations proved to be illusory in
many countries. Some former colonies went on to thrive and even to
develop political and social institutions that could be described as
democratic. Despite great odds against them, some have even become
strong states. But for many, the record has been one of communal
wars, civil wars, rebellions, wars of secession, authoritarian and
predatory rule, chronic political instability, and government change
through bullets rather than ballots.
Ryszard Kapuscinski, a communist-era Polish journalist, narrated
his travels through West Africa in the first years of independent rule
there:
In the course of one month [in 1963], I had driven through five
countries. In four of them, there were states of emergency. In one, the
president had just been overthrown; in a second, the president had
saved himself only by chance; in a third, the head of government was
afraid to leave his house, which was surrounded by troops. Two
parliaments had been dissolved. Two governments had fallen. Scores
of political activists had been arrested. Scores of people had been
killed in political conflicts. Over a distance of 520 kilometers, I had
been checked twenty-one times and subjected to four body searches.
Everywhere there was an atmosphere of tension, everywhere the
smell of gunpowder.
(Kapuscinski 1990:127)
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Kapuscinski's ordeal was only too typical. Between 1958 and 1985,
sixty-four "forcible changes of government" and innumerable abortive
coups took place in Africa (Ergas 1987: 214-15).
If we count all the coups, attempted coups, civil wars, wars of
secession, and communal wars, life in many Third World and some
former Soviet republics has been dangerous. And dangerous not from
external predation, as was the case in European history, but from
conflicts within the state. The chief threat to many post-1945 states is
not the external; it is internal. In the context of the Third World and
post-socialist states, the concept of "national security" takes on an
entirely different meaning (cf. Al-Mashat 1985: 74-5).

The variety of states
In the last chapter, I argued, following Buzan, that states have four
components including a physical base, an idea(s), and institutions, all
brought together and made meaningful in terms of sovereignty in a
structure of horizontal and vertical legitimacy (cf. Zartman 1988: 6-8).
A state must also have effective rule throughout a defined territory. If
rule does not extend beyond the capital city, the state is a fiction
although foreign governments may not choose to deal with it as such.
Other conceptions of the state have been seen throughout history.
While all contemporary states have some things in common such as
fixed territoriality, symbols, and membership in international organizations, their internal characteristics, and particularly the principles
underlying vertical and horizontal legitimacy, vary greatly. We must
not assume that characteristics that are different from those found
typically in Western states necessarily lead to weakness. Consider
some of the different types of political orders where the idea and
practices of the state differ fundamentally from Western conceptions,
but where the state functions reasonably well nevertheless and commands some vertical legitimacy, even if only of a passive sort.
In Africa there are some patrimonial states whose vertical legitimacy
is based less on popular validation through elections or government
performance than on personal loyalty. In the Middle East, there are
traditional imam-chief systems that have existed for centuries and that
command substantial loyalty (Oman), states created by colonialism
(Syria, Iraq, Jordan), "rentier" states sustained by oil wealth (Qatar,
United Arab Emirates), and virtual non-states (Libya). Except for the
capital, for example, Libya is ruled primarily by local bodies, tribal
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sheiks, and kinship structures. To Muammar Quadaffi, the Western
concept of the state is anathema; what counts is the Arab "nation."
Libya is a state in the Western sense only for external purposes;
otherwise, it is something entirely different (Lemarchand 1991: 147-8).
Rentier states are significantly different from their Western counterparts. A rentier state exists and commands some popular loyalty by
virtue of sitting on pools of oil. In Kuwait, oil income accounts for
more than 60 percent of government revenues. If one adds the income
from foreign investments made from oil revenues, then 94 percent of
Kuwait's government income comes from oil (Luciani 1990: 72). It
allocates rich sums to a population that is mostly migrant. In the
United Arab Emirates, 90 percent of the work force is foreign; in Qatar,
the figure is 85 percent; in Kuwait, 79 percent (before the 1990 invasion
by Iraq); in Bahrain, 59 percent; in Oman, 48 percent, and in Saudi
Arabia, almost one-half the country's work force comes from abroad
(Luciani and Salame 1990: 408). Many teachers, and even a high
percentage of the civil servants of rentier states, are foreigners (Sabagh
1990: 359, 386). This is a vastly different situation than that assumed in
contract theories of the state. It is difficult to speak of the governance of
a "community" in these states. There is little horizontal legitimacy
where high proportions of the population are comprised of temporary
foreign residents.
Rentier states have also been called "allocation states" (Luciani 1990)
because they distribute wealth but their workers do not typically
produce it. Only about 3 percent of these states' populations are
actually involved in the production of oil. Most of the rest are
construction workers and civil servants. Allocation is the secret of these
states' success - as long as oil is in international demand. These states
can literally purchase the loyalty of their mostly foreign populations by
providing lavish welfare, housing, education, and employment programs. Vertical and horizontal legitimacy are not based, as in many
Western countries, on patriotism, symbols, a collective history, sense of
community, or even a distinct religion; they are founded primarily on
the distribution of oil monies.
If there are significant differences between states in single regions
such as the Middle East, there are also differences between regions.
States in Central America, for example, are much older than those of
Africa and law plays a different role in state-society relations. The
successor states of the Soviet Union vary greatly in history, culture,
longevity, and government structure. We are not looking for elements
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of diversity, however. The question is "what makes states weak?''
What are the common properties of weak states, regardless of region,
history, social makeup, and culture?

Structural characteristics of weak states
Most weak states share characteristics that are structural. That is, they
are not dependent upon single decisions, or even on entire programs of
rulers and/or the political community. They are features and patterns
created and/or sustained by larger forces, including colonial legacies
and certain aspects of the world economic system.
One of the most critical characteristics is the low level or absence of
vertical legitimacy. Substantial segments of their population do not
accord the state or its rulers loyalty - for reasons enumerated below and the rulers, in the name of the state, have little authority in the
sense that their decisions, decrees, actions, and policies elicit habitual
compliance. Yet, many of them appear strong and authoritarian.
Authoritarianism is not to be confused with authority, however.
Weak states in fact display a paradox: they are at once strong in the
category of despotic power, but weak in infrastructural power (Mann
1986: 109-36). Joseph Mobutu's Zaire is a paradigmatic example.
According to Thomas Callaghy (1987: 99), "[i]t is both hard and soft,
authoritarian and lacking authority, extractive and strapped, coercive
and loose. It is a Leviathan, but a lame one." Coercive capacity is high,
as indicated by well-developed instruments of state surveillance and
internal security (Dawisha 1988: 284-9), but compliance with government decrees is low. The essential props of vertical legitimacy authority, reciprocity, trust, and accountability - are largely absent
(Hyden 1992: 23). This does not mean the absence of rule; it is, rather,
that rule is localized. A perennial contest exists between the "national"
authorities representing the state and local power centers which
command the effective loyalties of important segments of the population. In Migdal's (1988: 33) terms,
[t]he ineffectiveness of state leaders who have faced impenetrable
barriers to state predominance has stemmed from the nature of the
2

The literature uses a variety of terms to denote essentially the same phenomenon of
weakness. Other terms include "mashed potato state/' "soft state/' "gentle state,"
"absent state," and "imaginary state" (cf. Odhiambo 1991: 294). The preference for the
term weak state arises from the recognition that weakness is a variable rather than a
constant, as is implied in the terms above.
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societies they have confronted - for the resistance posed by chiefs,
landlords, bosses, rich peasants, clan leaders, za'im, effendis, aghas,
caciques, kulaks . . . through their various social organizations.
These local power centers regard the state more as a threat than as a
legitimate source of authority, direction, and services. In many weak
states, therefore, central rule is mostly theater. "Between the ambitions
of the elite and the survival stratagems of the masses, the state often
appears to survive essentially as a show, a political drama with an
audience more or less willing to suspend its disbelief' (O'Brien 1991:
145-6). The authorities of the state may appear to be discharging their
functions, but in reality rule is local, and the gift of legitimacy - belief
in the Tightness to rule - is withheld or offered only conditionally and
periodically by the masses. The authoritarianism of most weak states is
not to be confused with the capacity to govern effectively (Ottaway
1987: 174).
A second structural characteristic is the personalization of the state a feature common to European polities prior to the twentieth century
and even beyond. In the weak state, exactly who is it that enjoys or
fails to command loyalty? In Western thought - though not always in
practice, as Adolf Hitler demonstrated - the state is supposed to be the
vessel of authority, defined in territorial terms. Rulers come and go,
but the state has a permanence not accorded to mere mortals. In many
weak states, however, leaders seek to erase the distinction. They suffer
from the Louis XIV ("L'etat, c'est moi") complex, believing that they are
not mere governors but the very incarnation of the state and sometimes
even of the gods. Citizens confuse the distinction between state and
ruler, particularly when leaders portray themselves as saviours, emperors, "inspired ones/' and "teachers" (cf. Ajami 1992: 227). If citizens
have experienced only such figures, they know of no other source of
authority. Many observers call these "patrimonial states," meaning
that patron-client ties rather than legal-rational relationships form the
basis of the polity (cf. Ergas 1987: 5). When these ties are broken, as
they were in Somalia starting in 1988, the state literally collapses. The
patron is the state. Perhaps a better way to put it is that, in patrimonial
systems, the state disappears for all practical purposes, and is replaced
by personality politics for which state structures are but an object of
manipulation with no legitimate claims to a distinct existence or
purpose (Jackson and Rosberg 1982; Marenin 1987: 66). When rulers
act as if they are the state, they actually weaken it (Ottaway 1987: 173).
In the contemporary world, the state of course does not simply
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disappear upon the death or ousting of a supreme authority. States
survive, rulers change. But some states do collapse and are sustained
as legal entities primarily by international life-saving operations and
by the force of the tradition of statehood as the only appropriate form
of political organization. For a variety of reasons, annexation - East
Germany is a rare exception - is not an option (who would want to
annex Somalia or Liberia?); nor is international partition. The creation
of mini-states - the Abkhazias, Chechnyas, Somali Republics, and
Bougainvilles - are the only answer proposed yet, but this is not a
very attractive option to the international community either (see
chapter 9).
Finally, weak states lack horizontal legitimacy. There is no single
community whose members, metaphorically speaking, have signed a
social contract among themselves. Instead, there are numerous communities and categories that shape the nature of politics and authority
structures. Most of the recent literature on "ethnic conflict'' is therefore
far too narrow. Ethnicity is just one of many moving lines of cleavage
within post-colonial societies. Religion, class, caste, factions, language,
and territorial location are just as important as ethnicity. Social
cleavages, moreover, shift through time, and states deal with them in
different ways. To reduce everything to ethnicity is to miss a great
deal. In Islamic communities, for example, religious differences (sometimes linked to ethnicity, but not always so) are traditionally more
important than ethnicity. And those differences are dealt with in many
different ways. In many Arab states, for example, non-Muslim communities of monotheistic faith are tolerated and protected, while Shiite
communities are frequently persecuted (cf. Corm 1988: 18-22;
Rodinson 1989: 57). In India and elsewhere, religion, like nationalism,
is the glue that holds many communities together but weakens the
state when adherents demand exclusive access to political office and
economic resources.
Societies are constituted of many different types of communities.
They might include, within a single country, full nations, "peoples of
the frontier" (indigenous groups), communal contenders for state
power (Chinese in Malaysia, Pushtuns in Pakistan, Ibos in Nigeria),
militant sects (some Shiites in Lebanon and Catholics in Northern
Ireland), or ethnoclasses, such as Afro-Americans in the United States
and Roma throughout Eastern Europe (Gurr 1991). For research
purposes and in common parlance, such groups are commonly
referred to as "minorities." But we must remember that a "minority" is
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a social construction and not necessarily a self-perception. Bernard
Nietschmann (1987: 5-6) makes the point well:
A nation people within its own territory is not an ''ethnic group" or
"minority." Sikhs may be an ethnic group in London, but not in
Punjab (Khalistan); Samis may be a minority in Oslo or Stockholm,
but in Samiland they are a people. A people does not automatically
become a minority or an ethnic group because its nation is invaded.
The French, Poles, and Dutch did not become "minorities" during the
German invasion and occupation. States define nation peoples as
"ethnic groups" and "minorities" as a tactic to annex their identities
in order to incorporate their lands and resources.

