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COLIN FLINT

Introduction
Geography of War and Peace

According to many, we live in a time of war that was ushered in by the attacks of
September 11, 2001. Paradoxically, in the prior three years, between 3.1 and 4.7
million people had been killed in conflict in the Congo alone. Numerous other
wars raged across the globe. Clearly, to say that a time of war has emerged only
since 9/11 is, on the one hand, ethnocentric and plain wrong. On the other hand,
awareness of war among the general population of the Western world emerged
after 9/11; perception rather than reality drives commentators to define the current
period as one of conflict and not peace.

It seems almost certain that the current generation of young adults will grow
politically mature in a time when the whole world is aware of war. War has been
a prevalent occurrence; in the last few decades one can cite Vietnam, the Falk-
lands, Chechnya, Iran and Iraq, Sierra Leone, Nicaragua, and Kashmir, to name
only a few. The attacks of 9/11 were, from a global perspective, just one more
horrific instance of human carnage. However, geopolitically, targeting the United
States on its own homeland has created significant changes. War, the “hot war”
on terrorism rather than the Cold War, is dominating global geopolitical imper-
atives and the national debates of many countries (the United States, the United
Kingdom, Iraq, Iran, North and South Korea, and others). As the sole superpower,
the United States has set the agenda. The citizens of the West can no longer
ignore and avoid war. Despite its associated horrors, this is also an opportunity:
we can become knowledgeable about wars beyond our immediate experiences.
Geography is a powerful tool to gain and organize such knowledge.

What is war? War takes many forms, from terrorist attacks to interstate conflict.
Its form, its scale, its victims, its motives, and its weaponry are varied. But one
aspect of war is universal across space and time: war is tyranny.! The power of this
statement refers to the processes by which people who did not initiate war become
cogs in a fighting machine mobilized to defend territory, values, and collective
identities from aggression. With no desire to fight, the attacked must adopt the
behavior of the attacker to survive. Mobilization takes many forms, including con-



4 The Geography of War and Peace

scription, increased taxation and state authority, and pressure to fulfill defined
gender roles. Response to Hitler’s aggression meant that my grandfather was called
to service in World War II. As a signalman in the Royal Signals, he did not
experience the horrors of fighting, unless he declined to say so for the sake of my
young, impressionable mind. Yet he was mobilized, and his world outlook and
personality were forever altered. The same could be said for my mother. As a
child, she had to live through the fear of wondering about her father’s predica-
ment, the terror of nightly bombing raids, and the indignities of food rationing.
The same torments were suffered by German fathers, mothers, and sons and
daughters and by millions across the globe as the world war raged. Today the
mobilization of fighters and civilians in response to Charles Taylor’s aggressions
across West Africa is also a tyranny. Many other examples in different geographic
locations could be offered.

The tyranny of war causes experiences, whether in battle or at the home front,
that remain important elements of the political mind-set of mobilized generations.
Elements of this mind-set are passed on to future generations, so it is no small
thing to suggest that across the globe a generation is, yet again, reaching adulthood
with war on its mind. It seems that we cannot escape war—even if it is used to
define individuals and movements dedicated to peace. There is also a moral im-
perative to know the horrors of war and disseminate such knowledge. Remaining
ignorant of war, and hence being unable to act against it, only benefits the war-
mongers.

It is, therefore, imperative that we understand war and geography in their
many forms. The two are entwined. For example, consider two well-known images
of warfare, each with different geographic overtones. The first is the monument
to the troops killed in the battle of Iwo Jima in World War 11, which shows battle-
weary marines who are raising the American flag to claim their control over the
island —a territorial victory in a global war. The second image is the picture,
widely circulated after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, that depicts Os-
ama bin Laden upon a flying carpet that is being chased, and about to be de-
stroyed, by an American fighter plane; the U.S. combatants are now faceless, and
the battle is seemingly detached from territorial claims. The reach of al-QOaeda
and the U.S. military is seemingly disconnected from national constraints or goals.
Both the warfare and the geography of how and why it is fought are dramatically
different in these two images, but consideration of the images suggests that war
and geography are closely related, and their dynamism is a product of the rela-
tionship.

If there is one single purpose to this book, it is to debunk Nicholas Spykman’s
belief that “Geography is the most important factor in foreign policy because it is
the most permanent.”? The quote is illuminating because of its inaccuracy. Indeed,
geography and foreign policy, particularly issues of war and peace, are connected,
but the geography is far from permanent, as is the nature of warfare. The relative
permanency of physical geographic features is important for both tactical and
strategic military concerns.’ But this is a limited understanding of geography, one
that does not take into consideration the political geographies that shape and are
shaped by the many processes of war and peace. In the current academic jargon,
war/peace and geography are mutually constituted and socially constructed. In
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other words, geography and war are the products of human activity; war creates
geographies of borders, states, empires, and so on, and in turn these geographic
entities are the terrain over which peace is maintained or new wars are justified.
Rather than being as permanent and sedate as a mountain range, the geography
of war is as fluid and volatile as a lava flow.

Since the 1980s power relations in the world have changed dramatically. The
collapse of the Soviet empire, the expansion of NATO at the same time as its
relevancy is challenged, U.S.-led military intervention in Afghanistan and Iraq,
and violent resistance to America’s power have all changed the geopolitical land-
scape. Attempted genocide in Southeast Europe and central Africa has questioned
the notion of progress in human relations. War has become pervasive and part of
our taken-for-granted world. For example, the killing of occupying military forces
and civilians in “postwar” Iraq, civil wars indistinguishable from turf battles over
drugs and other illicit goods, and terrorism and counterterrorism are defined cur-
rently as the most pervasive and politically imperative forms of conflict. The nature
of war has changed dramatically since the mutually assured destruction philoso-
phies of the Cold War. Moreover, the form of war is as varied as its geographical
locations. Carpet bombing and suicide bombers have been interrelated expressions
of contemporary conflict during the past decade. It is time for a renewed geo-
graphic exploration of the topic.

Geography is an increasingly diverse discipline. The subdiscipline of political
geography has blossomed during the past twenty years or so and has created a
vibrant, if hard-to-define, body of knowledge. A host of theories and methodologies
have been brought to bear upon a wide range of processes deemed political (from
patriarchy in the household to global geopolitics). The aim of this book is to take
advantage of the diversity of theoretical perspectives in contemporary political ge-
ography. To this end, key geographical themes and concepts will be defined to
guide the reader to the ways in which geography can provide insight into the
causes and consequences of war. The choice of particular theoretical perspectives
and methodological tools used to enlighten both the geographic themes and the
chapter’s particular subject matter has been left to the discretion of the authors.

Before I outline the themes, it should be stated that this book is not another
example of critical geopolitics. Critical geopolitics has been an essential, provoc-
ative, and informative component of political geography.* Its aim and ability to
deconstruct the spatial ingredient of political tropes to illustrate the power relations
that lie behind the “naturalization” of political spaces have produced some of the
most compelling contemporary political geography. In addition, critical geopolitics
has spawned a large number of books, book chapters, and journal articles.” In this
book, analyses of war rely less on deconstruction and more on the explanation of
political processes of war and their spatial expression. In other words, this book
will provide constructions of theoretically derived geographies that explain war to
complement critical geopolitics that deconstruct discourses.

Geographic Themes in the Study of War and Peace

The key geographic themes in this book are territoriality, borders, regionalization,
network relationships between places across space, and scale. Territoriality is the
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social construction of spaces by political processes that act as platforms for the
expression of power.® Rioters who barricade neighborhoods to prevent police access
or the construction of regions within Colombia that are controlled by guerrillas
and criminals are both illustrations of how gaining control of territory by conflict
is an expression of political power. War, whether interstate or guerrilla, is a political
process that has as its purpose the control of territory to enable subsequent pro-
jections of power. The recent al-Qaeda terrorist attacks against the United States
have as their territorial goal the removal of the American military presence from
the Arabian peninsula.

In our interstate system, borders are the geographic features that demarcate
the key political institution, the state.” Competition over a variety of resources and
historically legitimated claims to national homelands has inspired war throughout
history. The construction of the sovereign nation-state gave border disputes a
political-legal framework in which they were to be resolved peacefully, understood
as unfortunate tinkering with the geographic expression of taken-for-granted insti-
tutions (Cyprus), or condemned as illegitimate actions of international pariahs
(Hitler or Hussein). The changing nature of borders and the continued dynamism
of existing ones are examples of the way in which constructing geographies
through war is a key component of exercising politics.

Investigating borders should not lead us into a territorial trap of considering
sovereign states as the only political territory worthy of investigation.® Regions are
constructed both within states and across them, NATO, for example. Particular
countries may experience zones of peace and zones of conflict. For example, Israel
created a zone of war in southern Lebanon to provide peace to its northern border
region. On a grander scale, the process of NATO expansion has been justified by
the hoped-for zone of European peace that will extend through the Balkans and
to the Russian border. Related to this process is the regionalization of zones of
intra-European conflict, such as Kosovo or Transylvania. In other words, the at-
tempt to construct regions of peace creates, at the very least, the potential for
regions of conflict. In addition, contemporary conflicts, especially those over the
control of resources, may transcend political borders, which adds a particular dy-
namic to both waging war and finding a lasting peace.

On the other hand, current and emerging world political maps are not defined
just by territorial political units and biophysical regions.” Networks of migrants,
arms trading, drug smuggling, terrorists, and security forces define the terrain and
practice of war more and more. The world political map is an interaction between
territorial political units and legal and illicit networks.!* Consequently, the reasons
for war, the means to wage war, and the way it is fought result from an intersection
of networks and territories. Sadly, the residents of New York City, Kabul, and
Baghdad have experienced how the geographies of networks and territories have
intersected to create and facilitate warfare.

But though war may transcend political spaces by networks, it is actually man-
ifested in particular places. Place is both the outcome and mediator of politics,
including warfare."! Tensions within places can erupt into armed contflict, and, in
turn, war can produce new places. In accordance with the views of Tuan and
Taylor,'? if place is considered as an identity with a range of geographic scales,
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then we can see how cities such as Sarajevo are constructed by warfare as well as
how civil wars stem from competing visions of the national homeland.

The final geographic concept that may be put to use in explaining war is
scale.® A geohistorical approach to warfare defines the contextual setting for war.
The cyclical rise and fall of great powers and the consequent dynamism of geo-
political world orders provide a structural setting in which global wars are initiated
and geopolitics is manifested in the form of proxy wars.'* The local experiences
of war create, in aggregate, regions of conflict or peace and historic periods of
world war. Furthermore, separatist and civil wars are violent manifestations of the
social construction of scale as groups try to create national or subnational entities
of governance on a scale that best reflects their identity and ideology. O’Sullivan
identifies the interaction of societal and military processes on three scales: the
geopolitical global scale, the strategic theater scale, and the tactical local scale.”
The benefit of such a scalar analysis is that opportunities and constraints for local
action are identified, the role of agency in creating broader structures is empha-
sized, and the interaction of many processes is illuminated.

The authors in this volume were not required to address all of these concepts.
Instead, they selected those concepts that were most efficacious in explaining their
particular subject. Also, authors were free to choose from the different theoretical
frameworks that may be used to address these concepts. Instead, the theme that
runs through all the chapters is of the dynamism of war and peace, on the one
hand, and political and social geographies, on the other, and the interaction of
the two.