It is also incorrect to assume that various nations, groups, or
categories are naturally hostile to each other. Hostility is a variable, not
a constant. It derives from a variety of sources, among which are
extended dominance of one group over another, exploitation, inequitable allocation or division of resources, and forced assimilation. Most
"ethnic wars" are not the result of primordial hatreds but rather of
state policies. Some states are weak precisely because they have (sometimes following colonial practice) established systems of social, economic, and political domination and injustice. Otherwise, people of
different identities can and have often coexisted peacefully for generations. Multiple loyalties and allegiances are also common in most
societies. One can be a local pastoralist, Kikuyu, Kenyan, and African
simultaneously (cf. Miles and Rochefort 1991). One cannot be,
however, a loyal citizen of Sudan if one is an African animist in a state
dominated by Muslims bent on applying the sharia to all non-Muslims
and expropriating the lands of African tribes.
The reality of most weak states is that they contain numerous
communities. The population of India has thirty-six major languages,
every existing religion in the world, and multitudes of ethnicities. The
Sudan which, unlike India, has not been able to create any sense of
horizontal legitimacy, contains 597 different tribes speaking 115 different languages, significant numbers of nomads who could not care
less about some fictional Sudanese "identity," and three major religious forms (Gurdon 1989: 67-71).
Horizontal legitimacy fails to develop or is destroyed when, as in
Sudan, various groups or communities clearly, systematically, and
over a period of time dominate, oppress, exploit (e.g., appropriate
resources), forcibly assimilate, or threaten the security of other groups
and communities. States of whatever format, if they lack vertical and
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horizontal legitimacy, and if their authority structures are primarily
patrimonial, will be weak. They may look like states to the outside
world because they enjoy international recognition, have defined
territories, flags, government offices, ambassadors, and armies. They
have two of Buzan's three state components. But they lack a single
"idea" of the state around which different constituent communities'
affections and loyalties can converge. Inside, they are largely hollow
shells in which governance is local, not national, and where communal
animosities or state-group relations threaten to erupt into civil wars,
communal bloodbaths, and wars of secession. The further question is:
what conditions erode legitimacy and authority, or prevent them from
developing? What are typical practices and institutions in patrimonial
polities, where the state and personalist rule become one and the
same?

Practices and policies that prevent or erode
legitimacy
In the implicit contract between individuals and the state, whereby the
citizen agrees to state extractions, the most fundamental service
purchased, as Hobbes emphasized, is security. The Leviathan must
provide law, order, and protection. In the contemporary setting of
many post-1945 states, that means that the authorities must protect
communities against each other, individuals from individuals, and
individuals against predatory actions of authorities. If the state cannot
provide security, or if the state itself becomes a major threat to the life
and welfare of individuals and the well-being of communities, it can
hardly exercise authority or expect loyalty in return. Populations faced
with these problems cannot and do not extend the "right to rule" to
such states (we will examine their options below).
Personal security is fundamental to the sustenance of any polity. In
weak states it remains problematic. In jurisdictions such as Zaire,
Sudan, Mozambique, Lebanon, Afghanistan, Angola, and Chad,
among others, protection remains a local matter because central institutions either do not exist or have collapsed (cf., Lemarchand 1987: 157).
Even worse, in some states the authorities themselves become threats
to the lives and security of citizens. Gurr (1991: 173) notes that violence
is particularly likely to be used by regimes headed by minorities in
highly stratified societies that have themselves gained and maintained
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power through violence, and that have organized secret police, revolutionary "militias/' or special military contingents charged with rooting
out all potential opposition. Governments can also inflame communal
or group tensions and promote violence between them. In order to
disrupt political opposition in 1993, for example, Joseph Mobutu
deliberately set communities in Shaba (Katanga) against each other,
though they had lived harmoniously for generations. The result was a
half-million refugees who fled the area (Lee 1994: 38-9).
The provision of essential services beyond security varies from
country to country. In industrial societies, governments that extract too
much compared to the services they offer in health, education, welfare,
and employment, for example, face tax revolts and burgeoning underground economies. In most post-1945 states (but not the post-Soviet
republics), the idea of state responsibility to provide welfare beyond
education, though prominent in the development literature, is not yet
widespread. In many such societies, welfare and employment remain
the responsibilities of families and local groups. We cannot therefore
argue that a central government which does not deliver Western-style
welfare benefits necessarily lacks legitimacy.
But the second, or economic dimension of vertical legitimacy, is
important. If the state extracts to the point where livelihood is no
longer possible, migration, resistance, rebellion, and secession attempts
become alternatives to payment. In societies characterized by extensive
poverty, virtually any government extraction imposes a severe threat.
Most African states have GNPs smaller than the endowment of
Harvard University (Young in 1991a: 21). Tax and price increases are a
constant reality in a general environment of economic decline. It is
perhaps not accidental that the erosion of state authority in Africa
correlates strongly with poor economic performance.
The balance between extraction and services is not the only economic
dimension of vertical legitimacy. Allocation has to reflect some standard of justice between groups and communities. In polities where
scarce resources are allocated to favor some groups at the expense of
others, both vertical and horizontal legitimacy decline. The breakup of
Pakistan in 1970-1 was not so much a matter of ethnic intolerance or
hatred - the major population groups were not intermixed or even
contiguous - as of rank discrimination by Urdu-speaking elites in the
capital in allocating resources and services to the Bengali population of
East Pakistan (cf. Nafziger and Richter 1976; Breuilly 1982: 225).
A third source of eroding or weak legitimacy is the lack of social
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consensus on the political "rules of the game/' Formal constitutions
mean little in many post-1945 states, including some former Soviet
republics. Some aspects of politics may conform to constitutional
requirements, but as noted, many of these aspects are theater and hide
the realities. Patrimonial systems may work quite well except that the
"outs'7 will not consider them legitimate. The persistence of localism in
politics fundamentally frustrates efforts to extend effective state jurisdiction over society. As Migdal (1988: 255) describes it:
[S]trongmen have been wedded to state resources and personnel to
maintain their local control and to gain new resources to enhance that
control. Yet, their most basic purposes have been antithetical to
modern norms of what a state should do. These norms have depicted
the state as a mechanism to create a single jurisdiction - a rule of law
in which the rules are the same from border to border; this is the
desideratum of the modern state. These strongmen have worked for
precisely the opposite effect. They have sought to maintain their own
rules and their own criteria for who gets what within much more
limited bounds; their rules have been parochial and discriminatory
rather than universal.
Paradoxically, some accoutrements of democratic "rules of the
game" may actually weaken the state and set the stage for secessionist
and other forms of armed struggle against the polity. In multicommunity states where category distinctions are culturally, economically,
and politically relevant or critical, elections and plebiscites may establish and perpetuate majority rule that permanently excludes minorities
from access to power and resources (cf. Welsh 1993; Ayoob 1995: 40-1).
This was the problem in the March 1962 plebiscite in Bosnia and has
been a factor in the politics of Sri Lanka, Myanmar, and many other
countries. It is one of the great difficulties of post-1945 states, given
their usual multicommunal social makeup, that democratic rules
originating in relatively homogeneous European and North American
societies in the eighteenth and nineteenth century can actually amplify
social tensions and, thereby, erode both horizontal and vertical legitimacy.
A fourth characteristic that prevents the development of, or erodes
both vertical and horizontal legitimacy, is where one individual,
family, group, or community "captures" the state and uses its
authority to exclude others from participation and access to resources.
In some states, elites attempt to build the political order around select
groups - including families - and define it in such a way as even to
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deny the existence of groups that may not share their world outlook
(cf. Ayoob 1995: 38). Exclusion is the daily practice of politics in
countries such as Sri Lanka, Myanmar, Thailand, Turkey, Israel,
Sudan, and many others. The military are no less exclusive; indeed
they are the norm of Third World politics, not the exception. The
average Third World state has spent more than one-half of its years of
independence since 1946 in the hands of the soldiers (Tilly 1990: 213),
and the soldiers who usually come to power in order to protect unity,
law, and order, often end up destroying the state apparatus and its
legitimacy in their search for means of staying in power (Bienen 1989:
24). Not infrequently, those means include the oppression of minorities
and all actual or potential sources of opposition.
The rulers of "captured" states exclude communities and groups
through a variety of policies, including subjection (e.g., apartheid,
Ethiopian policies in Eritrea), displacement (Uganda's expulsion of
Asians in the 1970s, Myanmar's expulsion of Indians in 1962 and
Muslims in 1994), forced assimilation (Sudan), formal or virtual disenfranchisement (Sri Lanka, Croatia, Bosnia, Estonia), and mass murder
(Uganda under Idi Amin, Equatorial Guinea under Macias Nguema)
(cf. Rothchild 1986).
The lot of the excluded destroys any possibility for both horizontal
and vertical legitimacy and loyalty to the state. All alternatives look
better. We might add that such state practices also compromise the
international legitimacy of the state. If taken to extremes, the perpetrators become pariahs and face a variety of external pressures that may
culminate in global economic sanctions and ultimate armed intervention.
Politics in weak states are also characterized by passion; at issue is
the idea and nature of the state itself, the nature of a political
community, relations between communities, and the purposes of
governance. These are the politics of "ultimate ends" (Hawthorn 1991),
not the politics of tinkering with priorities. There are many leaders,
movements, groups, and individual activists who reject the idea(s) and
institutions of the state in which they live (this may be the case in
strong states as well, although numerically such groups are relatively
small). They grant no legitimacy to their rulers - they reject their claims
of "right to rule" - and in the case of sectarians, they extend no
legitimacy to nor hold any sense of community with fellow citizens
who are not members of their group, community, or faith.
During the 1950s and 1960s, Arab nationalists spoke of the "Arab
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nation" and regarded the existing states, many of which were colonial
fictions, as Western imports that divided and thus weakened Arab
civilization. The aim of Arab nationalists, such as Muammar Quadaffi,
is to eliminate existing states and to integrate their populations into a
single Arab entity. Some Arab nationalists consider Western-style
states as "too small clothes for the Arabs to wear." They want to add.
Many secessionist groups, on the other hand, "find the same states too
large or completely unsuitable" (Salame 1990: 227; Harik 1990: 21).
They want to subtract. Either way, the purposes of these integrationist
and secessionist groups are fundamentally incompatible with the
continued existence of states as they developed or were created
originally.
Among many Muslim fundamentalists, Western-derived states are
also anathema. In Islamic thought, the relevant community on which
to base the state is the community of believers; territoriality is irrelevant to faith and only creates artificial divisions between believers.
According to Hasan al-Banna, the spiritual father of the Muslim
Brotherhood in Egypt,
Islam does not recognize geographical frontiers and does not take into
account racial differences. On the contrary, it considers all Muslims as
one umma and regards all Muslim countries as one watan, regardless
of distances and boundaries which separate them.
(quoted in Bensaid 1987: 171)
The idea of a civil society distinct from religion and the state is also
foreign to many Muslim thinkers. The purpose of the state is not, as
Westerners would have it, to provide welfare or to guarantee civil
liberties; it is to apply the law of God on earth (Mayall 1991: 52).
These ideas are not represented only in the essays of Muslim
theologians cum politicians. They are widely held in Arab societies. In
one recent survey, almost 80 percent of the respondents believed that
there is a single Arab "nation" that is artificially divided and ought to
be unified into a single state (Korany 1987: 54-5). The 1991 electoral
victory of Muslim fundamentalists in Algeria, as well as Khomeini's
revolution in Iran, demonstrate that alternatives to Western conceptions of the state command substantial following and loyalty.
These alternative conceptions of statehood are not confined to Arab
or Muslim societies. In India, Hindu religious nationalists (Hindutva)
seek to replace the present secular constitution with one based on the
premise of a single, dominant Hindu community. In the Punjab, Sikh
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activists insist on creating their own religious state. During the
February 1992 elections in the state, Sikh militants threatened anyone
who dared to cast a ballot. Many Sikhs do not accept the legitimacy of
the Indian secular state because it does not allow politicians to base
their appeal on religion and excludes representatives of religious
communities (Juergensmeyer 1993: 99). In Sri Lanka the extremist
Sinhalese Buddhist movement (JVP) struggled to overturn the secular
state - it is deemed a neo-colonial, Western import - and to replace it
with a reincarnation of the ancient Buddhist kingdoms of Ceylon. Of
course there would be no political role for Tamils in such a theocracy.
These kinds of challenges to Western state concepts are fundamental.
The politics in which aspirations are expressed are passionate because
they speak of ends, purposes, and symbols. Religious and nationalist
movements of these kinds set up zero-sum situations with the spokespersons of incumbent states and with the non-believers of the community. There is scant room for compromise. To negotiate changes or to
participate in elections implies legitimacy for the state, its institutional
expression, and its legitimating principles, as well as accepting coexistence with other communities. Violence, in contrast, has a holy writ
and a spiritual end. "By elevating a temporal struggle to the level of
the cosmic, [activists] can bypass the usual moral restrictions on
killing. If their struggle is part of an enormous battle of the spirit, then
it is not ordinary morality but the rules of war that apply" (Juergensmeyer 1993: 167). Those who do not accept the legitimacy of the
present state want to do more than just capture it. They want to use it
to create a state on entirely new principles of vertical and horizontal
legitimacy, usually on foundations that seek to establish an exclusive
community. Such aspirations are fundamentally non-negotiable with
representatives of incumbent states, meaning that violence and war are
the usual means of pursuing objectives and defending the existing
state (cf. Rothchild 1991: 201-3).
Another source of eroding vertical legitimacy is the prevalence of
massive corruption. Some new states have been labelled "kleptocracies" (Jackson 1990), an appropriate monicker for systematic looting,
predation, and confiscation by the state. State offices are not occupied
in order to advance some concept of the public good, but rather to
bring personal wealth, status, and acclaim to their holders, who then
dispense rewards to their followers and supporters, including, first of
all, family members. It is not unusual to see every family member on
the official payroll - not that the incumbents are necessarily working to
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earn their pay. The Ceaucescu clan in Romania set a pattern that has
been widely followed elsewhere, including in Iraq, Syria (where in the
1960s Salah Jalid, the real power in the country, had every person in
his family over eighteen years of age on the public payroll [Ajami 1992:
53]), Haiti, and in many African countries. The distinction between
public service and trust, and private gain does not exist in a kleptocracy.
The dimensions of personal enrichment and public theft in kleptocracies are truly monumental. Ergas (1987: 299, 320) estimates that the
Mobutu mafia between the late 1960s and the mid-1980s smuggled out
of the country between eight and nine billion dollars. The total amount
of stolen money that African elites have parked in foreign banks "may
conceivably be close to the total debt burden in the sub-continent/' that
is, about $150 billion. Ferdinand Marcos's pile of gold stashed in Swiss
warehouses may have reached $12 billion, a sum double the amount
held in the Bank of England at the time. The hoard was amassed
through theft, bribery, kickbacks, misuse of foreign aid, and misappropriation of gold hoarded by the Japanese army during World War II.
Government personnel of states that sit on great pools of resources find
the temptation of skimming unearned profits and "fees" too great to
resist. Most kleptocrats, however, amass their personal wealth by
extracting surplus from the peasantry (Ergas 1987: 12-13). Since the
perception of justice is an important prop of legitimacy, it is not hard to
understand why millions of common people in new states withhold
their loyalties.
Extortion becomes a way of life in kleptocracies; it is not a disease
confined to the powerful. In some countries, lower-level military
echelons set up rackets to dispossess citizens of their money. Political
parties accept "contributions" from the non-faithful in order to sustain
themselves and to gain access to a variety of gravy trains. Ryszard
Kapuscinski narrates the following tale that highlights the nature of
money and politics in Zaire, a story that is common to kleptocracies.
There were three of them. They always walked together, as three, and
drove around together, as three, in a big, dusty Chevrolet. The car
stopped in front of the hotel, the doors slammed, and we could hear
three pairs of feet coming up the stairs. They knocked, entered our
room and sat down in the armchairs. If three people go around
together in Poland, you don't think anything of it. But in the Congo
[Zaire], three people can be a party.
Our first conversation. They introduced themselves: ''Socialists
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from Kasai." Nice to meet you. After a few pleasantries one of them
came right out with it: "We need money." What for? asked my Czech
friend. "We want socialism to triumph in Kasai. And for that, we
must buy off the leaders of our province."
They were young, and you must make allowances for youth. So
[my friend] said that socialism does not triumph by means of money.
He added something about the masses . . .
The socialists sat there, downcast. For them, the masses were not so
important. Had we ever seen the millions marching here? The millions
are passive, directionless, diffuse. All the action takes place among the
leaders. Five hundred names, maximum. And it's exactly those names
that you have to buy. Once youVe bought a few, you can go ahead
and set up a government, and the ones who put up the money
determine the kind of government it will be. That's how the governments of Chombego, Kalonji and Bolikango were started. There are
many possibilities, many untapped reserves. I quickly calculated that
I had 1,000 dollars left. I wondered if I could buy myself a republic.

Theft and extortion are practiced systematically by the bureaucracy
as well. Indeed, in many weak states, the bureaucracy is at best a vast
publicly funded employment scheme, and at worst a highly organized
system of graft that makes life a misery for the citizen (Corm 1988:
241). Once established, it successfully resists all efforts at reform
emanating from the society.
Colonial bureaucracies were by today's standards minuscule. After
independence, as the state claimed that it would lead the way to
"development," bureaucracies expanded rapidly and became the
personal fiefs of their leaders. In Congo (Brazzaville), for example, the
number of public employees multiplied by nine between 1960 and
1972. By 1971, salaries of the government's agricultural service exceeded the total cash income of the country's 600,000 peasants (Young
1985: 85). There are typically huge gaps between public and private
pay and incomes. In one African country in the 1960s, supervisors in
the public service were paid thirty-three times as much as daily-paid
and semi-skilled workers. This compares with a ten to one ratio in the
United States and a five to one ratio in the Soviet Union (Nafziger and
Richter 1976: 99).
In most bureaucracies, there are many more people than there are
jobs; it is simply one way the state co-opts potential followers. People
are hired without any idea of what it is that they should do (Dawisha
1988: 278). Most thus spend large portions of their time on the public
payroll actually doing private business, much of which is petty corrup115
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tion. A "public service" that is deracinated from the society, predatory,
inefficient, and corrupt cannot fulfill the fundamental contract of
providing service for extraction. For the average citizen, the state is
personified through the bureaucracy with whom he or she deals,
sometimes on a daily basis. The options are either to get into the
system, to resist it, or to withdraw. Otwin Marenin (1987: 67) writes:
The modal state squats on its people like a bloated toad . . . captured
by and used for private interests, unwilling and unable to serve any
conception of the public good. It is linked to its social formation by
exchange relations, a "what's in it for me or my group" political
rationality, and cannot depend on legitimacy for compliance . . . or
the willingness of powerful groups to forgo their immediate interests
for long-range goals.

The state-strength dilemma
Weak states face a fundamental difficulty that is rarely resolved
satisfactorily. While giving the appearance of authoritarian power, the
reach of the state is seriously limited by local centers of resistance, by
bureaucratic inertia and corruption, and by social fragmentation along
religious, ethnic, tribal, factional, and cultural lines. The state must be
strong to build more unity within the society, to help construct national
identities, and to provide services which can offset high extractions.
Yet, the state does not have the resources to accomplish these tasks. To
obtain them it resorts to predatory and unlawful practices, which only
exacerbate social tensions and erode loyalties. Vast bureaucracies are
built to co-opt citizens, but extractions - usually from the peasantry or
unfavored communal groups - have to increase in order to pay the
civil servants. When intergroup animosities (sometimes created by
ruling elites themselves) are high but the state is weak in terms of
legitimacy, countries become mired in civil strife (cf. Enloe 1981: 92,
223). The state is weak not only in terms of legitimacy. It is also
institutionally weak, thus precluding change and reform. The weak
state, according to Marina Ottaway (1987:173):
has a high degree of autonomy from society, but . . . it is also very
seriously weakened by its internal divisions. Decision-making is most
often in the hands of a few, not of institutions. Administration is in
the hands of an inefficient apparatus that the leaders do not always
control . . . [I]t is a state that has autonomy (probably too much
autonomy), but very little sovereignty.
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The weak state is caught in a vicious circle. It does not have the
resources to create legitimacy by providing security and other services.
In its attempt to find strength, it adopts predatory and kleptocratic
practices or plays upon and exacerbates social tensions between the
myriads of communities that make up the society. Everything it does
to become a strong state actually perpetuates its weakness. It is a
system that defies even well-intentioned and honest leaders. Kapuscinski (1990: 106) noted the dilemma on the basis of his years of
traveling and living in such states:
The essence of the drama lies in the terrible material resistance that
each [leader] encounters on taking his first, second and third steps up
the summit of power. Each one wants to do something good and
begins to do it and then sees, after a month, after a year, after three
years, that it just isn't happening, that it is slipping away, that it is
bogged down in the sand. Everything is in the way: the centuries of
backwardness, the primitive economy, the illiteracy, the religious
fanaticism, the tribal blindness, the chronic hunger, the colonial past
with its practice of debasing and dulling the conquered, the blackmail
by the imperialists, the greed of the corrupt, the unemployment, the
red ink. Progress comes with great difficulty along such a road. The
politician begins to push too hard. He looks for a way out through
dictatorship. The dictatorship then fathers an opposition. The opposition organizes a coup. And the cycle begins anew.

We can call this situation the state-strength dilemma. States seek to
gain the strength that would give their external sovereignty domestic
content. Attempts to increase state strength generate resistance that
weakens the state. In attempts to overcome resistance, governments
rely on coercive measures against local power centers of various types,
as well as against communal /religious /ethnic groups. "Captured"
governments fare poorly in these circumstances because their claims to
legitimacy become hollow. Their "right to rule" is undermined by their
actions, which are frequently discriminatory, short-range, and selfserving. The exclusion of important groups by denial of access to
power or to resources helps destroy horizontal legitimacy and exacerbates social tensions.
Given these resistances and problems, it is not difficult to predict that
the world will continue to be populated by many weak states for years
to come. The conundrums, catch-22 situations, and vicious circles of the
state-strength dilemma are overwhelming. Given these conditions,
what do ordinary people do in weak states? What are their options?
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Individual responses to the state-strength
dilemma
Four responses are common: endurance, exit, voice, and rebellion. In
the first instance, individuals and groups may practice "quietism," that
is, ignore the coercive and predatory practices of the state and focus
life around the predominant social unit, usually the family. Quietistic
acceptance has been a common response in Arab countries. Protest and
opposition are limited to a few, while ordinary citizens ignore laws
and regulations since government officials are notoriously unwilling or
unable to ensure their application (Butterworth 1987: 110; Ajami 1992:
40). In some Arab countries, minority religious communities, such as
the Shiites in Bahrain, have no possibility to participate in local politics
but otherwise are not constrained in their commercial activities (Ajami
1992: 237). It is reasonably common in some weak states for the
government to "buy off" potential political opposition by providing
generous welfare and economic opportunities. In rentier states, oil
wealth eliminates extraction through taxes: the state gives but does not
take (Beblawi 1990: 89-91). The individual joins in an implicit Mephistophelian bargain: wealth and security for quiet.
Exit takes two predominant forms: migration abroad or joining the
underground economy. Both are practiced on an immense scale. It is
not possible to estimate what percentage of the exit-choosers migrate
for economic opportunities as opposed to fear for personal and family
security. Claims for refugee status number in the millions annually; a
significant proportion comes from political refugees. More extensive is
active participation in the black economy, a form of resistance that
clearly weakens the state and amplifies its strength dilemma. Extralegal economic activity is widespread in all types of states but reaches
proportions that seriously undermine some states' capacity to provide
services. In Zaire, Ghana, Uganda, Tanzania, Guinea and several other
countries during the 1980s, between one-third and two-thirds of all
economic activity was estimated to be underground (Ergas 1987: 298).
In contemporary Russia, racketeering and widespread corruption have
become common while the quality of services in health and old age
security has deteriorated seriously since the late 1980s.
A third strategy - voice - is to express resistance. In many states this
is the most dangerous option. Government-sponsored death squads or
special army units, as in El Salvador or Guatemala, eliminate opposition leaders and a good proportion of their sympathizers. In other
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weak states, opposition commonly leads to torture, prolonged detention, and reprisals against family members.
Finally, and more commonly, resistance becomes violent. It can take
several forms, including conspiracy, attempted coups (attempts to
capture power), rebellion, intercommunal war, and the ultimate challenge to state legitimacy and the right to rule, armed secession (cf. Gurr
1991b; Mason 1990: 45). There are numerous explanations for armed
violence, including cost-benefit analysis, theories of justice, the "demonstration effect'' of rebellions elsewhere, availability of external
support, and leadership. What crosses all secessionist and rebellion
movements, however, is the underlying idea that violence is empowering (Juergensmeyer 1993: 169). As Mao Tse-tung, the leaders of the
secessionist movement in Eritrea, and analysts such as Franz Fanon
and many others have observed, violence is a major means of mobilizing those who have traditionally remained passive in confronting
predatory practices by states and/or hostile communities. Violence is
not just a means to an end of achieving power; it transforms man
(generic) from a passive object into an active subject of political
participation.