War and peace are not easily conceptualized. Contemporary warfare includes
the continuing threat of global nuclear holocaust as well as the brutal house-to-
house savagery of ethnic cleansing that uses clubs and knives. Peace is understood
to be not only the absence of war, but also the possibility of maximizing human
potential.'® For some, peace is diplomatic talks between well-armed and potentially
hostile states, while for others, it is the vision of new social relations in harmony
with the environment. Again, each author approaches the definition of war and
peace in a way that is best suited to his or her topic and argument.

Organization of the Book

It has been more than ten years since the last edited volume on the geography of
war and peace.'” Given the dramatic changes that occurred in the last decade or
so in the means and goals of war and global geopolitics,'® this book aims to update
the analysis of the previous books. In a reflection of the growing diversity of po-
litical geography and, sadly, the multifaceted nature of contemporary conflict, this
volume attempts to expand the content of the political geography of war and peace.
No claims are made for a “complete” coverage of the topic, but the book is or-
ganized with the following logic. The first section attempts to establish foundations
for understanding and utilizing the geographic perspective upon war and peace,
including the dynamism of the topic, the tortured history of geography’s engage-
ment with conflict, and the overarching patterns of conflict.

The second section concentrates upon geographies of war. The first five chap-
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ters are related to issues of identity and warfare. Chapters 11-13 discuss the growing
and renewed emphasis upon the relationship between resources and warfare. The
final three chapters of the second section discuss geographies of territorial control
and their role in legitimizing warfare and either negating or promoting peace.

The book concludes with a section on geographies of peace, with discussion
of the role of diplomats and social movements in promoting peaceful relationships,
followed by analysis of how military organizations are part of wider political pro-
cesses that illustrate the power relations behind the construction of peace. Finally,
a geographic perspective upon the increasingly important topic of postwar recovery
is presented.

Chapter Outlines

Chapter 2, “Geographies of War: The Recent Historical Background” by Jeremy
Black, provides a historical overview of the changes in the practice of warfare, with
an emphasis upon the modern period and the spatial manifestations of warfare.
Much of what we understand as “modern” warfare is much more short term than
is frequently appreciated. The modern spatial configuration of global power is just
over a century old. Second, a model is required that accepts that there are multiple
military capabilities and that different methods may be operating in the same
spaces. Furthermore, contemporary spaces of control are increasingly defined by
air power and its limitations. A final section looks forward to the spatial charac-
teristics of future warfare.

Chapter 3, “Geography and War, Geographers and Peace” by Virginie Ma-
madouh, examines the ways in which geographers and other academics and opin-
ion leaders frame war and peace. Geography (i.e., the mapping of the world out
there) has traditionally strong connections to rulers and their attempt to control
territories and peoples. It has always been connected to the waging of war, a point
strongly made by the French geographer Yves Lacoste in 1976. But in the past
decades geographers have tended to take a more neutral position to research the
occurrence of conflicts empirically or to be involved in the critical deconstruction
of discourses that legitimate conflicts.

Chapter 4, “Violence, Development, and Political Order” by Herman van der
Wousten, notes that there is an intimate connection between violence and devel-
opment if one takes them both in a broad sense. Development is the realization
of human potential; it needs a material base and consequently translates into levels
of prosperity, but also gives rise to more deadly weaponry and accompanying harm.
Violence is premature death, or life chances thwarted; it is often caused by the
anonymous forces of social inequality and then is referred to as structural violence.
Considered in this way, structural violence is the reverse of development, and in
this chapter van der Wusten maps their common incidence as a result of poor
endowment and core-periphery relations. He focuses upon the relationships be-
tween variously organized systems of political order, levels of development, and
the use of violence.

Chapter 5, “The Political Geography of Conflict: Civil Wars in the Hege-
monic Shadow” by John O’Loughlin, examines the geography of conflict at the
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beginning of the twenty-first century in light of the renewed emphasis on the
switch from interstate war to civil strife, terrorism, and religious-cultural clashes.
In the past decade, a new kind of conflict has ensued from the collapse of state
regimes in which one side has appealed for international support to reduce the
power imbalance and to “maintain human rights.” Increasingly, such support is
being justified within the pervasive “war on terrorism.” The United States has
taken upon itself the mantle of international arbiter and decides where and when
the force of military dominance should be exerted. The increasingly dominant
military power of the United States, and its ability to become involved in conflicts
across the globe or, as in the case of the Congo, ignore them are explained by
reference to the role of the United States as hegemonic power, or even “hyper-
power.”

The section on geographies of war begins with a discussion of political identity
and warfare. Chapter 6, “Soldiers and Nationalism: The Glory and Transience of
a Hard-Won Territorial Identity” by Gertjan Dijkink, notes that by “democratizing”
war, nationalism introduced the most dramatic change in warfare in human his-
tory. From the moment that masses started to identify themselves with the visions
and interests of states, wars became utterly destructive and could even aim at
exterminating the “Other.” This model also foreboded new rules of the game that
shifted the focus from strictly national identification to ideological justification
through liberalism, fascism, or Communism. The changing global context has
introduced new military dimensions in the shape of foreign interference and stra-
tegic misperceptions. Nationalism has helped to overcome some of the most dif-
ficult problems in the logistics of war, but it has also given free rein to territorial
strategies that diminish a stable solution in the long term.

Chapter 7, “Amazonian Landscapes: Gender, War, and Historical Repetition”
by Lorraine Dowler, examines the spatial construction of gender roles in a time
of war. During a period of armed conflict there is a predisposition to perceive
men as violent and action oriented and women as compassionate and supportive
to the male warrior. These gender tropes do not denote the actions of women and
men in a time of war, but function instead to re-create and secure women’s po-
sition as noncombatants and that of men as warriors. Thus women have historically
been marginalized in the consciousness of those who have researched the events
of war. The construction of a unified national ideology is frequently dependent
on powerful gendered identities. Moreover, it creates differential access to real and
ideological spaces according to assigned gender roles in which women are rele-
gated to private spaces away from the male-dominated public sphere. It is this
power differential that becomes enacted in times of heightened nationalism and
war. This chapter exemplifies representations of women in war in two historical-
geographic settings, revolutionary Ireland and New York City after g/11.

Chapter 8, “Religion and the Geographies of War” by Roger W. Stump, ad-
dresses the geographical dimensions of religious wars, which are identified here
as violent political conflicts whose meanings, motivations, and goals are defined
by combatants in explicitly religious terms. Contemporary warfare has often de-
veloped between groups that have different religious identities, but only in certain
cases has religion played a central role in the conflict. This chapter focuses pri-
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marily on such cases and examines how they differ from other types of warfare.
The discussion is organized around three themes: place-based processes through
which religious warfare develops, the role of territoriality (or the contested use or
control of sacred space) in the concerns that motivate religious warfare, and the
ways in which religious objectives and ideologies shape the spatial strategies em-
ployed in religious warfare.

Chapter g, “Geographies of Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing: The Lessons of
Bosnia-Herzegovina” by Carl Dahlman, begins by briefly outlining the definitions
of and proscriptions against genocide under international humanitarian law, the
functional presumptions of the international community of states such laws con-
tain, the relationship between ethnic cleansing and genocide, and the explicit and
implicit spatial epistemology that is presented by the treaties, namely, the protected
territorial identities of populations and the geographic parameters of their destruc-
tion or transfer. The second part of the chapter details a case study of the former
Yugoslavia, with particular attention to Bosnia-Herzegovina, to more fully explore,
through the concepts of genocidal space and genocidal place, the manner in
which territory, power, and identity intersect in genocidal campaigns.

Chapter 10, “Dynamic Metageographies of Terrorism: The Spatial Challenges
of Religious Terrorism and the ‘War on Terrorism’” by Colin Flint, explores the
intersecting political geographies of contemporary terrorism, with emphasis upon
the United States as terrorist target and main agent of counterterrorism. The over-
arching context that frames a political geography of terrorism is a metageographic
transition from the geopolitics of states versus states to states versus networks. The
chapter explores the extent to which contemporary terrorism may be seen as a
reaction to the global presence of the United States of America. The growth of
religious terrorism is addressed, especially as a reaction to the way of life that is
being defined and disseminated by the United States. The implications of the
emerging geopolitical situation are examined, in which governments that are used
to defining security in terms of interaction with sovereign states have to adapt to
the threat posed by terrorist networks.

Chapter 11, “The Geography of ‘Resource Wars’” by Philippe Le Billon, is
the first of three chapters that focus upon the linkage between warfare and access
to resources (oil, timber, gems, and drugs, for example). The chapter describes
how so-called resource wars are multifaceted, ranging from fears of civil strife that
result from overpopulation and land scarcity to military interventions to secure
“strategic” minerals. This chapter specifically examines the changing geography of
relations between war and the exploitation of internationally traded commodities.
Building upon the idea that war represents not only a breakdown, but also an
alternative system in which violence serves key economic functions of appropriation,
this chapter presents a framework that articulates the geographical construction and
significance of resource dependence, the conflictuality of natural resource exploita-
tion, and relations between violence, territorialization, and resource control.

Chapter 12, “Landscapes of Drugs and War: Intersections of Political Ecology
and Global Conflict” by Michael K. Steinberg and Kent Mathewson, begins by
outlining the historical connections between warfare and the exploitation of re-
sources that serve as stimulants, including tea, coffee, and spices, as well as those
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that are more commonly identified as “drugs.” Today, and as a continuation of
this history, the global drug trade creates problems that not only arise from the
use and abuse of substances that circulate through geographic spaces, but also
increasingly involve inter- and intrastate conflict and instability. Throughout the
twentieth century, governments, especially that of the United States, conducted
campaigns that purported to target drug production, the so-called War on Drugs.
However, these efforts were complicated and tarnished by other imperatives, es-
pecially during the Cold War, that resulted in tacit support of illegal drug pro-
duction and trafficking. Furthermore, this chapter notes the importance of place
specificities by examining who grows drug plants (indigenous groups or ethnic
minorities) and why. The answer lies in place-specific combinations of unstable
political landscapes, economic necessity, ecological constraints, and cultural tra-
dition.

Chapter 13, “Navigating Uncertain Waters: Geographies of Water and Con-
flict, Shifting Terms and Debates” by Leila M. Harris, focuses upon an increas-
ingly important natural resource, water. The concept of geographic scale highlights
how the focus upon interstate warfare has prevented analysis of the complexity of
relationships between the changing geographies of water resources and sociopoli-
tical conflicts. Local scales and watershed dynamics that transcend borders show
that conflict over water is manifested in many ways other than war. Moreover,
consideration of scale suggests ways in which water conflicts may be resolved, and
how concerns over the control of water are integral to other violent conflicts. Water
is both the source of conflict and the resource that may provoke peace across and
within borders. A case study of the Tigris-Euphrates river system and the ongoing
planning and implementation of the extensive state-led Southeastern Anatolia Proj-
ect (Giineydogu Anadolu Projesi [GAP]) in Turkey are used to further illustrate
these points.

The final three chapters of the second section concentrate upon the linkages
between territory and war. Chapter 14, “Territorial Ideology and Interstate Conflict:
Comparative Considerations” by Alexander B. Murphy, notes that during the past
century, territory has been at the heart of most armed interstate conflicts. The
centrality of territory to modern warfare is a product of the norms of the modern
state system, which accord primary power and legitimacy to those in control of
juridically sovereign territorial states. By extension, understanding the dynamics of
conflict requires consideration of the ways in which different states (or state lead-
ers) conceptualize and articulate their territorial domains. State “sense of territory”
differs from place to place because it is rooted in different constructions of history,
culture, and environment. A comparative analysis of interstate conflict among
states with different “national” senses of territory can provide insights into the ways
in which territorial ideologies shape the character and evolution of conflict.

Chapter 15, “Peace, Deception, and Justification for Territorial Claims: The
Case of Israel” by Ghazi-Walid Falah, observes that part of the strategy of warfare
is to “sell” it as morally appropriate under the gaze of global media coverage,
diplomatic comment, and public opinion. To be prosecuted, wars must be por-
trayed as being “just.” In other words, territory, an essential ingredient of the
nation-state, is claimed and controlled through a variety of political strategies.
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Many of these strategies are explicitly or implicitly conflictual, but are portrayed
as morally necessary and unavoidable. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict over the land
of Palestine provides an excellent case study for examining the political geographic
strategies of making a war “just.” The strategies by which the territories of Israel
and Palestine have been constructed over time constrain the emergent Palestinian
Authority in a way that can be used by the Israelis to justify further military action
and territorial control.

Chapter 16, “Conflict at the Interface: The Impact of Boundaries and Borders
on Contemporary Ethnonational Conflict” by David Newman, discusses the role
of borders in ethnonational conflicts. The focus is upon conflicts in which eth-
noterritorialism and its associated tensions take place around the boundary, and
in which the processes of bordering are key in determining group identities and
the respective access to power for majorities and minorities. Conflicts such as those
in Cyprus, the Balkans, and Israel-Palestine are drawn upon to illustrate the in-
teraction between conflict and the definition of borderlands. The chapter notes
how academic study of borders has moved from the physical presence of the
dividing fences and walls to the role of borders in creating identities. However,
much of state politics is still driven by issues of precise demarcation that often
provoke violent policies. Alternatively, Newman suggests that borderland regimes
of interstate interaction are a more sensible route because they promote interac-
tion, of varying degrees, across the border rather than construct barriers to coop-
eration.

The final section of the book looks at the other side of the coin, politics of
peacemaking and war prevention. Chapter 17, “The Geography of Peace Move-
ments” by Guntram H. Herb, reasserts that peace is more than the absence of war.
Peace movements strive not only to abolish the overt violence of war, but also to
minimize structural violence in human society and its relationship with the en-
vironment. The chapter addresses the geography of peace movements in three
steps that focus on the key geographic themes of scale, borders, interrelationships
between places across space, regionalization, and territoriality. The first section
provides a geographic history of modern peace movements that emphasizes the
different geographic scales that frame peace activism. The second part of the chap-
ter addresses places, regions, and networks of contemporary peace movements,
especially the role of key cities such as Geneva. The chapter’s final section ex-
amines the territorial practices of peace movements to illustrate how symbolic
locations, landscapes, and scale are used in nonviolent strategies to overcome con-
flicts and the abuse of power.

Chapter 18, “The Geography of Diplomacy” by Alan K. Henrikson, engages
the important processes of diplomacy through a geographic lens. He asks whether
a logical pattern in “the geography of diplomacy” can be discerned and explicated.
The hypothesis here offered is that there is such a logic, and that the siting of
diplomatic meetings can be not only explained but, to a degree, even predicted.
In total, twelve categories of meeting places are identified and exemplified. For
example, cooperative discussions and encounters between adversaries who are en-
gaged in open or latent conflict exhibit different geographical patterns. Some en-
counters between mutually antagonistic or at least mutually suspicious parties have



Introduction 13

been carefully arranged at “halfway” places between the capitals of the opposed
countries. The chapter concludes that there is a trend toward meetings that facil-
itate increased cooperation rather than those that attempt to manage conflict.

Chapter 19, “Shifting the Iron Curtain of Kantian Peace: NATO Expansion
and the Modern Magyars” by lan Oas, focuses upon the power politics that are,
in their own rhetoric and the perception of some states, designed to create regions
of peace. NATO has, since its inception, promoted itself as an institution designed
to maintain peace over a particular region. However, since the collapse of the
Soviet Union it no longer has an external threat to the maintenance of its territorial
control. Instead, it has resorted to a policy of territorial growth with rhetoric that
creates a mission of diffusing a Furopean modernity in order to expand a region
of peace. The new politics of NATO are exemplified through a case study of
Hungary that looks at how Hungarian opinion toward NATO expansion has been
forged by two processes: awareness through history that its nation-state of ten mil-
lion persons is incapable of providing long-term military security, and a 150-year
attempt to become accepted as a modern member of Western Europe.

The final chapter, “The Geopolitics of Postwar Recovery” by Brendan Soen-
necken, breaks new ground by offering a geographic perspective to the emerging
field of postwar recovery. A historical review of the academic engagement with
postwar recovery illustrates the key themes and questions and, notably, how they
have been driven by practitioners rather than intellectual endeavors. Throughout
this history geographic concepts have been important, without their explicit in-
corporation. In particular, territorial sovereignty, international intervention, and
the interaction of subnational, national, and global scales are highlighted. To il-
lustrate the practical utility of including geographic concepts in an academic un-
derstanding, the author draws upon his own experience in a case study of northern
Afghanistan to see how both subnational and transborder regional identities in
postwar environments have an impact upon field-level recovery. Soennecken’s
analysis also illustrates that such geographic engagement with issues of war and
peace is cross-cultural, with all the pitfalls that entails."

Conclusion

In the current geopolitical climate, there will be much temptation to continue to
utilize geographic knowledge for the purpose of war. My hope is that this book
will be a useful addition to the pathway that is being constructed by geographers
for peace. The relative brevity of the book’s section on geography and peace should
not diminish the role of the discipline in understanding peace. Particularly, dis-
cussion of the role of geography in conflict resolution would have been beneficial.
Perhaps too, analysis of the “quiet successes,” everyday settings where humanity
nurtures mutual respect and interaction, should become the focus of attention,
rather than being obscured by concentration upon warfare. Other important topics
omitted from this book include a geographic perspective upon the philosophies
of war, the way the usage of geographical information science in modern weaponry
changes the geography of war, and the microscale geographies of soldiering. 1
hope that these sins of omission can be excused.



14 The Geography of War and Peace

A volume such as this can offer no conclusion or end. Instead, it presents
particular issues that warrant investigation and questioning, as well as perspectives
from which to wrestle with humanity’s problem of the unequal social and geo-
graphic distribution of risk of violent death. It was in the spirit of offering questions
rather than answers that I conceived of this book. I hope that it inspires further
investigation by the reader.

Notes

1. Clausewitz, On War, as discussed in Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars, 23-33.

2. Spykman, Geography of the Peace, 41.

3. O’Sullivan, Geography of War in the Post Cold War World, 149-166.

4. O Tuathail, Critical Geopolitics.
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13. Marston, “Social Construction of Scale.”

14. Proxy wars are conflicts at or below the regional scale that are supported by su-
perpower states without their actual presence on the battlefield. See Halliday, Making of
the Second Cold War. For an analysis of global political structures and the timing of war,
see Modelski, Long Cycles of World Politics.
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JEREMY BLACK

Geographies of War

The Recent Historical Background

The dominant metanarrative of war is one that is securely located within the
Western intellectual tradition. The stress is on the material culture of war, and
the explanatory approach focuses on the capabilities of particular weapons and
weapons systems and a belief that progress stemmed from their improvement. This
approach extends across time. Thus, for example, when the Iron Age replaced the
Bronze Age, the emphasis is on how the superior cutting power of iron and the
relative ease of making iron weapons led to a change in civilizations.

Mechanization indeed plays a major role in the modern concept of war, and
in spatial terms this relates to the collapsing of distance strategically, operationally,
and tactically. Thus the entire world is literally under the scrutiny of surveillance
satellites, missiles and planes that benefit from midair refueling can deliver war-
heads continents away, and units can be rapidly transported to and on the battle-
field and, once there, can use real-time information to increase their effectiveness.
Space no longer appears to be an encumbrance, let alone a friction.

This approach to space essentially dates from major shifts in the nineteenth
century, in particular, the ability, thanks to steamships, railroads, and telegraphs,
to overcome distance. This was linked to (although far from coterminous with) a
more extensive application of European military power, especially in East and
central Asia, Oceania, and the interior of Africa. Centers that had not hitherto
been brought under European control were captured, both coastal (Algiers in 1830
and Aden in 1839) and internal (Beijing in 1860). This reconfiguration of the
spatial dimension of global power was apparently dependent on new technology
as applied by Western imperialism. Thus limitations on the projection of power
that had been apparent earlier in the period of Furopean expansion in the six-
teenth century were overcome. For example, metal-bottomed steamships could
penetrate deltas, estuaries, and other inshore waters and sail up great rivers, such
as the Irrawaddy, Nile, or Parand in a way in which the deep-draught wooden
warships earlier used by Europeans could not. This transformed the geography of
maritime force projection.

19
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The approach to space in which it no longer seems an encumbrance appears
to have remained valid since, although the technology and the political parameters
have both been transformed. In technology, the most decisive development has
been that of air power. This has transformed space by overcoming terrain and
ensuring that the straight line on the map becomes the key axis and has also added
the vertical dimension. The orthographic projections and aerial perspectives intro-
duced to American journalism by Richard Edes Harrison in the 1930s brought
together the United States and distant regions and were part of a worldwide ex-
tension of American geopolitical concern and military intervention. The role of
air power, dramatized for Americans by the Japanese surprise attack on Pearl
Harbor in 1941, led to a new sense of space that reflected both vulnerability and
the awareness of new geopolitical relationships. The Mercator projection was un-
helpful in the depiction of air routes: great-circle routes and distances were poorly
presented in this projection because distances in northern and southern latitudes
were exaggerated. Air travel, air power, and assumptions about the need to encom-
pass the aerial perspective all thus encouraged “real-space” mapping of land and
sea, because this was the background against which moves in the air could be
planned.

The doctrine of air power sought to collapse space by using fighter aircraft to
deny opposing powers command of the air over their territory and then employing
bombers as a strategic tool in order to hit the fundamentals of their war economy
and civilian morale. Air power also altered the parameters of conflict at sea. The
vulnerability of capital ships to air attack, even if they were protected by antiaircraft
weaponry, was amply demonstrated in World War II, as was that of submarines.
As a result, bodies of water within ready reach of aircraft, whether they were based
on carriers at sea or on land, were rendered dangerous, if not out of bounds.

These tendencies were given a further twist with the development of missiles.
In tactical terms, these accentuated the characteristics of air power by permitting
accurate standoff fire from a distance, as they were used by the Argentineans in
the Falklands War of 1982. In strategic terms, rockets threatened to give effect to
the doctrine of air power that had been advanced in the 1920s and 1930s. The
development of intercontinental missiles altered the parameters of vulnerability
and ensured that space was even more seen in terms of straight lines between
launching site and target. As the major targets were in the United States and the
Soviet Union, this led to concern with axes via the North Pole and to the con-
sequent mapping of these short routes.