Failed states
Some states cannot resolve the state-strength dilemma. Over a period
of time, they become increasingly weaker as the sources of vertical and
horizontal legitimacy erode. Increased oppression to keep the whole
mess together only generates increased resistance. Leaders become
isolated and inhabit make-believe worlds concocted by their cronies
and dwindling sycophants. Government institutions no longer function
except perhaps in the capital city. The tasks of governance, to the
extent that they are performed at all, devolve to warlords, clan chiefs,
religious figures, and other locally based individuals or organizations
who are well armed. The state retains the fig leaf of sovereignty for
external purposes, but domestic life is organized around local politics.
The national army, the crown jewel of sovereignty, disintegrates into
local racketeering, or hires itself out to local rulers. It cannot protect the
state, for no one has the authority to command it. Blatant violations of
Lebanese sovereignty by Israeli armed forces to hunt down PLO
leaders went without any military response from the national army.
Even during the Christmas and New Year celebrations of 1968, when
Israeli units overran Beirut airport and destroyed the entire Lebanese
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commercial aviation fleet, Lebanese security forces stationed at or
within several hundred meters of the airport stayed in their barracks
(Corm 1988: 158). The authority of a state cannot survive in such
circumstances.
Lebanon collapsed from its "minority complex" (Corm 1988: 154-5)
of Maronites, Druze, Shiites, Palestinians, Sunnis, Syrians and Israelis,
and from the opportunities weakness provided for numerous ideological and sectarian groups. Lebanon became, in effect, an international
dumping ground for revolutionaries from all over the Middle East
who were no longer tolerated in their home countries (Ben-Dor 1983:
233). The Lebanese government had no way to keep them out or to
control them once they were in. Lebanon became characterized by
numerous "states" within the state, as well as by sustained external
intervention. It no longer had the main attributes of sovereignty. We
do not need to narrate the tale further except to point out that Lebanon
was always somewhat of an illusion, a state created by the French in
the Western mode, but which was in fact a complicated network of
local rulers who held a virtual veto over every move of the central
authorities. The fragile balance between local and communal groups,
which expected and received "national" positions in terms of a
hierarchy of entitlements and then turned these into patron-client
relations, evaporated under demographic changes within the country
and trends and pressures emanating from the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Lebanon remained a state in the legal sense, although many foreign
governments withdrew their diplomatic missions from Beirut. The
country may be resurrected as a result of Arab-Israeli peace agreements and various international efforts, but in terms of the realities on
the ground, Lebanon ceased to exist as a sovereign state - using the
traditional criteria - for almost two decades after 1975. Most failed
states do not disappear physically, but they are largely hollow shells in
which the requirements of sovereignty cannot be met. Legal personality and political fact are divorced.
Somalia's collapse had a somewhat different etiology but, as in
Lebanon, the state became largely an illusion. Somalia, one of Africa's
few countries with purported ethnic, religious, and cultural homogeneity, collapsed amid Siad Barre's attempt to create a state on the
Western model. Although Barre can take credit for instituting legal
reforms for women, increasing literacy, and uplifting the status of
pariah clans, his attempts to eliminate clan-based politics failed. Clan
and lineage systems, not an ethnic "people," are the basis of politics in
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Somalia. Barre relied increasingly on coercion and, finally, on massive
violence against clans, their lands, and their animals, to fulfill his
dream of creating a modern, Western-type socialist state. Persuasion,
coercion, and violence failed, and ultimately Barre himself began to
rely on clans and the military to sustain his rule. The civil war which
began in 1988 spawned systems of local rule run by gangs of armed
clan members. Somalia, even though a single nation, collapsed into
anarchy (cf. Lewis 1989; Adam 1995). It remains a nation without a
state despite international efforts to resuscitate it.
The roster of recent failed states includes Yugoslavia, Lebanon,
Somalia, Chad, Uganda (temporarily), Liberia, Mozambique, Afghanistan, Kampuchea (restored in 1994), and, arguably, Rwanda. Candidates for future collapse include Zaire, Algeria, Burundi, Iraq, and
even Russia.3
Finally, some states may simply disappear - a rare occurrence in the
modern states system. What will happen when oil reserves run out in
the Middle East, or when fossil fuels are rendered valueless by the
invention of new energy sources? Will the rulers and populations stay?
Not likely. Workers, most of whom migrated to the rentier states, will
either go home or locate opportunities elsewhere. Ruling elites will
retire to their second, fourth, or tenth homes abroad. The "homeland"
is more likely to be Switzerland, London, California, or Texas than a
wasted land (cf. Luciani 1990: 83; Ajami 1992: 210). Nauru's phosphate
deposits will someday have been dug up and the island's population
of 7,000 souls will no longer have any land to stand on. Nauru
promises to be the first state in modern times to become physically
extinct. In the meanwhile, it stands as one of the post-1945 strong
states; it has succeeded where many weak states have failed.
Otwin Marenin (1987: 68-9) has used the metaphor of the sinking
ship to describe the situation of weak and failing states. It summarizes
3

One American State Department official asserted in an interview in 1994 that "we are
watching the death of a state." The "private" state in Russia is expanding rapidly. One
observer estimates that 40 percent of private businesses and 60 percent of state-owned
companies have been corrupted by organized crime. The Russian mafia may own onehalf the country's commercial banks and up to 80 percent of the hotels, warehouses,
depots, and service industries in Moscow. Corruption in the Russian armed forces is
similarly widespread (Hersch 1994: 72, 66). More recently, Marshall Goldman of the
Harvard Research Center on Russia, estimates that from 70 to 80 percent of all the
Russian private sector, including banking, is under the control of the Mafia. Most of
the profits leave the country to be invested abroad (Marti 1995: 3).
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aptly the state-strength dilemma and helps explain why wars of the
future will be predominantly within rather than between states:
[A] ship which is sinking [is] kept alive and floating by the acts of
some crew, passengers and passing ships . . . [other] members of the
crew and passengers are busily tearing the ship apart for material for
another ship. Passengers on other ships observe, shout advice, may
throw life-lines or may assist some groups against others. Conflicts
. . . are not only about the ship's course or the distribution of benefits
and authority within an ongoing enterprise, but include most fundamentally the ship itself - whether it ought to be kept afloat and how it
ought to be rebuilt or destroyed even as conflicts over allocations
rage. There is, then, no state in transit but there is a transition of the
state - its form, functions, and apparatus - over time.

Marenin makes it clear that some states may survive while others
will founder and sink. It is not the weather on the sea - foreign
predation or aggression - that is the cause of disaster, but the
destructive actions of a country's rulers and population. Foreign
agents, however, are more than mute onlookers. They provide advice
and material aid. They are actors in the contest for the state. And that
contest frequently spills over into other jurisdictions. The state-strength
dilemma leads to war within states; but sometimes it results in war
between states as well. And, at a minimum, weak and failing states
demand some sort of international response. The killing involved in
"wars of a third kind'' is not a matter of indifference to the onlookers.
Genocide, wars of secession, communal war, and various forms of
violent rebellion begin as national events but they are soon transformed into international problems. We move next to the international
sources and consequences of weak and failed states.
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According to popular expectations in 1989, once the decolonization
process and the Cold War were over, peace should reign. The two
main problems of the post-World War II era had been resolved:
colonial peoples were free, and so were the subjects of communist rule.
This was to be the dawn of a "new world order."
Declarations of such an order following the American-sponsored
coalition victory over Iraq in 1991 were soon met with skepticism and
occasionally with sarcasms such as "the new world disorder." There
seemed to be a yawning gap between the hopes of the early post-Cold
War era and the realities of continued carnage after 1991. The
dilemmas of weak and failed states continued to spawn shocking
statistics of lives lost and long lines of refugees fleeing to safe havens.
Students of the Cold War, most of whom had been bedazzled by the
intricacies of deterrence theory, deployment doctrines, and the introduction of new technologies capable of incinerating millions, discovered that wars of the third kind were ubiquitous in certain areas of the
world and that the intellectual tools of Cold War era strategic studies
were not particularly relevant to understanding them.
Decolonization and the collapse of communism solved only two
problems - foreign and/or one-party rule. But gaining freedom is not
the same as building viable states based on tolerant communities.
The war in ex-Yugoslavia brought to academic consciousness the
factor of ethnicity in international relations. The most common understanding was that the Cold War had kept a lid on primordial ethnic
hostilities, and that with its passing, old animosities were re-emerging.
The problem, of course, is much more fundamental. Ethnic identities,
experts agree, are malleable and variable. Hatreds did not just go
underground for fifty years and suddenly re-emerge with the dissolu123
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tion of the Yugoslav federation. Consider the number of interethnic
marriages in the former Yugoslavia which, in some republics, reached
almost 25 percent of the total. Politically repressed hatreds are not
consistent with such figures. Ethnicity, moreover, is hardly the only
problem. Societies are made up of numerous groups based on different
types of affinity. Some are ethnic, some are religious, and some are
little more than temporary political factions and gangs that stand to
lose or gain power depending upon their relationship with central
authorities. Many of these groups, in fact, coalesce to become politically significant exactly when central state authority begins to collapse.
The function of social protection, no longer provided by central
authority, necessarily devolves to local groups (Lemarchand 1987:
156-7) of many kinds. In some cases, as in Somalia, the groups or
factions at war with each other may be little more than gangs (Hassner
1993: 128). Some may institutionalize into factions and even political
parties. Others will wither away.
Ted Robert Gurr's exhaustive research project on "groups at risk"
also makes the point that the "new world disorder" is not just a matter
of ethnicity. While communal groups are among the most often "at
risk" from central government repression, or from other communal
groups, there are also religious groups, militant sects, "peoples of the
frontier," and others whose primary bonds of affinity are not necessarily ethnic or language. Most of them, however, are minorities, but we
must not forget that sometimes numerical minorities also repress
numerical majorities (e.g., the Tutsi in Rwanda in the 1950s).
Whatever the definitions of groups at risk, the problem from the
point of view of future wars of the third kind is that these groups,
factions, communities, and ethnies are spread extensively (as of 1990)
through areas populated primarily by weak states, that is, in Africa (32
percent), the Middle East (13 percent), Asia (19 percent), Latin America
(12 percent), and the former Soviet Union and communist bloc
countries (14 percent) (Gurr and Harff 1994).
These groups do not exist in political vacuums. Their hatreds and
affinities are not primordial, but arise in certain political, social, and
economic contexts. Many have coexisted for generations without
major difficulties, only to find that in new political circumstances they
and their interests become threatened. The threats arise from other
groups and from the state, and not infrequently from both. Political
aspirants using nationalist slogans and exploiting some grievances
may also pursue agendas that are more personally ambitious.
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"Peoples" are not always victims first, reacting only to the predation
of others. A collapse of central authority may unleash all sorts of
possibilities.
"Peoples," moreover, have kith and kin located nearby, which
means that when fighting for their existence, resources, or access to
political goods, they can turn to external locales for support and
possible havens for a more accommodating political future. In fact,
almost 65 percent of the groups identified in the Gurr-Harff (1994)
study have kindred groups in adjacent countries.
Irredenta derives from the poor fit between state boundaries and
population distributions. The doctrine of uti possidetis, accepted as the
basis of most post-colonial frontiers, is not always regarded as the best
or preferred way to delimit political territories. Africa, for example, is
full of irredenta problems that have strained relations between
Dahomey and Niger, Mali and Burkina Fasso, Ghana and Togo, Libya
and Chad, and many others neighboring countries (Zartman 1989: 15).
The possibility of subtracting from one state and adding to another
(Horowitz 1991: 10) in order to meet the aspirations of various groups
remains a distinct possibility throughout the Third World and in some
former socialist countries. This will usually be done through armed
force rather than peaceful negotiations, although the alternative of
secession - the creation of new states - is even more attractive.1
The imperatives of state-making on the one hand, and security and
cultural, political, and economic autonomy of groups on the other, are
often incompatible. In European history, the long process of state
consolidation took place with frequent recourse to violence and the
eventual assimilation - forced or otherwise - of a variety of peoples.
Mohammed Ayoob (1995), among others, is convinced that similar
processes are at work among the weak states of the contemporary
world. The great state-making project which is, after all, an enterprise
launched and supported by European civilization, requires the
"taming" of groups, sometimes entailing their forced assimilation into
1

Horowitz (1991:10-17) lists a number of reasons why irredenta is not a popular choice
compared to secession. Among them is the consideration that separating from one
state to join another may actually worsen the group's fortunes. From the leadership
point of view, those who organize the separatist movement know that once they
become part of the "home" country, their status, perquisites, and political fortunes
may actually decline. It will be interesting to see whether an independent Bosnian Serb
state, if it comes to pass, will ultimately seek union with Serbia; or, as among most of
the separatist leaders in the Kashmir, whether it will be satisfied to become yet another
independent - and weak - state.