This process has culminated in interest in “Son of Star Wars” technology,
specifically, the combination of satellite surveillance and rocket interceptors de-
signed to destroy incoming missiles in tiny fragments of time. Satellite technology
exemplifies the intersection between technological and political power that focuses
on information, and also the ability to increase the geographical scope of vision
and reach by controlling “inner space.” The digitization of the Earth’s surface that
has resulted from satellite mapping has played a major role in enabling weapons
to operate by remote control, following, for example, predetermined flight-height
trajectories.
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This technologically driven approach to war, however, has serious flaws. In
particular, it pays insufficient attention to the diversity of military force structures,
methods, goals, and cultures that exist and have existed. The conventional Western
approach is an idealistic one that assumes a clear paradigm of excellence, as well
as an obvious means by which capability is to be ranked: in terms of the quality
and quantity of resources applied in accordance with an effective doctrine and
organization. In short, the world is seen as an isotropic surface: the space employed
is one that is unvarying, and from that perspective also, space has ceased to exist.

In practice, there is a variety in structures, methods, organizations, goals, and
cultures that raises serious questions about the understanding of the spatial di-
mensions of conflict. The order in which this issue is considered is a tricky one
because there is a danger that Western analytical concepts will prevail. At the
same time, it is necessary to give due weight to the variety of the “non-West” or
“Rest.” For example, to suggest that the Western military approach places partic-
ular weight on battle, with a corresponding spatial awareness, while the non-West
does not, may well be valid with regard to the guerrilla and irregular campaigns
of the 1950s-1970s, especially in the wars of decolonization, but is less valid as a
general conclusion.

Nevertheless, such a contrast between battle and nonbattle as goals does cap-
ture the role of antitactics and antistrategy in warfare. Instead of imagining that
two sides in conflict approximate to the same methods and therefore can be un-
derstood in the same spatiality, it is more pertinent to note the degree to which
the advantages of one power are countered not by emulation, so that the key spatial
model is diffusion, but by the choices of weaponry, tactics, operational methods,
strategy, and doctrine that nullify the effects of the former—in short, a model that
sees contrasts and thus boundaries.! This was shown to decisive cinematic effect
in the Sergio Leone film A Fistful of Dollars (1964), in which the chief villain
tells Clint Fastwood that the man with the Winchester (rifle) always beats the man
with the revolver, only to be killed in the climactic duel by Eastwood, who nullifies
the impact of the Winchester’s firepower by outthinking his opponent.

To focus on battle for a moment, there is another problem that stems from
the assumption that the “face of battle,” the essentials of war, are in some fashion
timeless because they involve men’s willingness to undergo the trial of combat. In
practice, the understanding of loss and suffering, at both the level of ordinary
soldiers and that of societies as a whole, is far more culturally conditioned than
any emphasis on the sameness of battle might suggest, and the resulting cultural
contrasts can be depicted in diagrammatic form to produce a map of bellicosity.

At the bluntest of levels, the willingness to suffer losses varies, and this helps
to determine both military success and differences in combat across the world in
any one period. To contrast the willingness of the Western powers to suffer heavy
losses in the world wars, especially World War I, with their reluctance to do so
subsequently, and also the different attitudes toward casualties of the Americans
and the North Vietnamese in the Vietham War, is to be aware of a situation that
has a wider historical resonance. It is far from clear that variations and changes
in these “cultural” factors and related norms should play a smaller role in the



22 Foundations for Understanding Geographies of War and Peace

history of war than weaponry.? As a linked factor, morale remains the single most
important factor in war. Furthermore, war, when it is seen as an attempt to impose
will, involves more than victory in battle.

Organizational issues —how troops are organized on the battlefield, the nature
of force structures, and the organization of societies for conflict—also vary greatly.
Instead of assuming that these are driven by weaponry, specifically, how best to
use weapons, and perhaps also how to move and supply them, it is necessary to
appreciate the autonomous character of organizational factors and their close link-
age with social patterns and developments. A parallel case can be made with the
causes of war, which can also be seen as an independent variable and one that
does not conform to a chronology determined by technological developments.

Looked at differently, armies and navies are organizations with objectives, and
in assessing their capability and effectiveness, it is necessary to consider how these
objectives change, and how far such changes create pressures for adaptation. This
adaptation can be seen both in terms of changes in organizational character and
with regard to responsiveness to opportunities, for example, those offered by ad-
vances in military (and related) technologies. In short, a demand-led account has
to be set alongside the more familiar supply-side assessment that presents improve-
ments in weaponry or increases in numbers without adequately considering the
wider context.

“Tasking,” the tasks that the military is set by the government, is very impor-
tant in terms of force structures and is greatly affected by policies. There is a clear
geographical dimension. For example, the extent to which strategic cultures, and
resulting geopolitical concerns and commitments, are framed by political moments
and controversies draws attention to the fluid character of tasking. Strategic cul-
tures require interpretation in particular conjunctures, and this opens up the
“space” of historical memory and the way in which it can be contested. For ex-
ample, Jeffrey Record shows how historical lessons, particularly those of Munich
and Vietnam, were misinterpreted and suggests that “the tendency to regard violent
nationalism in the Third World as the product of a centrally directed international
Communist conspiracy was a strategic error of the first magnitude.” In turn, An-
drew Bacevich is scathing about the failure of George Bush senior and his advisors
to respond adequately “when confronting events without obvious parallel during
the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s.”*

In the case of the United States today, tasking in part stems from the rela-
tionship between the global imperium the United States seeks to direct and the
condition of its civil society. Questions about imperial overreach are also impor-
tant. The long term is more than a series of short terms, and understandable as it
is for conservatives (and others) to frame questions and answers in terms of im-
mediate issues—the September 1th—ization of American policy—or at least to
focus on post-Cold War paradigms, it is necessary to consider issues in interna-
tional relations in the longer term. In part, this involves the contested spaces of
political traditions, the geographies of their discourses and commitments.

For example, in the United States, traditional conservative values, such as
prudence, have been unduly neglected as internationalism, which involves a very
different geography, has become the theme of much of the Right. This also has
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implications not only for conservative positions on domestic politics, particularly
low taxation and restricted public debt, but also for the notion of national sover-
eignty that has played a central role in conservative thought on international re-
lations. Internationalism challenges this notion at a number of levels. For the
imperial power, the United States, it poses the difficulty of responding to the
expectations of allies and, more seriously, those whose alliance is sought, as well
as the issue of how best to answer calls for decision making, judgment, and arbi-
tration through international bodies that the United States both distrusts and finds
it necessary to use. For other powers, there is the problem of how best to protect
and further traditional national goals while responding to the demands of the
imperial power. The ambivalent American response to conservative Arab regimes
is indicative of a more general problem, for it is not only in autocratic regimes
that conservatism is challenged by American policies and pretensions.

A related modern debate over interests revolves around globalization. The
processes that are summarized by this term can be seen as a cause of both insta-
bility and stabilization, while, conversely, the opponents of globalization can be
seen as defenders of national interests or as a threat not only to themselves but
also to global stability. These debates structure political space in a way that has
implications for the potential geography of military commitment.

Fundamental issues of social organization within states are also at stake in
tasking, for example, the degree to which internal policing is central to military
purpose. This tends to be underrated in conventional military history, and yet it
is not only important but also raises important questions about how best to consider
the geographies of war.

More specifically, should a different geography be proposed for civil wars, the
worst-case scenario in internal policing? This geography would relate to the degree
to which they are characterized by clear-cut spatial divides and resulting front lines,
and, in contrast, the extent to which the situation is more amorphous. Whatever
the case on this spectrum is, there is also the need to consider the consequences
of the usual mission in civil wars: the creation of a political system that requires
the full defeat of one side or the other. This can also be seen as entailing a
particular geography.

As far as tasking is concerned, there has recently been a greater willingness
to consider the implications of Nazi ideology for the purposes and conduct of the
German military in World War II. There is also need for a much more systematic
consideration of how ideological assumptions led to counterinsurrectionary and
policing policies that affected other militaries. This was (and is) a dynamic process
within countries and also at the level of empires.

In the case of the latter, the willingness to accommodate, and indeed to ac-
culturate to, the more powerful, especially conquerors, has been far from constant
across history. In general, the availability of syncretic options, for example, the
assimilation of local religious cults by the conqueror’s religion, and the co-option
of local elites have been the most important means of success.’ All of these points
have important implications for senses of spatiality.

The deliberate search for difference in fighting methods in insurrectionary
campaigns ensures that there are two rival spatial ranges and awarenesses. It is
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difficult to show them together without giving undue weight to one. In irregular
warfare, the notion of control over territory is challenged by forces that cannot be
readily described in terms of conventional military units. They seek to operate
from within the civilian population and do so not only for cover and sustenance,
but also in order to deny their opponents any unchallenged control over populated
areas. Guerrillas do not generally seek to gain control over regions, because that
would provide their opponents with targets for their superior firepower; and indeed
when they make such an effort, as in Slovakia and on the Vercors plateau in 1944,
they become vulnerable. Although the Taliban was not a guerrilla force, it became
vulnerable to American air power when this concentrated its forces.

More generally, there is a system of shared presence when regulars confront
irregulars. This is, classically, one in which military or police patrols move unhin-
dered or suffer occasional sniping and ambushes and have to consider mines, but
otherwise have no power: they control little beyond the ground they stand on. To
conceptualize this is problematic, while to map such a situation is extremely dif-
ficult. It can be mapped temporally, with the forces of authority shown as in
control during the day, their opponents at nighttime, or spatially. The latter poses
problems. Generally, the forces of authority operate along, and seek to control,
communication routes, which are used for patrol and supply, while their presence
in other areas is less common.

Airpower added a particular dimension to this issue. Aerial supply and oper-
ational capabilities were enhanced with the improved specifications of aircraft and
the development of helicopters. If these affected spatial awareness of conflict, they
were, in turn, challenged by antiaircraft weaponry, especially heat-secking surface-
to-air missiles. The safety of low-level operations was therefore limited, and the
vertical space of the aerial battlefield was greatly affected. Since the 19gos, irregular
forces in the southern Sudan have used such missiles to challenge the resupply
of garrisons by government planes, while the British use of helicopters for the
supply of garrisons in Northern Ireland took place against a background of concern
that the Irish Republican Army (IRA) would obtain antiaircraft weapons.

These problems become even more difficult to manage and conceptualize
when the terrain in question is not (really or, at least, apparently) lightly populated,
but, instead, is part of the densely inhabited complexity of modern urban society.
The difficulties that face the Israelis in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank of the
Jordan are a good instance of this. Here there are “mechanical” problems, such
as those outlined earlier, and also conceptual ones. The terminology used toward
opponents delegitimates them: instead of “freedom fighters” and “war,” we have
“terrorists” and “terrorism,” but this can make it harder to conceive of how best
to confront the challenge, either militarily or politically or both, and, in the case
of Israel, may well have made it more difficult to probe the possibilities for an
acceptable exit strategy.

It is scarcely surprising that at the beginning of 2003 the mapping of war
focused on probable conflict with Irag—a defined target with regular armed
forces —rather than on the more intangible struggle with terrorism. In Western
conceptual terms, the latter poses intellectual problems that challenge Western
conventions of war making, and after the Iraq issue appears to have been resolved,
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the same approach will be repeated in other contexts. The need to identify and
locate the enemy is important to the conceptualization of struggle.

An examination of the last two centuries, reveals a considerable diversity
in Western conventions of war making, including an engagement with a range
of non-Western forces from imperial China to acephalous societies in parts of
Africa;® but the issue of how best to confront terrorism outside and, even more,
within the West poses particular problems. The difficulty of conceiving of these
spatially is both symptomatic of this wider crisis and an important aspect of it.

Notes

. “Introduction.”

. See Gertjan Dijkink, this volume.

. Record, Making War, Thinking History, 162.