125

/
4787 9C
BD,
8C D 9 D8 4 4 45 8 4

BD,

64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 .4 5C 7:8 3
64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 8C D

8CD 04
BD, 7
C:

1

. 2

4

,

,

D 5 86

8 .4 5C 7:8 . C8

The state, war, and the state of war

a majority society, and also the frequent expropriation and exploitation
of their historic lands. Sometimes governments promote or physically
shift population groups amidst restless minorities as a means of
diluting their strength. Stalin practiced this as state policy; it has
occurred through less draconian means in places like India, where
Nagaland became inundated with refugees from Bangladesh. For
many political leaders and academic analysts, these are necessary if
unsavory steps toward the creation of strong states (see chapter 9 for
further discussion). For the groups involved, however, armed resistance and secession may be the only or most attractive response
available (cf. Nietschmann 1987).
The enduring contest between the forces of state unification and
group-sponsored fragmentation transcends both the beginning and the
end of the Cold War. Whatever the new collaboration between the
great powers after 1989, nothing they have done or can do puts an end
to the paradoxes of state-making and community survival. Ethnic and
other forms of group conflict are just a manifestation of a more
fundamental process. Wars of the third kind will therefore persist for
some time, characterizations of a new world order notwithstanding.
Some states, as suggested, are on the trajectory of increased strength.
Others are moving toward the "failed state7' end of the strengthweakness continuum. Aside from the clear failures such as Somalia
and Liberia, major communal and other conflicts blight Angola,
Burundi, Chad, Djibouti, Ghana, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Sierra Leone,
Sudan, and Zaire, among others. The cycle of violence, repression,
autocracy, and breakdown is already turning in many places in Africa
(Lee 1994: 38) and among some former Soviet republics. Even the
Russian federation may be moving into greater weakness. The statestrength dilemma there is likely to generate more wars of the Chechnya
variety.

Patterns of external involvement in wars of the
third kind
Numerous studies of intervention demonstrate authoritatively that
domestic conflicts in weak states seldom remain isolated. Neighboring
countries become involved with a regularity that borders on inevitability (Heraclides 1990: 376). The instabilities emerging from weakness
tend to be exported throughout entire regions (Buzan 1991: 106, 154).
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Great powers have intervened to protect client - particularly former
colonial - regimes against secessionists. They have also intervened for
competitive Cold War reasons and to protect access to economic
resources and their nationals residing abroad. Other weak states have
intervened militarily in their neighbors' affairs with even greater
regularity, suggesting that weak state vulnerabilities offer all sorts of
opportunities for meddling short of massive armed invasions. In
Africa, for example, Nigerian troops went to Tanzania in 1964 in order
to help quell a military mutiny. Guinea several times sent troops to
Liberia and Sierra Leone. Libya helped Idi Amin in Uganda and
organized a major armed foray into Chad. Senegalese troops have
helped save the regime in Gambia, Tanzanian troops "liberated"
Uganda from the depredations of Idi Amin (cf. Foltz 1991: 359), and
Uganda played a major role in organizing and supplying the Rwanda
Patriotic Front's invasion of its own country in 1994. Regimes facing
strong domestic opposition often appeal to outsiders to provide them
with military and other forms of support. The frequency of such
appeals shows the extent to which alignments and external intervention
are generated less by old-fashioned concerns for security of the state as in traditional European alliances - than by concerns over internal
threats. Leaders are not worried about losing their states, as realist
theory suggests, but about losing their offices (cf. David 1991: 243).
Aside from the frequency of these interventions, the other interesting fact is the extent to which many are based primarily on reasons
of affinity and sentiment rather than on power or more hard-headed
cost-benefit analyses. Various diplomatic demarches and economic
pressures by Muslim states and the Organization of Islamic States
Conference on behalf of the Moro insurrection in the Philippines
(Gopinath 1991), for example, had almost nothing to do with power
politics as that term is usually used, and everything to do with
religious sympathies. Heraclides' study (1990: 370-2) of seven armed
secession movements makes the same point: instrumental (e.g., power,
strategic) motives for intervention are less conspicuous than affective
(sentiment) motives.
Whether to support incumbent governments or secessionist groups,
or to try to contain the violence and massive abuses of human rights
that attend wars of the third kind, intervention of one kind or another
has become the norm. Sometimes it is only moral support through
diplomatic statements and speeches at international organizations. It
may involve humanitarian assistance. But more often, particularly
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among neighbors, support includes logistics, sanctuary, military
training, transport, arms and supplies, advisors in the field, and crossborder raids (Gurr 1993: 4-5).
The frequency of interventions raises the question whether it is
regional and systemic actions and forces that cause these wars, or
whether their etiology is essentially internal. If we are looking at the
origins of wars of the third kind, in other words, is it appropriate to
locate the diagnosis exclusively at the level of the state and the statemaking process, as suggested in the previous chapter? Or can a case be
made that these wars are part of more fundamental regional and
systemic processes?