. Bacevich, American Empire, 77.

. See Brendan Soennecken, this volume.

. Black, Western Warfare, 1775-1882; Black, Warfare in the Western World, 1882-1975.
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VIRGINIE MAMADOUH

Geography and War,
Geographers and Peace

La géographie, ¢a sert d’abord a faire la guerre— geography serves, first and fore-
most, to wage war. Yves Lacoste made this bold statement the title of a pamphlet
against French academic geography in the mid-1970s." He not only exposed the
historical importance of geographical knowledge in the waging of war and, more
generally speaking, the controlling of people and territories, he also attacked ac-
ademic and school geography for concealing its political and strategic importance.
Geography (i.e., the mapping of the world out there) indeed has strong connec-
tions to rulers and their attempt to control territories and peoples. On the other
hand, geographers have in the past two decades been keen to promote geography
as peace studies.?

This chapter examines the ways in which geographers have dealt with war
and peace since the establishment of modern Western academic geography. It
addresses both the way in which geographers have conceptualized and studied war
and peace processes and the way in which geography has been applied and ge-
ographers have been implicated in these very processes. The result is an evaluation
of whether geography has been converted from a discipline for war into a discipline
for peace, to paraphrase O’Loughlin and Heske.? This is done by considering three
dimensions for which antagonist positions (war minded versus peace minded) are
anticipated: the perception of war (a natural event versus an undesirable collective
behavior), the focus of geographical studies that deal with war and peace (functions
of war versus causes and consequences of war), and the advocated application of
geographical knowledge (to win a war versus to prevent a war and to foster peace).

War and peace do not seem to belong to the vocabulary of geography. The
terms have no entries in the Dictionary of Human Geography* or in the Dictionary
of Geopolitics.” This is mainly because war and peace are rather vague concepts.
In this chapter, a limited conception of war has been chosen: political violence
between states, that is, armed conflict. Therefore, the review neglects urban riots,
social struggles, and related conflicts. Metaphorical uses of the term, such as com-
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mercial wars® or the academic war that resulted in the ending of geography at
Harvard University,” were disregarded. Peace is even more difficult to characterize.
For a limited definition of peace as nonwar, the absence of military or political
violence suffices. This is therefore called negative peace; it does not account for
structural violence, a term coined by Johan Galtung in his writings on imperialism
and peace research to disclose the damages caused by structural inequalities be-
tween rich and poor countries.® A positive peace approach would include these
structural issues as well as discussions of welfare and justice. An additional limi-
tation of this chapter is that it does not deal with all geographies of societies that
are enjoying (negative) peace, but only with geographies of peacemaking, peace-
keeping, and war avoidance.

This chapter is based on histories of the discipline” and more specifically
political geography and geopolitics'® as well as on a literature study.!! The period
under review is divided into two parts, with August 6, 1945 (the first dropping of
a nuclear bomb by the United States on Hiroshima, Japan) as a symbolic demar-
cation. Prior to 1945, war actions were still very much local or state-versus-state
concerns. After 1945, the deterrence of a total nuclear war dominated international
relations. For each period, the review begins with a preliminary assessment of the
international relations context and the key developments regarding war and peace,
followed by a short assessment of the position of academic geography. The main
section presents geographic perspectives on war and peace; the many references
should be seen as invitations to further readings. The last section deals with the
involvement of geographers in war waging and peacemaking. The two periods are
compared in the concluding section.

Geography and Geographers in the First Half of the
Twentieth Century

Key Developments in War and Peace

The close of the nineteenth century was a period of geopolitical anxiety and great
competition between European powers.’? The Franco-Prussian War of 18701871
and the unification of Germany and ltaly drastically changed the European polit-
ical map. Competition between Furopean powers intensified, especially for colo-
nies in the rest of the world and for economic development. Wars that marked
that period were colonial wars, national wars, interstate wars, and the Great War
(1914-1918), a world war with the involvement of a large number of countries on
different continents. Nationalism became a predominant ideology in this period
of social struggle and democratization, despite a strong internationalist socialist
movement. The new involvement of the United States in European affairs and
the emergence of the Soviet Union changed the world political map. Peace ar-
rangements were drastically altered by the establishment of the League of Nations
as an international body for peace and security, even if major flaws, such as the
withdrawal of the United States and the exclusion of defeated states, easily explain
its failure to prevent rearmament and war for the next generation. World War I1
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brought even more casualties than World War I, and the civilian population be-
came a key target of warfare activities, with the systematic bombings of cities and
the deportation and assassination of complete groups of population.

Key Developments in Academic Geography

Although modern geographic societies were established earlier,”” modern aca-
demic geography was only institutionalized in the last decades of the nineteenth
century. The first chair in geography in Prussia was created in Berlin in 1820 (Carl
Ritter), but the second one only after the German unification in 1871 (Oscar
Peschel). In France, the institutionalization of geography was directly related to
the defeat in the Franco-Prussian War and the loss of Alsace and part of Lorraine
to Germany (a territory that became known as Alsace-Lorraine): the displaced chair
of history of Strasbourg became a chair of history and geography (Paul Vidal de
la Blache) in Nancy in 1872, in the part of Lorraine that remained French.'* In
1877 two chairs in geography were created, one in Bordeaux and one in Lyon; in
the same year the Netherlands got its first chair in Amsterdam (C. M. Kan). Finally
in the United Kingdom, it was only in 1887 that a chair was established in Oxford
(Sir Halford Mackinder). In the United States, the Swiss Arnold H. Guyot was
professor of physical geography and geology at Princeton University from 1854 to
1884 (he was earlier professor of history and physical geography at the short-lived
Neuchitel Academy from 1839 to 1848). William Morris Davis taught geography
at Harvard from 1878 onward.

Also, geography became institutionalized as a school subject. This was already
the case in Germany in the mid-nineteenth century and in Switzerland, thanks
to the popularity of the modern pedagogical principles of the Swiss Johann Hein-
rich Pestalozzi. France emulated early, after the 1870-1871 Franco-Prussian War.
Finally, another dimension of the institutionalization of modern geography was
the establishment of professional organizations”” and the foundation of new pro-
fessional journals.'®

Geographers about War and Peace

At the end of the nineteenth century, geography was a unitary discipline that tried
to grasp the relations between human and physical factors. Geographers were
dealing with questions regarding the nature of geography as a nomothetic science
that looked for natural laws (or theories, we would say now) or geography as a
synthesis discipline based on monographs that were able to render the idiosyncratic
characteristics of unique regions. Either way, the connections between physical
and social factors were the main interest of geographers, and they saw their dis-
cipline as the bridge between (natural) sciences and humanities. In that debate,
how much attention to devote to political factors was a disputed matter. The first
issue was whether it was appropriate to sketch grand theories of state formation
and relations between states. The second discussion was about the degree to which
physical aspects such as climate or terrain determine human activities (determin-
ism versus possibilism). Alternative explanations of the differences in wealth and
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civilization between the peoples of the world were race (the other biological hy-
pothesis) or social factors (nation, civilization). These debates also informed the
writings of geographers who were concerned with war and peace and political
matters in general.

The German geographer Friedrich Ratzel is generally seen as the founder of
political geography because of his Politische Geographie, which was published in
1897."7 He gave the second edition, published in 1903, the title Political Geography,
or, The Geography of the State, Traffic, and War.'® In Anglo-American geography,
Ratzel has been perceived and consistently portrayed as a determinist thinker, but
this owes more to the interpretation of his work Anthropo-geographie'® by Ellen
Churchill Semple.? What matters for our purpose is that Ratzel saw war as a
category as neutral as traffic. Indeed, in his framework based on the spatial char-
acteristics of the state (Lage, position; Raum, space; and Raumsinn, the sense of
space of the group that dominates the state), war is a normal phenomenon that is
linked to the expansion of dynamic states and the competition between states. He
sees war as a school of space:

The war represents from the geographical point of view, a powerful movement,
jerky and violent, during which large human masses from one country enter
another country; from the political point of view it is the most brutal means to
relaunch a compromised growth and to clarify ruffled relations between nations.
Boundaries, valid in peacetime, and all the limitations to traffic vanish for the
belligerents from the moment war is declared, the two territories merge into one
and form the war theater in the largest sense of the term. From the social point
of view, war brings to a paroxysm the virile features of the social instinct and the
will to dominate, while peace favors by contrast family life, with its closed and
tranquil relational sphere where the man is enchained to his wife and his off-
spring, and in which prevail the feminine conservative principle and sexual life.?!

The Swedish political scientist Rudolf Kjellén shared Ratzel’s geographic
framework and analyzed the spatial and territorial character of the state as opposed
to legalistic approaches. Kjellén was influential with his States as Living Organ-
isms, and his neologism geopolitik shared similar views: “War is the experimental
field of geopolitics, as of all politics.”??

For another founder of geopolitics,> Sir Halford Mackinder, a British geog-
rapher, war was also a natural event. In 1904, he disclosed the importance of the
repartition of land and sea for power relations in his famous lecture “T'he Geo-
graphical Pivot of History.”?* These power relations naturally involved war, and

this is addressed at the end of the lecture when he states:

I have spoken as a geographer. The actual balance of political power at any given
time is, of course, the product, on the one hand, of geographical conditions, both
economic and strategic, and, on the other hand, of the relative number, virility,
equipment, and organization of the competing peoples.

The French geographer Paul Vidal de la Blache stands as the promoter of
regional geography, as opposed to the thematic approaches adopted by political
geographers. His most famous work, Tableau of the Geography of France,”> was



30 Foundations for Understanding Geographies of War and Peace

published in 1903 as the first volume of a history of France from the origins to
the Revolution. It was meant to set the stage on which the historical events would
take place. Vidal saw France as a person and underlined the personalité of its
regions: he aimed at dealing with permanent features in the ways of life of people
in different places. He was therefore very short on cities—even Paris was treated
in a few pages—industrialization, state institutions, and other modern changes.
Vidal discussed these changes in the final chapter and deplored them. Wars were
left to the historians. He portrayed the regions of Alsace and Lorraine, which had
been ruled by Germany since 1871, in a similar manner in East France, published
in 1917.%

After the Great War, geographers paid more attention to international relations
and the consequences of the peace.?” Two French geographers, Jean Brunhes and
Camille Vallaux, published The Geography of History: Geography of Peace and
War on Land and on Sea in 1921. The geography of history was for them a synonym
for political geography.? The first part, titled “The Relations between Geography
and History,” dealt systematically with key aspects and fundamental problems of
political geography (the state and the territory; the state, the road, and the border;
the state and the capital city) and underlined “new solutions”: regionalism, fed-
eralism, and state federation. The second part of the book, “The Geography of
Contemporary Struggles: Races, Nationalities, Nations, States, War, and Peace,”
presented the lessons of the war and the conditions of the peace and dealt exten-
sively with the League of Nations. All in all, although the authors underlined the
importance of collaboration between states, they saw these federal solutions only
as improvement, not as solution:

Stability and relative permanence on the map, the spacing out of the warrior
convulsions, this is the future that the organization of federations has in store for
political societies. What we see growing is not the dawn of universal and eternal
peace, nor the triumph of the moral aspirations of justice and humanity over
political realism. (p. 428; my translation)

In his more influential The New World: Problems in Political Geography,
published in 1922 (and later translated into French by Brunhes), Isaiah Bowman
voiced similar views.?” The “New World” was no more the Western Hemisphere,
but the world after the Great War. The introductory chapter discussed the prob-
lems of the postwar world, the responsibilities of the great powers, and the pros-
pects for peace and war. Each of the following thirty-three chapters dealt with a
specific region, country, or people, most of them in Europe and the Middle East,
all treated as potential zones of frictions. There were no political-geographic prob-
lems in North America, indeed, the only part of the world not addressed (at least
in the first edition).® Like Brunhes and Vallaux, Bowman saw “the experimen-
tation in the field of cooperative plans” as very important but remained pessimistic:

Taking it by and large, this is a competitive world, and to the costs of ordinary
competition must be added the cost of the supreme competition of war. National
and racial ambitions, hatred, and rivalries will continue to the end of time, though
they may be reduced in scope and intensity.!
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Almost twenty years later, Derwent Whittlesey offered a mix of systematic and
regional approaches in The Earth and the State: A Study of Political Geography.*
He voiced similar views about international cooperation as a partial solution to
avoid war, but was even more pessimistic about the prospects of international
arrangements to succeed in that task.