Local, regional, and systemic sources of wars of
the third kind: political-security approaches
The matter is complex and subject to substantial debate. As might be
expected, scholars of diverse backgrounds and intellectual frameworks
provide different answers to the question. Mohammed Ayoob (1991:
263) formulates the problem primarily within the weak (vulnerable is
his term) state, although in his most recent book (1995) he places more
emphasis on the interconnectedness of the state, regional, and systemic
sources of war. Neil Macfarlane (1991: 135) finds it difficult to identify
"any regional conflict that began as a result of superpower policy. The
origins of conflict [in the Third World] lie predominantly in the local
environment." For these analysts, as well as in the discussion above in
chapters 2 and 6, the genesis of these wars is primarily domestic. I have
termed the fundamental problem the state-strength dilemma: the
attempt to create strong states creates the resistance that will further
weaken them. For weak states, their fundamental problem is not
external predation but internal challenge and possible collapse. Aside
from the evidence supplied in the previous chapter, we can cite some
of the regional organizations that are modeled ostensibly on traditional
alliances designed to cope with groups of states' external security
dilemmas. Both ASEAN and the Gulf Cooperation Council, for
example, were designed primarily to contain domestic threats to their
members' security (Guazzone 1988; Tow 1990: 129; Acharya 1991).
Ayoob (1995: 62) summarizes it well:
Regionalism, or, rather, subregionalism, has come full circle in the
case of both ASEAN and GCC, providing evidence for the thesis that
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successful regional cooperation is based primarily on the convergence
of regime interests relating to internal security, especially the shared
perceptions of internally generated threats to the security of states
and the stability of regimes.
Further evidence of the predominantly internal generation of armed
conflicts is supplied by analyzing the location and missions of military
forces in many weak states. One finds that they are deployed primarily
to deal with local insurrections and to protect the government of the
day. External enemies and threats exist for many, but if statistics were
available, it would not be surprising to find that more money is spent
to protect the state /regime from its internal enemies than from its
external threats. To cite just one example, the Indonesia army is
concentrated on the politically crucial island of Java, especially near
Jakarta, as well as in provinces experiencing rebellion. Of the army's
102 battalions, 67 are engaged in "territorial duties/' meaning that they
are dispersed among a large number of provincial capitals and small
towns where their prime function is to ensure that political challenges
to the regime do not organize and develop (Peace Research Centre
1993: 14-15). Similar inferences about the essentially domestic function
of armed forces are drawn from the high proportion of expenditures
on manpower and operations rather than on materiel (Ayoob 1991:
278). Labor-intensive organization and deployment are more typical in
domestic security apparatuses than in armed forces geared to deter or
defend against an external enemy.
Ayoob's most recent position underlines the importance of regional
and systemic sources of wars of the third kind, but still emphasizes the
domestic origins of most wars. The Third World's security problematic,
he suggests (1995:189),
can be described as a multilayered cake in which the flavors have
mingled . . . The three main layers of this cake are the domestic,
regional, and global dimensions of security. Although these three
dimensions . . . have influenced each other, the primary dimension the layer that flavors the entire cake - is the domestic one. The internal
vulnerabilities of Third World states are primarily responsible for the
high level of conflict in many parts of the Third World.
Other analysts argue that the domestic, regional, and international
sources of wars of the third kind are essentially inseparable or at least
organically connected (Obasanjo 1991: xvi; Foltz 1990: 66; Buzan 1991:
157). A comprehensive analysis must therefore acknowledge the
complex interweaving of domestic and external factors. How, exactly,
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this is to be done is not clear, however. Deep structural forces, such as
the legacies of imperialism and colonialism, are obvious candidates
but, to repeat, they cannot account for the vastly differing trajectories
of state strength and weakness that exist today in the Third World and
among the post-communist states. States that were not formally
colonized, moreover, have not escaped the problem of weakness. The
nineteenth-century conquests of Emperor Melenik established the
Ethiopian empire independently of great-power intrusion, but his
successors were unable to prevent the dissolution of the empire
through bloody secession wars despite substantial support from many
of the powers, and particularly from the Soviet Union.
Finally, Karen Rasler (1992) has argued that it is misleading to
characterize wars of the third kind as having essentially domestic
origins and then spilling over into benign regional and international
systems. Using the cases of Lebanon in 1958 and 1975, she insists that
external forces create the conditions for internal war. Both civil wars,
she suggests, were inspired by regional and international politics. Her
approach stresses the means by which the international system creates
revolutionary situations within states as well as how the system
influences war outcomes. The evidence from Lebanon is persuasive, if
not totally compelling, but the study raises the question of to what
extent Lebanon is typical of the general class of weak and failed states.
There is no authoritative answer to the analytical problem. I argue
that the state-strength dilemma explains the downward trajectory of
states toward the failed state category and that those states moving in
that direction are likely to be the sites of wars of the third kind. That
many of the states were born weak but were nevertheless granted
recognition and aid by the international community acknowledges the
role of systemic factors. Ideologies of self-determination, the concurrent de-legitimation of imperialism in the West, and the United
Nations' strong support of territorial integrity are all relevant. But
they are relevant primarily as factors that strengthen, or at least
sustain, rather than weaken states. Nearly $100 billion of the foreign
aid and military assistance the industrial countries annually transfer to
the Third World and post-socialist states are typically justified on the
grounds that they are essential for the "nation-building" (sic) or
democratization tasks.
Perhaps the most telling evidence supporting the thesis that domestic dynamics are more important than regional or systemic factors
is that a very high percentage of foreign interventions occur only after
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the bloodshed has begun domestically. Greek activities in Cyprus in
1974 are among the few exceptions to the generalization. While weak
states offer targets of opportunity, international norms against outside
intervention no doubt help reduce external involvement in those
situations that have not yet broken out into armed conflict. The
question is whether external involvement created the opportunities;
only in the broadest sense, looking historically, has this been the case.
Some historical-systemic conditions, as suggested in chapter 2, at least
set the stage for what was to come.
Of these, the colonial legacy is the most significant. Virtually any
account of a war of the third kind today begins in the nineteenth or
earlier centuries. Among the legacies are the poor fit between postcolonial territorial demarcations and population distributions. Current
irredenta and secessionist problems have arisen because meaningful
communities were carved up between two and up to five states.
Among them we would include the Somalis, Bakongo, Ewe, Zande,
Fulani, Ngoni, Chwa, Lunda, Yao, and Swazis in Africa (Neuberger
1991: 104), various tribal groups in Southeast Asia and the Middle
East, and, of course, the multigroup societies created by labor imports
throughout the Latin, South Pacific, and Caribbean worlds. Yet, as
with determinist economic theories, we have to acknowledge that
there is nothing inevitable about communal conflict in these areas. Too
many formerly weak states have succeeded in building societies based
on citizenship rather than on ethno-religious exclusiveness or domination to accept a fatalistic or deterministic point of view about the
consequences of colonialism, divided communities, or artificially
created multiethnic societies. Many divided groups, moreover, have
over the years developed differential interests and identities as a result
of exposure to different administrations, educational systems, markets,
currencies, economic policies, and political arrangements (Neuberger
1991: 105; cf. Horowitz 1991). Again, a political rather than ethnicdeterminist form of analysis is more likely to be fruitful.
We can mention at least four more immediate regional and/or
international factors that are often thought to generate armed conflicts
in the Third World: (1) arms transfers; (2) global ethnic networks; (3)
contagion; and (4) superpower competition.
Arms transfers and sales may help launch wars of the third kind.
They may also prevent them. The United States by itself sells almost
$30 billion annually to Third World countries, a total of $55.4 billion in
the 1989-92 period when it surpassed the Soviet Union as the world's
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largest purveyor of the instruments of war (Grimmet 1993, cited in
Ayoob 1995: 101). Most of the hardware is sold to governments,
however, on the theory that it will be used to enhance "national
security," however that is defined. Since most great-power interventions since the 1960s have been in support of incumbent regimes rather
than to help launch or sustain secessionist or resistance movements, it
could be argued that these arms actually help provide a deterrent
capacity. That is, they help prevent war, and they help sustain government capacity and coherence even when horizontal and vertical
legitimacy are low. But the argument can be turned around just as
easily. Arms transfers to despotic regimes committed to systematic
repression of dissidents and resisters, as was the case in El Salvador in
the early 1980s, make matters worse because they help empower those
who have no local legitimacy and who often use terror and coercion to
divide rather than unite societies. Official arms transfers thus have no
predictable or regular consequences. They can both exacerbate tensions
and inhibit violence.
In wars of the third kind, moreover, advanced weaponry obtained
through official arms transfers may be less relevant than a formidable
supply of small arms - the rifles, grenades, mines, Kalashnikovs,
"plastic/7 and small rockets that are the hallmark killing devices of
guerrilla bands, warlord "armies," and "militias." Currently there is
an expanding demand for small arms, and the licit and illicit market
for them is more extensive than ever before. Countries that used to
import such weapons today produce them in large quantities. The
covert trade in small arms alone is estimated to run to several billion
dollars annually (Goose and Smyth 1994: 93). Most governments do
not publish small arms sales figures, as they do for heavier weapons in
the United Nations register, so it is impossible to know the provenance
of most small arms in the arsenals of communal and other groups, and
governments. Consider just one recent case, however. Most of the arms
used by the Hutu and Tutsi factions in Rwanda in 1994 came from,
among other sources, Uganda, France, Egypt, and South Africa. Goose
and Smyth report that the Rwanda Patriotic Front and the Hutudominated government and its militias procured the remainder from
eight other countries and from numerous private sources. It is difficult
to claim, then, that any particular country "fueled" a particular war by
its arms sales. Weapons are so readily available through so many
channels that any group, including governments, bent on the use of
force have no difficulty finding them. To say, then, that arms sales
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cause wars of the third kind is tantamount to saying that weapons
cause them. Short of universal boycotts encompassing governments,
middlemen, and gun runners, easy access to small arms facilitates
violence, but it is not an immediate cause of wars of the third kind.
Global and regional dispersal of communities may also facilitate
such wars. The Irish in the United States, Sikhs in Canada, Basques in
Central America, and Jews around the world, to mention just a few,
help create networks of connections, sources of funding, moral support,
and sometimes illegitimate trade in arms and drugs. These networks
reinforce and sustain communal struggles thousands of miles away
(Premdas 1991: 12-13, 17). But like arms, these support networks and
various non-governmental organizations do not appear to be major
sources of the wars. They may help explain why wars are short or
prolonged, successes or failures, but they rarely explain their etiology.
The contagion phenomenon is a more potent explanatory variable. It
undoubtedly plays a role in spreading communal conflict and in
providing stimulus for those who are contemplating armed resistance,
revolution, or secession. Empirical studies demonstrate that contagion
is a factor in domestic protest and other forms of resistance. It works
similarly at the international level (cf. Vasquez 1993: 242-7). Political
and military leaders learn from the experiences of others. The lessons
include not just the strategy and tactics of armed operations, but also
motivation. A victorious "liberation" movement in place A may have a
strong impact on the motivation level of communal and factional
leaders in place B. The causal link seems more clear than in the case of
arms flows and global communal networks, but it remains less robust
as an explanation for the sources of wars of the third kind than the
state-strength dilemma. In fact, the "lesson" of most secessionist and
resistance wars undertaken against the state is that they either drag on
without an outcome for decades, or they are lost. For every Eritrea,
there are dozens of Biafras, Khalistans, and Abkhazias.
Finally, many analysts have identified great-power competition as a
primary source of wars in the Third World (though obviously not in
the post-communist states). This was a standard convention in many
strategic analyses of the Cold War period and helped explain, among
many examples, the American support of Hissene Habre's assault on
the Goukouni regime of Chad in 1980-1 (Lemarchand 1987: 161) and
the breakdown of the agreements that led to the civil war in Angola
between the MPLA government and Jonas Savimbi's UNITA. Aside
from these and other cases, there may have been a more profound
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systemic situation lurking behind. The Cold War and its balance of
terror provided security for the main adversaries in their homelands
and backyards. Cold War competition was therefore played out in
more distant venues where the risks were lower. That competition
promoted and exacerbated both intra- and interstate violence in the
Third World (Ayoob 1995: 273). But promotion and exacerbation are
not the same as causing.
The consequences of great-power involvement in the Third World
are, in fact, difficult to determine. Many observers agree that such
involvement prolonged wars, raised their lethal levels and intensity,
and made them more difficult to settle through negotiations (cf.
Zartman 1989: 37-40; Macfarlane 1991: 135; Harbeson 1991: 139). It is
also the case, however, that great-power involvement sometimes
deterred incipient armed struggles and helped prevent some disputes
from escalating (cf. Touval 1972: 163-4). Again, we are presented with
the problem of a lack of strong correlations across a large number of
cases. On a more impressionistic basis, we could test the causal
assertion by looking at the war record since the end of the Cold War.
Since 1989, a number of regional and intra-state conflicts have been
more or less resolved (South Africa, Namibia, Nicaragua, Palestine,
and Soviet intervention in Afghanistan) which suggests that greatpower involvement was at least a significant factor in their genesis and
solution. But on the other side of the ledger, we have seen the
persistence of many lethal conflicts (Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Afghanistan, Angola) and the outbreak of new wars of the third kind
(Somalia, Rwanda, Bougainville, Bosnia, Nagorno-Karabakh, Ossetia,
and the like). Long festering conflicts, like Cyprus and Kashmir, which
became "frozen" (Holsti 1966) during the Cold War, remain in that
state. The record seems to show that Cold War competition actually
caused very few armed conflicts, but it did frequently prolong and
escalate them. The origins of most wars, as Macfarlane and Ayoob
suggest, were and remain essentially internal.
Systemic factors can, however, help explain the outcomes of many
wars of the third kind. The norm of territorial sovereignty that underlies diplomatic recognition policies, the Charter of the United Nations,
and numerous regional organizations help to protect weak states in
many ways. The doctrine of self-determination, as understood by most
contemporary governments, has been used solely to legitimate anticolonial struggles. The society of states and its attending organizations
have never interpreted it to mean the right of peoples, whether sects,
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factions, ethnies, or communal groups, to secede from established
states. It is clear from the pattern of interventions since the early 1960s
that incumbent governments have attracted more support from abroad
than have insurgents (Heraclides 1990: 352-3). There are significant
exceptions, such as the four governments that recognized Biafra in
1967, but even where affective and emotional ties are strong, as
between Muslim states and the Moro rebellion in the Philippines, or
India and the Tamil minority in Sri Lanka, the intervening governments were not willing to extend much more than moral support to the
insurgents. Muslim states pressed the Philippine government to negotiate with the Moros, but none acted favorably to the Moro request
for diplomatic recognition of the Bangsa Moro Republic of Mindanao,
Basilan, Sulu, and Palawah (Gopinath 1991: 131-3). The Indian government sought to enforce a peace agreement it signed over the heads of
the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), which in effect undercut
the secession movement. The subsequent Indian peacekeeping force
actually warred against the dissidents before withdrawing from a lack
of success.
The risks of either stimulating an internal war or sustaining it
through extensive support are too great for most countries. They have
their own backyards to worry about. The Indian intervention in Sri
Lanka in 1987 on behalf of the territorial integrity of the country, for
example, is explained largely by the government's concern not to
create a precedent in favor of secession that could be used by
insurgents in the Punjab and Kashmir (Crenshaw 1993).
Sovereignty norms of the society of states thus act as a constraint on
domestic wars in the sense that they implicitly and often explicitly
work against the interests of rebels, insurgents, and secessionists.
Groups contemplating secession or armed "redemption" of neighboring peoples (irredenta) must know that the chances of success are
relatively low, given the repeated assertion of and support for the
territorial sovereignty principle in previous cases. There have been, in
fact, only a few successful secessionist armed struggles (Bangladesh,
Eritrea, and the ex-Yugoslav states). The number of negotiated and/or
peaceful secessions is significantly higher (Mayotte, Singapore, Slovakia, and most of the former republics of the Soviet Union). The
international system thus operates to reduce potential armed conflicts,
at least of the secessionist and irredentist variety. Weak states, many of
whose European counterparts in previous centuries were annexed or
partitioned by their neighbors and thus disappeared, continue to enjoy
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the benefits of sovereign statehood in a system that has placed this
value above all others (cf. Ayoob 1995: 175). Under the ideology of
"nation-building" (sic) and the practice of economic and military
assistance, most governments most of the time do what they can to
prevent or ameliorate the consequences of the state-strength dilemma
in the Third World and in some of the former Soviet republics. What
they do not understand is that frequently the strengthening of states
and the maintenance of the autonomy and security of groups within
those states are often incompatible. As we will see in the last chapter,
the attempt to create strong states presents many dilemmas and,
inadvertently, may help create the conditions for rebellion, armed
resistance, and secession.
In the roster of sources of wars of the third kind, then, the regional
and systemic explanations offered in most of the literature are not
entirely convincing. While it is undoubtedly correct to argue that
domestic and external influences are inextricably connected, and that
Cold War competition often prolonged and made domestic wars more
lethal, the etiology of these wars remains in my view essentially
though not wholly domestic. The conditions of weak states, as outlined
in the previous chapter, almost guarantee armed conflict, particularly
among those states whose trajectory is toward failure and collapse.

Systemic sources of wars of the third kind:
political-economy approaches
To this point, the analysis has employed political-military explanatory
categories, assuming that the worlds of economics and politics are
effectively compartmentalized. But many analysts challenge the separability of commercial and political-security realms, arguing not only
that they are organically connected, but that economic forces and
practices fundamentally condition the political universe. It is not so
much the territorial-political aspect of colonialism that left a legacy of
weak statehood, as its economic structures. For dependency theorists,
for example, communal and other forms of group conflict against the
state are explained by the historical class-formation process that
occurred under the umbrella of imperialism. Groups and communities
were set against each other for reasons of both political control and
resource exploitation. The world imperialist system continues to create
economic and other conditions that force communal and other groups
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to fight for limited resources, sometimes resulting in war between
them. The weak state phenomenon is also sustained by the world
economic system as a means of assuring industrial countries' access to
Third World resources and making weak state governments dependent
on outsiders. The weak, dependent state, according to this view, offers
privileges and terms for the operation of multinational corporations
that would not be available in countries with real governments, real
regulations, and real tax systems. Neo-colonialism perpetuates state
weakness, an important asset to Western capital.
But how, exactly, does the state remain weak in the global economic
system? Here the line of reasoning relies upon a combination of
personal attributes - in this case human greed - and international
structures. In Johan Galtung's work (1971), for example, states in the
periphery of the world (mostly former colonies) are the instruments
through which surplus value, represented by profits, royalties, interest,
poor terms of trade, and the like, is drained off from the Third World's
hinterlands to the centers of industrial production in the North. The
peripheral state is manned by the local comprador bourgeoisie, who
stand to reap large personal benefits acting as the middlemen and the
siphon hose through which surplus value flows from the peripheries to
the centers. States in the Third World are, then, a sort of critical way
station in a giant system of global wealth transfer. Their role is to make
the system function smoothly; the interests of their personnel are tied
directly to the interests of the center.
Because they help establish and sustain an essentially exploitative
relationship between center and peripheries, the comprador bourgeoisie
weaken the state by creating and amplifying class cleavages within the
country. The interests of the producers of wealth and those of the
middlemen are diametrically opposed. The former seek indigenous
economic development where profits are reinvested and stay at home,
while the comprador bourgeoisie seek to sustain the siphoning system
which effectively decapitalizes the periphery and thus prevents indigenous industrial development. In such circumstances, vertical legitimacy is low and periphery-comprador bourgeoisie conflict is high. The
structure of the international economic system not only created the
global center-periphery structure, but helps maintain it today.
This type of explanation no doubt has some merit in explaining the
origins and perhaps even the perpetuation of weak statehood - at least
in some cases. However, it contains two serious flaws: (1) its onedimensional view of human nature; and (2) its static quality. First, it
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assumes that humans are motivated solely by greed. The comprador
bourgeoisie are, to be sure, locked into a structure; but they are locked
in only because they personally profit from their role as the middlemen
and siphons of the international exploitative process. The analysis
leaves no room for pride and nationalism. Such sentiments have, in
fact, helped compel governments in countries as disparate as India,
Mexico, Burma, South Korea, Peru, Argentina, Tanzania, and Brazil to mention just a few - to adopt highly restrictive, sometimes even
strongly mercantilist-exclusionist policies against the interests of the
industrial countries. These have included strong controls over and
even prohibitions against foreign investment, trade subsidies, currency
controls, high tariffs, prohibitions against repatriation of profits, and
others. Economic nationalism and Galtung's vision of an unfettered
siphoning system do not fit well together.
Second, the model of exploitation is static. It does not leave room for
learning or for changing power relations in commercial bargaining.
The historical record does not forcefully sustain dependency theory's
view of the state in developing countries as being essentially
''trapped" into exploitative relationships. Granted that there are longterm global trends, such as worsening terms of trade between raw
materials and industrial product producers, the state in developing
countries has not remained simply a tool of capital. Particularly in
dealing with foreign investment - a major dimension of exploitation weak states go through a learning curve and are able, as they develop
bureaucratic structures and industrial-technological-scientific expertise, to extract ever heavier taxes and other benefits from foreign
investors (cf. Moran, 1974). The initial relationship in which international capital virtually dictates its terms for operating in a developing
country ultimately changes to the point where the state begins to
establish the terms under which it is willing to allow foreign capital to
operate. Ultimately, the state is strengthened through its capacity to
extract taxes. In some particularly weak countries the learning process
may take decades. In others, as the oil-producing states demonstrated
vigorously in the 1970s, the fundamental transformation of power
relations may take only a few years.
Systemic-dependency explanations also fail to explain satisfactorily
why some states like Malaysia, Singapore, Barbados, Indonesia,
Lesotho, or South Korea are on the trajectory of increasing state
strength while Somalia, Lebanon, and Liberia have collapsed. Nor do
they explain why many Third World countries have had among the
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world's highest growth rates for more than two decades and why
some of them have already surpassed income levels of many of the
world's rich countries. Most small economies - not just Third World
countries - find themselves constrained by international forces, yet
many of them do not have weak states. The historically variegated
movement of economies from subsistence to leading industrial levels is
not well explained by dependency theories which predict a uniformly
miserable economic level and weak statehood for the peripheries,
whereas in reality there are today immense disparities of both economic development and state strength in what was once known as the
Third World.
A more conventional economics approach does not rely on assumptions of particular human characteristics or on the interests of particular groups within a state. It appreciates that capitalism has not
developed around the world simultaneously and that national economies march in different directions at different times. Yet, those who are
late starters undoubtedly begin with serious disadvantages. The
"magic of the market" for them is anything but equal. In many
developing countries, producers are relatively inefficient; capital is
scarce; educational, scientific, and technological levels are low; economies have not enjoyed the benefits of immense defense research,
development, and spending that has helped create, sustain (and sometimes held back) progress in industrial countries; the terms of trade
consistently favor producers of industrial goods; industries of developing countries that are becoming globally competitive nevertheless
face all sorts of trade barriers in the industrial countries; resourcebased economies face cycles of boom and bust that are unknown in
most industrial countries; and debt piles up and its service charges
drain national treasuries to the point where critical domestic development programs have to be jettisoned. The list of the economic disadvantages of the weak is almost endless, and it is easy to connect
them with erosion of vertical and horizontal legitimacy. Because so
many developing countries are so highly dependent upon international
trade and financial flows - typically in the area of 35 percent of GNP
(compared to less than 20 percent in most industrial countries) - the
linkages between state strength and global economic conditions may
be close and compelling.2
2

Although only tangentially related to the phenomenon of wars of the third kind, there
is a substantial and evolving literature that addresses issues pertinent to the statestrength dilemma. The role of capital, class, and the global economy as it relates to the
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There are also specific practices that, despite the long-run intention
of sustaining and strengthening states, nevertheless put immense
strains on them in the short run. Financial institutions like the World
Bank have been severely criticized for imposing conservative, orthodox
policy prescriptions on loan recipients and applicants. In some cases,
governments of weak states have few options but to accept very
onerous conditions, including currency devaluations, terminating numerous subsidies that make life for the poor a little easier, and raising
interest rates. The consequential hardships of these policies fall mostly
upon hundreds of millions of the poor who may, in response, withdraw their support of incumbent regimes. Rebellion such as that of the
Sendero Luminoso in Peru can be linked in some ways to such policies.
The World Bank has also funded large infrastructure projects that
require expropriation of peasant lands and force relocation of local
populations. The list of depredations caused by philosophies of market
magic is long. There is undoubtedly a relationship between global
capitalism and state weakness, as a large literature attests, but regrettably the nexus is indeterminate. There is no simple cause-effect
relationship. For every case where participation in the world economic
system exacerbates social tensions and weakens the state, there is
another case where significant state strengthening and growth of
vertical and horizontal legitimacy result from trade, aid, and foreign
investment. Thus, problems of political community definition, relations
between communities, the colonial legacy, and in particular the problems of governance in weak states appear to offer more rewarding
avenues of investigation.
To this point we have examined the weak state as an ideal type, in
isolation. It is subject to external intervention and support in many
different ways, but the perspective has been essentially from the point
of view of a single state. We next have to explore regions of states,
particularly those regions that are populated predominantly by one
kind of state, weak or strong. This way we can infer some of the
systemic and regional consequences, in terms of peace and war, of
particular types of states.

articulation of social and political power in state formation, for example, is now
generally constitutive of the new political economy approaches that explore the
development of the Asian NICs. See, for instance, the collection of essays in Deyo
(1987) and Evans (1985).
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Aggregating states
Regions of the world populated by weak and failing states are zones of
war. Regions populated by strong and strengthening states are zones
of peace. This is the logical inference from an analysis which locates the
sources of wars of the third kind primarily in the domestic structures
of states. The evidence in chapter 2, as well as the extensive literature
on the "democratic peace/' supports the inference. Recent diplomatic
agreements also support the connection. The 1990 Charter of Paris, for
example, states explicitly - thus supporting Wilsonian doctrine - that if
you want peace between states you must have democracy within states.
This is the philosophical underpinning also of the Helsinki Final Act,
numerous agreements under the auspices of the Organization for
Cooperation and Security in Europe, and the belief of Western leaders
in their approaches to the former socialist states, including the Russian
federation (Holsti 1994). It is born out by the statistics on war. Since
1945, almost all war has taken place in the Third World and in the
former Soviet republics.3 The Irish rebellion, the 1964 and 1974 crises in
Cyprus, the Soviet invasion of Hungary and Czechoslovakia in 1956
and 1968, and the Bosnian war resulted in casualty figures that
otherwise would allow us to claim that no lives have been lost to war
in Europe since 1945. But those wars and rebellions, it can be argued,
took place in areas that are on the peripheries of Europe, where
democracies were not involved. Among Western European countries,
there has been no interstate war or armed intervention for more than
fifty years. Ninety-nine percent of the war casualties in that period
have occurred in the Third World, the Balkans, and in the former
Soviet republics - all sites of weak states.
Are strong states a sufficient condition for peace? Probably not. In
addition to state strength, there must be the norms, conventions, and
practices associated with Bull's (1977) concept of a society of states. It is
conceivable, though not likely, that a system of strong states that did
not include norms such as mutual recognition of sovereignty and
independence (one cannot claim to be a sovereign unless one accepts
the sovereignty of others), the rules of diplomatic immunities, and the
most basic norm of all that makes trade and other forms of interaction
between states possible, that agreements are binding (pacta sunt
3

This is not to imply that only states in these areas are combatants. States in the "zone
of peace" have fought almost all their post-1945 wars in the Third World.
141

/
4787 9C
BD,
8C D 9 D8 4 4 45 8 4

BD,

64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 .4 5C 7:8 3
64 5C 7:8 C: 6 C8 8C D

8CD 04
BD, 7
C:

1

. 2

4

,

,

D 5 86

8 .4 5C 7:8 . C8

The state, war, and the state of war

servanda), would be a system characterized by perpetual war. And was
it not the case that twentieth century European history has featured
two great wars between strong states? The answer is no if one accepts
the definition of strong statehood outlined in chapter 5. It can be
argued, for example, that both Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union
had states that were captured by totalitarian parties, that the partystates systematically excluded vast classes of people from political
participation and allocations, and that whatever the ostensible personal
popularity of Hitler, Lenin, and Stalin, both vertical and horizontal
legitimacy were relatively low. The principles underlying the "right to
rule" in both countries - the fiihrerprinzip and racial theories in Nazi
Germany and the great revolutionary task in the Soviet Union, were
inherently of short duration. The first could not outlive its mortal
incarnation, the second was obviously exclusionary, and the third
contained the fatal flaw of promising far more than any political
system could deliver. Whether Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union
were in fact strong states is questionable. I would argue, then, that any
system, region, or zone populated by strong states as defined in
chapter 5, will lead to predominantly peaceful relations among its
components as long as the states operate within a society. Other factors
may also be involved as well, which is to say that strong states may be
a necessary, though not sufficient source of peace.
A zone is synonymous, in most cases, with geographical regions in
which states share reasonable proximity, levels of interaction, and
subjective perceptions of belonging to a space that is distinct from
others. Elements of cultural similarity, such as common or related
languages, religion, history, and political traditions, may buttress the
contiguity and interactions. As the literature on regions suggests, there
is always an element of arbitrariness in specifying such zones (cf.
Kacowicz 1994: 7), but most analysts would not have difficulty
agreeing on most of them. The figures in table 2.2, for example, use
well-known designations such as Middle East, Africa, South America,
Southeast Asia, and the like.
The problem is not entirely solved by employing geographic proximity, commerce, and cultural similarities as major criteria of zones,
however. Terms like the "West" - used throughout the Cold War to
include Japan, South Korea, and the antipodes - suggest that a zone
may also be based on similarity of political values and practices as well
as on high levels of interaction. Proximity was not part of the definition
of the "West," although the concept of the "Atlantic Community" did
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give it a geographic core. In the contemporary world, we can argue
that the OECD countries, which represent several different geographic
areas, constitute a zone of non-contiguous strong states and, therefore,
of peace. The term "zone/' then, must be used loosely to include
networks of states that may not share propinquity or a geographically
compact region, but otherwise have high levels of interaction and
share many or most of the attributes of strong states.
Zones of war are populated by weak and failing states. The wars
typically but not exclusively begin as domestic armed conflicts but
they usually bring external involvement in some form or other, and
occasionally they turn into interstate or great-power proxy wars, as in
Afghanistan, Angola, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, Vietnam, and elsewhere.
Today, there are several regionally based zones of war. They do not
constitute a single zone spanning several geographic regions, as in the
case of the OECD countries, because, although their constituent units
share the similar characteristic of weakness, the levels of interaction
between the regions are sparse. There is little to join them, either in
terms of cultural values, trade, religion, language, or political history.
The non-aligned movement brought many of the states together in
periodic summit meetings and caucuses in international organizations,
but their mutual relations of trade and social contacts have not yet
developed significantly beyond a general level of indifference. Richer
densities, contacts, and mutual attention are limited primarily to
specific and contiguous geographic areas, as Buzan's concept of
"regional security complexes" suggests. It is for this reason, among
others, that regional interstate institutions such as the Organization of
African Unity and the Arab League are based primarily on geography
rather than on other criteria. The Conference of Islamic States is the
exception that substantiates the rule.
Zones of war have expanded as new weak states continue to be
born. The addition of fourteen former Soviet republics has been
accompanied in many cases by new arenas of armed conflict and weak
statehood typified by poorly developed vertical and horizontal legitimacy (cf. Kangas 1994). Wars of the third kind have become a common
feature of this area.
The population of strong states, however, is expanding as well. A
significant number of formerly weak states are on the trajectory of
gaining both vertical and horizontal legitimacy. Movement in one
direction is by no means inevitable - corruption, stagnation, and
turnabouts are always possible - but there are reasons for optimism
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when we contemplate the developing strength of states in Southeast
Asia, a chronic war zone for more than thirty years after 1945, parts of
Eastern and Central Europe, and, as we will see in the next chapter, in
South America.
The reader familiar with the contemporary literature on international
relations will object that the concept of the strong state is virtually
similar with wealthy democracies.4 Peace among strong states, they
would say, is explained by their democratic and industrial characteristics rather than by their legitimacy. Why confuse the issue with yet
another term? Despite some disagreements on definitions of democracy, war, time horizons, and the like, the finding that democracies do
not war against each other (although they war against others just
about as much as anyone else) has become one of the few solid
empirical findings in the literature, as well as one of its main puzzles.
I prefer to use the strong state category because the critical criterion
of state strength is the degree of vertical and horizontal legitimacy, and
not particular political institutions and practices. Political units can be
formed on principles other than those of classical democratic theory,
and yet maintain both vertical and horizontal legitimacy. This was the
idea behind the Leninist view that there would be no wars between
socialist states and it is at least a dream among Muslim fundamentalists who insist that a community of believers would live in perpetual
peace. In the Soviet case, practice diverged significantly from theory.
Lenin's doctrine of the leading role of the Communist Party and the
corollary of its infallibility prevented any possibility of developing
sustainable vertical legitimacy. Mao's China enjoyed particularly high
levels of popularity and legitimacy (except, of course in areas like
Tibet), but by the middle 1960s they had waned to such an extent that
the Great Helmsman chose to brand a huge proportion of China's
population as "class enemies" and "capitalist-roaders." It was at this
time that Soviet-Chinese relations became particularly brittle and
actually led to a limited border war in 1969. Neither government
accepted the legitimacy claims of the other. As for Muslim states, the
claim to peace within a community of believers rests on the assumption
of a consensus on fundamental faith. Divisions within the faith make
peaceful coexistence among states based on different versions of the
truth unlikely.
4