In the interwar period, German geographers took a very different approach.
Inspired by Kjellén, Ratzel, and Mackinder, but mostly by resentment about the
Diktat at Versailles, they developed the school of Geopolitik, with theories to justify
German claims to new borders and new colonies. In their many publications and
books,** but foremost in the widely circulated journal Zeitschrift fiir Geopolitik
(1924-1944), they clearly promoted war as a way for Germany to reclaim lost ter-
ritories in Europe and colonies and to expand further. They accepted war “in the
best tradition of Von Clausewitz, as continuation of diplomacy by different
means.”>*

Most opposed to the German Geopolitik were the French geographers. Vidal
de la Blache® and Emmanuel de Martonne®* were against the very idea of a
political geography. Albert Demangeon wrote about the decline of Europe (1920),
about the British Empire (1925), and, with Lucien Febvre, a historian, about the
Rhine as French river and what they called the Rhineland civilization, which had
been forcibly incorporated into Prussian Germany (1935).>” Yves-Marie Goblet
wrote about the sunset of treaties.® More explicitly political geographic was the
work of Jacques Ancel, who reclaimed Geopolitics for the title of a small book
published in 1936.> Ancel deals extensively with boundaries, but attacks the im-
portance given to the soil in German political geography (but also by French
geographers such as Brunhes and Vallaux);* the last sentence of the book reads,
“There are no boundary problems, there are only national problems.” In his
Geography of Boundaries (1938)," Ancel presented an alternative analysis of state
boundaries as they are, as opposed to the normative prescriptions of the Geopoli-
tiker and their echte Grenze (genuine borders). The geographer should not judge
upon the present borders, but should conclude that there are no natural borders,
that borders are not necessarily linear, that borders are always moving, that a border
is a “political isobar that fixes for a while the equilibrium between two pressures:
equilibrium between masses, equilibrium between forces.”* Whether the pres-
sures meet in a clash of violence is left undiscussed.

Later, the war raised the interest of American geographers and political sci-
entists in geopolitics* and its application to American foreign policies.* Spykman,
for example, echoed German Geopolitiker not only in his preoccupation with the
strategic interests of his country in his America’s Strategy,* but also in the use of
cartography as argument, that is, the contrast of the maps of the encirclement of
the Old World and that of the New World.*” Likewise, Van Valkenburg edited a
geographic analysis of America at War.* By 1942 even Bowman saw war as an
essential element of international relations:

We never put the sword in the picture. Germany and Japan do. And if it is their
way and they are powerful, then it must be included in our way of life. Defense
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is a part of our way no matter through what seas of blood it leads—or we shall
lose the way of life we cherish. The soldier on a Greek vase of the fifth century
B.C. carries a sword without apology: to the Greeks war was one of the arts.*

Geographers in War and Peace

In this period of consolidation of the modern nation-states, geographers were using
their insights to inform policies of their own states, but the roles of geographers
varied greatly according to national needs and interests. German geographers sup-
ported the aggressive expansion of the new state —colonialism for Ratzel, expan-
sion in Europe for the Geopolitiker. Kjellén favored the maintenance of the union
of Norway with Sweden and the containment of Russia in northern Europe, Mac-
kinder promoted the maintenance of the British Empire through alliances with
local actors to prevent the constitution of a strong state that would control the
heartland. The French geographers underlined the regional personalities of Alsace-
Lorraine and the Rhineland to justify their separation from Prussian Germany (the
first was returned to France in 1919, and the second was demilitarized after the
war, until the Germans abrogated the treaty in 1936). Bowman lobbied against
the isolationism of the United States.

Geographers were directly involved in the Great War as soldiers, often in
positions where they could apply their knowledge to advise policy makers and
military planners and to do fieldwork.®® In anticipation of the peace settlement,
French geographers like Vidal de la Blache and his son-in-law de Martonne were
members of a committee that prepared for the French government the justification
of the return of Alsace-Lorraine to France after the war, without a plebiscite or a
referendum.’! In Britain geographers seized on the war as an opportunity to po-
sition their discipline favorably in schools and universities,*? without much success,
as Mackinder deplored in 1921:

This was the position when the war came upon us, and then in a rudimentary
sort of way the whole people began to think strategically, or in other words,
geographically. We who were growing old in the cause thought that when the
war was over our favourite study would be permanently established in its rightful
place. But as with other sanguine war hopes and forecasts the realization, although
not contrary to what was expected, was not complete.”

After the war, geographers were directly involved as experts at the peace con-
ferences. The American Isaiah Bowman represented the American Geographic
Society as an advisor to President Woodrow Wilson at the Paris Peace Conference.
His book The New World was primarily based on facts and insights collected in
that position. He was one of the founders of the Council of Foreign Relations.>
Bowman remained an advisor to the U.S. administration who lobbied against iso-
lationism and was as such very active at the State Department during World War
Il as well. During the Peace Conference, Emmanuel de Martonne and Albert
Demangeon held similar advisory positions on the French side. The Serbian Johan
Cvijic provides another example of how geographic writings were influential at
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these conferences. His ethnic maps of the Balkans (more specifically, his acknow-
ledgment of the existence of Macedo-Slavs in Macedonia, distinct from the Greeks
and the Bulgarians) were crucial in the attribution of that region to the newly
formed Kingdom of the Serbs, the Croats, and the Slovenians (later Yugoslavia).*
It is interesting to note that Bowman, de Martonne, and Cvijic specialized more
in physical geography than in political geography, which suggests that the input
expected from geography was not related to political issues proper, but pertained
to the physical context in which they were embedded.

After the peace settlement, German geographers were more directly involved
in foreign policy. Geopolitik was seen as applied knowledge, to the extent that it
was often labeled “pseudoscience.” Geographers’ ideas, those of Geopolitiker but
also Ratzel’s concept of Lebensraum,’® were applied by the Nazi regime to justify
its policies of expansion and extermination. For example, Walter Christaller’s the-
ory of central places was used to plan settlements in Eastern Europe. On the
American side, similar geopolitical applications that advised foreign policy makers
were found too, as was also true of geopolitical schools in many other countries.””

War raised the awareness of the relevance of geographic knowledge. This was
true of World War I but also of World War II. “Geography is today much in vogue
owing to the circumstances which have made the period in which we live one of
war on a global scale.”® The utility of geography was widely recognized. “Geog-
raphy has always been vital to the prosecution of war, in three ways: first, intelli-
gence is critical; secondly logistics [. . .]; thirdly, in action.”” Geographers were
recruited as such. In the United States, 670 geographers were involved in some
way during World War 11, including 129 geographers who worked within the Otfice
for Strategic Services, with Richard Hartshorne as chair of the project committee,®
while British academics published the Naval Intelligence Handbooks, a series of
fifty-eight volumes.®!

Nevertheless, not all geographers were serving the state. The most illustrious
opponents were the French anarchist Elisée Reclus and the Russian anarchist
Peter Kropotkin at the end of the nineteenth century and the German Marxist
Karl Wittfogel, who wrote against the use of Geopolitik for the theoretical justifi-
cation of fascist tendencies and imperialism.®? Kropotkin pleaded in 1885 for the
importance of geography in education for peace:

In our time of wars, of national self-conceit, of national jealousies and hatreds
ably nourished by people who pursue their own egotism, personal or class inter-
ests, geography must be [. ..] a means of dissipating these prejudices and of cre-
ating other feelings more worthy of humanity.”®

Fifty years later, Wallace Atwood discussed “the universal demand of the
masses of the people for peace” at the end of his presidential address to the As-
sociation of American Geographers (AAG).** He saw a huge task for geographers,
that “of introducing the people of one nation to the people living in the other
nations of the world.”

Ignorance breeds suspicion. International understanding cannot be built on fear,
or suspicion or hatred. The damnable practices of war must be stamped out and
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placed in our historic background along with the torture chamber, the guillotine
and private duelling.%

Conclusion for the Period 1897-1945

In the first half of the twentieth century, academic geographers were divided into
a war-minded camp that saw war as the legitimate expression of competition be-
tween states and a peace-minded camp that promoted international cooperation.
Publications rarely dealt explicitly with war waging and peacemaking, which were
discussed in the relatively small literature on political geography. Studies of the
state and international relations mainly paid attention to resources that a state
could mobilize to win a war (for example, the location and size of its territory,
population, “sense of space,” and resources). Geographic knowledge was generally
considered an aid to statecraft in the different national settings and a tool in the
education of the masses and the army of the nation, but a small group was pro-
moting its potential to foster international understanding and cooperation. Still,
geography was mainly an aid to war-waging states.

Geography and Geographers since World War 11

Key Developments in War and Peace since 1945

After World War I, European states were not able anymore to contest the super-
power status of the United States and the Soviet Union. The United Nations (UN)
system gave a more thorough international overarch to the modern state system
that further expanded with decolonization. War-making practices were dramati-
cally altered by the proliferation of nuclear armaments as other states — the Soviet
Union, the United Kingdom, France, China, India, and others—emulated the
United States. Nuclear deterrence was seen as the main stabilizing force during
the Cold War, an armed state of nonwar. In addition, there were local conflicts,
especially liberation wars, wars by proxy between the two superpowers in the Third
World. Conventional war was supplemented by ABC weapons threats (atomic,
biological, and chemical instruments of mass destruction).

After the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, NATO
armies redefined their role as peacemaking and peacekeeping agents outside their
territories under a UN umbrella. Local conflicts between states and between
groups that challenged weak states proliferated and escalated. Last but not least,
global terrorist networks became key challengers of a global collective security, as
was powerfully demonstrated by the attacks of September 11, 2001.

Key Developments in Academic Geography since 1945

The postwar period has been one of academic consolidation. Universities grew
tremendously, especially from the 1960s onward, and their role as teaching insti-
tutions changed with the democratization of academic education. The professional
future of geography students diversified beyond teaching geography at a school or
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university. Academic consolidation also meant larger staffs and larger research
programs. With quantity also came tremendous qualitative changes in approaches
regarding both theoretical and methodological aspects. In geography this led to
fragmentation, with a sharper divide between human and physical geography and
further specialization into subfields such as cultural geography, economic geog-
raphy, and political geography, but also urban studies, area studies, and the like.
In addition, several general paradigm shifts brought innovations in geography: the
quantitative revolution from the 1960s onward, and later, geographic information
systems (GIS) and remote-sensing techniques, Marxism and neo-Marxism in the
1970s and 198os, postmodernism and critical theory in the 198os and 1990s, and
more engaged forms of geographic practices such as radical geography, feminist
geographies, or postcolonial geographies. New subdisciplines and alternative
schools were institutionalized in an ever-increasing number of geographic or in-
terdisciplinary journals.® In addition, it is important to note that peace studies
developed from the 1950s onward as an interdisciplinary field of research, distinct
from strategic studies, and it institutionalized with its own institutes and journals,
such as Journal of Conflict Resolution (1957) and Journal of Peace Research (1964).

Geographers about War and Peace since 1945

It is customary to write that political geography almost vanished after the war,
which is surely true of geopolitics in Germany,” but is overstated for political
geography in the United States. Derwent Whittlesey seems to have considered
starting a journal of political geography,®® but it was not until 1982 that such
a journal (Political Geography Quarterly) was established, as an international
journal.

In the meantime, political geography became detached from the emotions of
war by functionalist approaches. Jean Gottmann, a French geographer of Russian
origin who worked in the United States, analyzed the partition of the world
through two main factors that caused instability and stability: movement (all ex-
changes throughout the world) and iconography (symbols in which people be-
lieve).%” Richard Hartshorne offered a functionalist model of state integration and
disintegration by accounting for centripetal and centrifugal forces.” His concept
of state-idea was developed further into a chain from political idea to political area
by Stephen B. Jones,” who also discussed global views of the political system.”

The state system and power relations were not addressed by geographers. One
exception was Saul B. Cohen, a student of Whittlesey, through his publication in
1963 of Geography and Politics in a World Divided.” The purpose of this book
was “to present a geographical view of contemporary international politics.” Dis-
cussing critically Mackinder’s, Haushofer’s, and Spykman’s world maps, Cohen
developed his own. In the bipolar world of the 1960s, he distinguished two geos-
trategic regions and, within these regions, several geopolitical regions, including
shatterbelts at the divide between the two geostrategic regions. The regional group-
ings of states attracted his utmost interest. He updated his maps several times over
the years to take into account the ongoing transformation of the world geopolitical
system.”
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Political scientists, rather than geographers, adopted traditional geographic ap-
proaches to study international relations and military issues. Harold and Margaret
Sprout explored the role of the environment in international politics by focusing
on the perception of environmental factors by policy makers.” Physical-geographic
factors were also addressed in most contributions to a special issue of the Journal
of Conflict Resolution in 1960.7° There is a large literature about geopolitics, geos-
trategy, and military geography,” but it is more the work of military schools and
naval colleges, and geographers were rarely engaged in that perspective.”

The revival of political geography started in France with Yves Lacoste and the
foundation of the journal Hérodote.” Their project was a subversive geopolitics,
with the aim of generating activism informed by geographic knowledge. In the
end, the work of Lacoste and his associates, such as the thematic issues of Hérodote,
was more contemplative than their original agenda suggested and often consisted
of the confrontation of different representations of the same conflict and their
incompatible territorial claims.*

Internationally, the foundation of the journal Political Geography Quarterly
in 1982 by John O’Loughlin and Peter J. Taylor and the establishment of the
Commission on the World Political Map of the International Geographical Union
(IGU) marked the revival of political geography.®! Still, political geographers were
hardly involved in peace studies and did not pay much attention to war and
peace.® This has changed in the past two decades, although only three books have
engaged explicitly with the geography of war and peace.®?

The Geography of Peace and War, edited in 1985 by David Pepper and Alan
Jenkins, two Oxford geographers, was dominated by nuclear deterrence in the
second Cold War.%* In his introduction, Pepper announced a contribution of ge-
ographers and associated scholars to peace studies that focused on the description
and the analysis of geographic (i.e., spatial and environmental) aspects of peace
and war studies, a limitation Pepper acknowledged. Part I, about the geography
of the Cold War and the arms race, covered the geography of conflict since 1945,
the geopolitics of deterrence between the United States and the Soviet Union, the
geography of arms production and sales, propaganda cartography, and the geog-
raphy of arms manufacture in the United States. Part II concentrated upon the
geography of nuclear war, including doomsday computer forecasts of thermal ra-
diation, blast, and local fallout for the United Kingdom, the climatological effects
of a nuclear exchange, and the geography of civil defense in the United States.
Part III dealt with geographies of peace, specifically, nuclear-weapon-free zones,
the geography of the peace movement, peace education and the geography cur-
riculum, and a Soviet view of the geography of peace and war. The latter chapter
featured an antiwar declaration adopted at the Twenty-first International Geogra-
phy Congress in Paris in 1984 at the proposal of the National Committee of Soviet
Geographers.

Apart from this volume, nuclear war and nuclear deterrence have been ad-
dressed by geographers in numerous books and journal articles that deal with
education,® the consequences of nuclear attacks,* geographies of military spend-
ing,*” and the peace movement.® The topic seems to have vanished into thin air
after the end of the Cold War, although obviously the weaponry is still out there.
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The Political Geography of Conflict and Peace, edited by Nurit Kliot and
Stanley Waterman, two Israeli political geographers, in 1991, by the end of the
Cold War, dealt more with territorial conflicts and discursive aspects than with
material manifestations proper.® In the introduction Nurit Kliot addressed the
rapid changes in the international system at the end of the 1980s. Chapters in the
book included Saul Cohen’s presentation of an emerging world map of peace with
the emergence of new states, especially the category he named gateway states. In
addition, there was a reflection on a century of geopolitics,” a contrast between
geopolitics of dominance and international cooperation in Europe, discussions of
incomplete surrenders and dealignment, a survey of diplomatic networks and their
meaning for stable peace, an analysis of the European Community as a “civilian
power,” an examination of territorial ideology and international conflict, and a
discussion of the nature and causes of national and military self-images. The re-
maining chapters addressed the following more localized conflicts: the interna-
tional borders of Arabia, apartheid as foreign policy, a comparative study of mi-
nority control in Israel and Malaysia, and two chapters on the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The third volume is the The Geography of War in the Post Cold War World,
which was published in 2001 by Patrick O’Sullivan, who is one of the few academic
geographers who write on the geographical nature of strategic and tactical prob-
lems.®! In this concise book, O’Sullivan provided an overview of the many facets
of the geography of war and dealt with warlike traces in the landscape in a his-
torical perspective, with the geography of war in the 199os, and with military
aspects related to geography at different scales (geopolitics, geostrategy, and bat-
tlescapes). He considered both the military impact of geography and the geo-
graphic impact of the military. The final chapter addressed the warriors (styles of
wars across time and space) and victims.

The present volume considerably expands the agenda to the domain of drugs,
terrorism, religion, and feminism. The research published in the past two decades
shows a similar diversity of topics and approaches.

A first cluster of publications consists of analyses of the state system: the view
from nowhere. These geographers dealt with the distribution of conflicts in space
and time and possible explanations for these spatial patterns. However, explanatory
factors are not sought anymore among physical-geographic factors such as climates,
terrain, or the distribution of land and sea. John O’Loughlin and Herman van der
Wausten have worked apart and together with large databases on the occurrence
of wars and other conflicts, for example, the distribution of battle deaths in differ-
ent types of war since 189o and the relations between war cycles and economic
cycles.” In a similar vein, Jan Nijman studied patterns of relations between the
superpowers in the Cold War, Tom Nierop analyzed patterns of relations between
states in terms of diplomatic relations, membership in international organizations,
and trade relations, and Nijman and Richard Grant scrutinized patterns of foreign
aid.”? Colin Williams and Stephen Williams explored the security architecture of
Europe after the Cold War,”* and Michael Shin and Michael Ward examined the
linkage between military spending and economic growth between 1985 and 1995.%
Related work by political scientists exists, although it sometimes considers the role
of physical-geographic facts—how ironic.” A separate cluster consists of studies
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led by structural approaches, both political economy?” and world-systems analysis,”
that have paid more attention to structural inequalities than to active periods
of war.

Another perspective has been to make visible the effect of war on people on
the ground, that is, the view from below. Yves Lacoste revealed the logic behind
American dike bombings in North Vietnam in a widely published article.”” Ken-
neth Hewitt wrote about the strategic bombing of urban places during World War
II, surveying the German and Japanese cities attacked, the resulting destruction of
places, and the problem of witnesses and of urban reconstruction.!®® In a later
article, he dealt with the “oral geographies” of these bombings, based on ques-
tionnaires administered by the Allied forces at the end of the war among civilians
affected by the bombings.!*! Similarly, geographies of the Holocaust have been
attempted.'? Hugh Clout wrote about the restoration of fields, farms, villages, and
market towns of northern France in the aftermath of the Great War.'”® Geogra-
phers have also addressed the tension between states and cities in War and the
City (1991) and more specifically with regard to military spending in The Pentagon
and the Cities (1992).1"

Older periods and other wars have been scrutinized too.!** Nuala Johnson has
documented Irish enrollment in the Great War (with reproductions of fascinating
posters) and the spectacle of remembrance on Peace Day, July 19, 1919, in different
[rish cities.®® She wrote earlier about monuments and nationalism,!*” a topic also
addressed by James Mayo in his work on war memorials.'®® Karen Morin and
Lawrence Berg have analyzed the gendering of resistance in British colonial nar-
ratives of land wars of the 1860s in New Zealand by comparing men’s and women’s
voices among the British supporters of the Maori.!” Alison Blunt studied the rep-
resentation of home, empire, and British women during the Indian “mutiny” of
1857-1858.1% Leaving archives and monuments behind, Lorraine Dowler re-
searched the everyday construction of violence in Northern Ireland, dealing with
women and war in Belfast through participant observation.!!! B. Graham and P.
Shirlow disclosed connections between historical and contemporary conflicts in
their analysis of the Battle of the Somme’s (1916) role in Ulster Protestant iden-
tity.“z

During the late 198os and the 199os, geographers shifted their attention from
material to discursive characteristics of conflicts and analyzed historical justifica-
tions in conflicts,'”® as well as geographic arguments,'* geopolitical discourses of
formal geopoliticians,'® foreign policy makers,''® or news media.'"” K.-J. Dodds
studied both elite narratives and popular geopolitics in the Falklands War.!'8 Ge-
rtjan Dijkink tackled the relation between national identity and geopolitical vision
in several countries and the relation between elite geopolitical codes and popular
representation.'” Anssi Paasi addressed the issues of the connections between
scales in his study of the social construction of the Finnish-Soviet border, Finnish
nationalism, and changing geopolitical relations between Finland and the Soviet
Union.!?* O’Loughlin and V. Kolossov analyzed public opinion in seventeen coun-
tries toward the NATO intervention in Kosovo in 1999.'?! M. Sparke explored the
limits of critique with an analysis of his own conference paper on the “Gulf
War.”122

The relations of geography and nationalism and imperialism have been scru-
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tinized in contributions to conferences organized by the IGU Commission on the
History of Geographical Thought.'?® Furthermore, the work and activities of ge-
ographers have been extensively examined, especially for those involved in geo-
politics, often under the label of critical geopolitics.'* In 2000 Klaus Dodds and
David Atkinson edited Geopolitical Traditions: A Century of Geopolitical Thought,
a collection of essays that rethought geopolitical histories, the connection between
geopolitics, nation, and spirituality. Dodds and Atkinson also included essays about
the reclaiming of geopolitics, the changing discourse of Israeli geopolitics, geo-
politics and the media, environmental geopolitics, and two closing essays on fu-
tures and possibilities.!?