There is a strong correlation between democracies and wealthy countries (Mueller
1989; Maoz and Russett 1990).
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Democracies and strong states, then, are indeed virtually overlapping categories, but to give the main hypothesis of this study a generic
quality not so bound by time and location, state strength is a more
encompassing term. Moreover, the concept of strength suggests a
dynamic, changing variable rather than a static democracy/nondemocracy dichotomy. That dichotomy is also subject to criticism on
the grounds that there is no consensus on the essential components of
democracy. Some emphasize regular elections, while others point to
the importance of civil liberties. The election criterion overlooks the
possibility that in societies deeply divided by sectarian, language, or
communal lines, an election may be the means by which a majority
maintains its predominance in perpetuity (see also chapter 9). Regular
changes of personnel through elections, if they represent the same
interests, may undermine horizontal legitimacy. In contrast, the
strength concept alerts us to changing trajectories and to the possibility
- denied by Francis Fukuyama and others - that even democracies
may be subject to decay and loss of legitimacy. Nevertheless, at this
historical juncture, the concepts of democracy and strong states are
largely overlapping.
What is it about strong states, or democracies, that makes them
different in their mutual relations? The literature offers a variety of
speculations, including high levels of economic interdependence and
institutionalization of relationships (war would not pay), societal
controls over policy-makers, changes in the nature of nationalism in
Western Europe, respect for international law, mutual empathy, transparency of decision-making and military capabilities, and many other
candidates (cf. Doyle 1986; Russett and Starr 1989; Maoz and Abdolali
1989; Russett 1990; Nielebock 1992; Puchala 1993). Many of these
explanations have been quantified, revealing both significant and
relatively weak correlations. There are, however, factors that are
difficult to quantify but that nevertheless must carry weight in our
understanding of the genesis and sustenance of the non-war phenomenon between democracies and/or strong states.5 Among them is the
self-perception of democratic-liberal states. "[T]he enlarged scope of
5

The no-war phenomenon must be distinguished from conflict in general. While there
has been no war between democracies for a sustained period (researchers disagree on
dates because of the lack of consensus on the candidates for war and the criteria for
democracy), there have been plenty of militarized crises, that is, conflicts involving the
threat of force, between democracies. What is significant is that these crises did not
eventuate in armed conflict. See below for further discussion, as well as chapter 9.
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obligations of liberal states toward each other/' writes Christopher
Brewin (1991: 202),
is more than the sum of the plethora of post-war treaties and
organizations to which they have committed themselves. Other
obligations stem from their self-conceptions as liberal states. Thus,
states may accept obligations on the grounds that they should not
harm others by their own avoidable acts, they should do good where
possible, and that they should remain faithful to their agreements and
their associates, especially with kith and kin. To act otherwise, with
ruthless reliance on force and fraud, would be to declare that they
were not the states they conceive themselves to be.

Brewin's observation is germane to this discussion because it implicitly
raises the question of legitimacy in international relations. Strong
states, or democracies if you prefer, refrain from using armed force although they may coerce through the threat of force - in their mutual
relations in large part because they share self-conceptions. Strong states
are different from other kinds of states primarily because they enjoy in
common extensive degrees of vertical and horizontal legitimacy. They
are, in a sense, "family," and one does not go around shooting its
members. Much of international relations, despite assertions by realists, has to do with friendships and enmities based on moral judgments. It is difficult to paint as enemies those whom we know through
broad experience to be essentially similar to ourselves in terms of
political ideology and practice. Under certain circumstances, however,
perceptions can change. The temptation to characterize those like us in
evil terms can always appear. Enemies have not entirely vanished from
the mutual relations of strong states today. The hostility and mistrust
of the Japanese among significant sectors of the American population,
quickly exploited by popular novelists for commercial gain, is a case in
point.6 We can speculate, however, that if Japan had a highly authoritarian political system based on coercion and the widespread violation
of civil liberties, the perception of threat would be even higher. In
general, strong/democratic states' wars against non-democratic
regimes are much easier to start and sustain since non-democratic
leaders and societies are much easier to demonize (Mintz and Geva
1993: 498).
6

A major literary growth industry in the United States is dedicated to portraying the
Japanese as devious, scheming, unscrupulous, and cunning in their hopes of achieving
economic paramountcy in the world. A good example of a stereotype-ridden attempt
to create a dangerous "other" is Tom Clancy's, Red Storm Rising.
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Overall, however, perceptions of similar or parallel legitimacy act
as constraints against the use of armed force. There have been, are,
and will be future exceptions where democracies use at least subversion if not open war against their analogues abroad (American
subversion of Allende's regime in Chile), but despite all the researchers' differences about empirical classifications of democracies,
at least we can say that the probabilities of war among members of
zones of strong states are substantially lower than those among
members of zones of weak and failing states. Liberal self-perceptions
and mutually accepted legitimacy are powerful constraints on the use
of force (cf. Sadeniemi 1995).
To every generalization there is likely to be an important exception
or an anomaly. South America is the case in this analysis. By almost
any measure, the states of South America during most of the
twentieth century have been neither strong nor democratic. Yet, there
has been no war there since 1941, and only two wars in the entire
century. On the surface, then, South America looks like a zone of
peace. Yet some of the critical foundations of such a zone are missing.
We will explore the anomaly in the next chapter. Here it is important,
on the basis of the South American case, to offer yet another category.
Zones of war are easy enough to identify by the empirical record, as I
have demonstrated in chapter 2. The incidence of intra- and interstate
war per state per year is high, sometimes reaching a value of more
than one annually, as in South Asia and Southeast Asia since 1945. In
South America, on the other hand, there has been a much lower
incidence of both intra- and interstate wars, but a high incidence of
militarized crises and local arms races (see next chapter for statistics).
This suggests another category: no-war zones - areas that share many
of the problems generated by weak states, including interventions,
militarized crises, and all the paraphernalia of classical European
international politics, including alliances and arms races, but not
interstate wars.
We thus have three categories: zones of war, no-war zones, and
zones of peace. Arie Kacowicz (1994) reminds us, however, that Karl
Deutsch's (1954; 1957) concept of pluralistic security communities,
where the incidence of militarized conflicts declines to virtually zero,
is yet a higher stage in the development of peaceful relations
between states. Military forces are not targeted towards fellow
members of the zone, and plans for military operations against them
have been either shredded or mould in unopened files. The relations
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between the Scandinavian states, Canada and the United States, and
arguably in most of Western Europe, are of this type. The distinction
between zones of peace and pluralistic security communities is not
pronounced, but there are some differences of note. Let us then
arbitrarily suggest that in zones of war, intra-state and interstate
armed conflicts are intertwined and endemic, yet there may be,
following Bull (1977) forces that moderate conflict, such as mutual
recognition of the legitimacy of states, some fundamental rules
governing their mutual relations, regularized interactions of trade
and diplomacy, and some sentiments of indifference or even amity.
Zones of war are not necessarily a Hobbesian world of all against
all, but armed conflict recurs with sufficient frequency to cause
substantial instability throughout the region, and even in the system
as a whole.
In no-war zones, militarized conflicts are frequent; military capabilities are targeted toward specified enemies (usually neighbors); and
alliances and arms races may be prominent features of the diplomatic
and strategic landscape. But war does not result from these processes.
An examination of South America since 1941 may help us understand
why this is the case.
In zones of peace, militarized conflicts may break out from time to
time (e.g., the Anglo-Iceland cod wars in 1972 and 1975) but capabilities are not targeted toward fellow members of the zone and
operational war plans do not include "conflict hypotheses" against
the same members. War has literally become "unthinkable" in mutual
relations.
Pluralistic security communities are characterized in similar ways,
but militarized conflicts of any type become "unthinkable." Following Deutsch, member states also typically share common norms,
values, political institutions, and a high degree of economic and
other forms of interdependence. Succinctly, a zone of peace has a
foundation in the relations of states; a pluralistic security community
rests on the social foundations of community between individuals
and societies.
Using these categories, we would today place Africa, some of the
former Soviet republics, the Middle East, Central America, South
Asia, and the Balkans in the zone of war; Southeast Asia and East
Asia (perhaps) in the no-war zone: the Caribbean and South Pacific in
the zone of peace: and North America, the antipodes, and Western
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Europe in the pluralistic security community categories.7 But what of
South America? Its war profile, particularly in terms of domestic
armed conflicts, places it in the zone of war category. Yet few of its
internal conflicts have become internationalized, and its record of
interstate wars places it at least in the no-war category, and arguably
in the zone of peace. We turn next to this important anomaly. South
America not only helps us give substance to and demonstrate the
changing dynamics of the war, no-war, and peace zone categories, but
also sheds light on the weak state-strong state continuum and on the
democracy and peace literature. Most importantly, it demonstrates that
democracy is not a necessary condition for the development of no-war
zones, and possibly even for zones of peace.
7

Barry Buzan (1991: ch. 5) outlines a similar continuum of zones, but uses different
nomenclature. One end of the spectrum is chaos, where wars recur regularly and
enmity between the actors is the norm. There are no regions of this type currently in
the world. Moving along the continuum, there are regional conflict formations (following
Vayrynen, 1984), where conflict is endemic, but where amity is also possible. In security
regimes (following Jervis 1982), states cooperate to manage their disputes, as they did
in the era of the Concert of Europe. Security communities, following Deutsch, represent
the next step. Integration - the end of international policies - forms the other end of
the continuum. There are strong similarities between Buzan's categories and those
outlined in this chapter. I prefer the simpler nomenclature, and the no-war zone
represents an interesting category not adequately covered by Buzan's scheme.
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