Political geography also possesses a strong tradition of local case studies, es-
pecially about border conflicts and the related war and peace processes. This is a
persistent feature, but the research perspectives have shifted. The Israeli-Palestinian
conflict is probably the single most researched conflict, which can be explained
by the length of the conflict, its many wars, its many ramifications and connota-
tions for religious groups, and the position of the Middle East during the Cold
War, but also by some very active political geographers. This large body of liter-
ature features contributions of the Israeli geographer David Newman,'?® and the
Palestinian geographer Ghazi Falah,'?” as well as common publications.!?® Col-
lections such as the edited volume Water in the Middle East: A Geography of
Peace'” and the forum Israel at 5o in Political Geography® have extended the
debate.” The second most studied conflict is probably that in Northern Ireland.!*?
The effect of war and subsequent peace settlements has been studied for the
partition of Cyprus and its effects on the political landscape of the island,'* for
divided cities,"** and for the reconstruction of Beirut after the war.'®

Last but not least, political geographers have addressed more general issues of
territoriality and territorial conflicts that are relevant to war and peace,*® especially
border conflicts,'” ecological problems,'® peacekeeping operations,' and legal
aspects of peace settlements such as international courts and peace conferences.'*
The Internet and its potential to disrupt state sovereignty were also acknowledged
in accounts of the hardly metaphorical “war of ink and Internet” in Chiapas in
the mid-1990s and in a prospective essay by Stan Brunn that called for a Treaty
of Silicon."" Brunn was also the guest editor of a special 2003 issue of Geopolitics
focusing on September 11 (Volume 8, Number 3). Although this overview is far
from exhaustive and largely limited to the English language literature, it shows
the great diversity of an expanding body of geographic literature. Still, few intro-
ductory textbooks of political geography use war and peace as their main topic,
Engaging Geopolitics being an exception,'* but John Agnew used the art exhibi-
tion The Great War of the Californias—a fictive retrospective about a future war
between San Francisco and Los Angeles—as an illustration on the cover and in
the preface of Making Political Geography.'+

Geographers in War and Peace since 1945

Discussing the role of geographers during World War II, Andrew Kirby stated that
in the 1990s “Political geographers of the stature of Bowman, or Hartshorne, no
longer exist and are no longer represented within government.”** He made an
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exception for George Demko, the director of the Geographer of the U.S. Depart-
ment of State. This is not to say that geographic knowledge is not widely used to
prepare and wage war. Geographic information systems and remote sensing are
key technologies for intelligence agencies. The difference from the situation fifty
years ago is that academic geographers are largely divorced from these uses.

Academic geographers have involved themselves with war and peace in ways
other than waging war. In France, the Hérodote school of geopolitics proposed a
program for an active geography to oppose state oppression that was inspired by
the anti-imperialist struggle in (former) colonies.'* In the Anglo-American world
in the 1980s, academic geographers claimed to contribute to peace, mainly through
the diffusion of geographic knowledge, the logic being that “If this viewpoint adds
to the evidence of its, [war’s] ultimate futility, then we have served a useful pur-
pose.”* Nevertheless, the idea that “every act of war is always a disaster” has been
challenged by O Tuathail in a critique of the statist research agenda of van der
Wausten and O’Loughlin and the limitation of their approach to negative peace
and their neglect of structural violence.!*

Issues of nuclear war and deterrence have prompted many geographers to take
a stand for peace. But the numerous calls for action,'* petitions at the AAG and
at the IGU, and the publications mentioned earlier, targeted their own arenas.
Geographers were possibly successful in local education and activist initiatives, but
they had poor access to decision makers. Susan Cutter addressed this issue in 1988
in her Geographers and Nuclear War: Why We Lack Influence on Public Policy.'*
She imputed this poor record to two factors: the absence of a grand theory and
the fragmentation of geography. Stating that “Geographers are more important
than they think,” Peter Slowe argued that geographers should explore more thor-
oughly the implication for geography of political thought. He illustrated his points
with a demonstration of the centrality of geography to the argument in case studies
of the five sources of political power (might, right, nationhood, legality, and le-
gitimacy).""

Other examples of statements against nuclear deterrence or more specific,
localized conflicts have been published in more radical geography journals, for
example, Antipode or, more recently, the two forums organized by the Arab World
Geographer that asked geographers for initial reflections upon the second Intifada
and the September 11, 2001, attacks.”! After September 11, 2001, AAG’s geographers
prepared a research agenda to contribute to the understanding of and the action
against terrorism,"*? and Philosophy and Geography published a special section on
Geographies of the 11th.'>* Some geographers are also personally involved as pub-
licists who promote peace settlements in local conflicts, like, for example, the
British/Israeli political geographer David Newman in the Israeli public debate
about a peace settlement, with columns, canceled by the paper in 2003, in the
Jerusalem Post and contributions in the New York Times, the Guardian, the World
Press Review, and a variety of Jewish newspapers, including the Los Angeles Jewish
Times."**

Finally, one should mention here the International Charter on Geographical
Education adopted in 1992 by the Commission on Geographical Education
(CGE) of IGU at its 1992 Congress in Washington, D.C. Peace is a preoccu-
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pation of the charter, and it explicitly relates to the Universal Declaration on
Human Rights, the Charter of the United Nations, and the Constitution of
UNESCO and underscores the importance of education in cross-national under-
standing and cooperation.” “Geographical education is ideally suited to promote
a sense of mutual respect between nations and people. Geographical knowledge
of other cultures, civilizations and ways of life increases our ability to communicate
and is a necessary prerequisite for international co-operation and solidarity.”"*® This
brings us back to Kropotkin’s statement of 188s5.1%7

Conclusion for the Period since 1945

In the postwar period, academic geographers have been unanimously peace
minded and have promoted international cooperation. In the past two decades,
more and more publications have dealt explicitly with war waging and peacemak-
ing. A much larger and growing literature on the political geography of the state
and international relations has analyzed various aspects of the state system, ranging
from relations between states to discursive practices. Studies of the consequences
of war for individuals have been a much needed innovation. Geographic knowl-
edge is generally conceived as detached from political practices (with the notice-
able exception of French géopolitique) or as critical of statecraft. Geographers are
sometimes involved directly in peace movements and other political actions, rarely
in an army service. Geography is widely seen as an educational tool to foster
international understanding and cooperation, in sum, as a science for peace.

Conclusion

During the last century, there has been an obvious shift from “a war geography”
to “a geography for peace.” War is now widely seen as a condemnable collective
behavior rather than a natural opportunity to demonstrate individual and collective
strength. In research, there has been an expansion of the study of the causes and
the course of war to its effects and consequences, a shift from environmental
factors that influence the relative strength of a specific state to relational factors
regarding interstate interactions, from the viewpoint of one state both to a global
viewpoint from nowhere and to the personal viewpoint of individuals caught in
war situations (elites and civilians alike), and finally, from geophysical facts to the
perceptions of actors who are involved. In addition, geographers’ contribution has
changed; the main objective for applying geographical knowledge has shifted from
war winning to war avoidance. These shifts echo more general social changes.
The connotations of the word “war” were different one century ago when states
used to have a Ministry of War (instead of a Ministry of Defense), but also when
the military draft was common and giving one’s life for the fatherland was no
hollow phrase for citizens of democracies. The general shift of “war as an art” to
“war as a taboo” is widely echoed among geographers.'*s

Geographers now advocate peace in a globalizing world, but they still achieve
poor visibility in public debate. They are less influential than when they wanted
to use their skills to draw lessons about winning war. The ambivalent attitude
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toward policy applications in the field of war and peace is still fueled by the gloomy
example of German Geopolitik. The growing body of literature that reflects on
that period and more generally on the involvement of geographers in nationalist
and colonial projects is therefore a welcome step toward more reflexivity but also
more assurance.

Nevertheless, for many military-minded people, geography is still about logis-
tics, tactics at the battlefield, and strategy.'® In other words, whether geography is
a study of war or peace'® depends in the end only partially on geographers. This
is true of all (scientific) knowledge and technological application. The highly
visible actions of nuclear scientists in campaigns against nuclear deterrence and
the attribution to them of Nobel Prizes for Peace and similar awards have not
prevented state machineries from investing in huge nuclear arsenals. The task of
geographers is much wider than to warn about the effects of nuclear, chemical,
or biological wars—others can and do do it better. The expertise geographers can
share with others pertains to their understanding of place and regards mainly the
role of territory as a control mechanism and in the shaping of identities and
representations that mobilize people to seek violent rather than peaceful settle-
ments to their disagreements.'®!
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HERMAN VAN DER WUSTEN

Violence, Development,

and Political Order

How are “development” and “violence” related? What role does “political order”
play as an intermediate modulator? Where is the geography in all this? These are
the questions I want to tackle in this chapter. “Development” is by now a collo-
quial expression that needs some washing, cleaning, and pressing to be put to
good use. “Violence” always was in and of the streets, but academic introspection
has provided it with additional meaning that makes it a slightly ambiguous con-
cept. “Political order” can use a tiny bit of elaboration at the outset.

“Development” in conjunction with rich and poor countries is a notion
mainly popularized after World War II that indicated the belief that state societies
may normally pass through stages on their way from poor to rich (as individual
humans do in their development from child to adult). They may be early or late,
quick or slow, and they can be assisted from the outside or hindered. In hindsight
one would perhaps have expected more discussion of the possible conditions of
“abnormal” or “retarded” development in the case of countries. Subsequently the
development of countries became increasingly encompassing (e.g., political, so-
cial), but it soon turned out that the concept was clearly overstretched in this way.
In addition, “development” became part of controversies where dependency, es-
sential difference, nonlinearity, and contingency in different packages were mar-
shaled against the protagonists of modernization and the policy field that had been
put to work to solve the “development issue.”

After more than fifty years of trying, development as a practice and an intel-
lectual field is not in good shape. The overall faith is waning and the funding
does not grow, many of the recipes do not work, and the field has lost a clear
demarcation though not its focus. At the same time much partial progress has
been made (e.g., in the field of health and education and in regions such as Fast
Asia). Basic notions of poverty and wealth and their backgrounds are better un-
derstood —there are many more data, better models, and more interpretive knowl-
edge. Development is described in levels. Each level refers to an average and a
distribution of certain attributes for the population of a country. Development
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certainly needs institutional underpinnings, but different institutional provisions
may be functional for one level of development. Development is realization of
the good life and includes health, education, and a certain income, in short, the
negative freedoms plus some positive freedoms that are much more difficult to
indicate unambiguously. There is no need to renounce the ground gained, and |
will therefore use data like those annually published by the World Bank in the
World Development Report and by the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) in the Human Development Report and the insights that inform them in
the remainder of this text. Their use does not imply that all state societies neces-
sarily go through the same sequence of stages at the same rate, but it does imply
that there are situations across state societies and through time that differ as regards
rough levels of development. Each one of them has an accepted average and
distribution of well-being. A general aim of governments (notwithstanding other
aims that may contradict this one) is a higher level of development, and this is
supported by international organizations.

“Violence” is conventionally understood to mean the infliction of bodily harm
with the intent to hurt. Discussing this way of demarcating the concept, some
have supported the widening of its scope by relaxing the restriction to bodies in
order to include mental harm. There have also been proposals to do away with
the directness of the act and its intentional character so that conditions where
livelihood supports are withheld (enforced or not) can also count as violence. In
this way mental and structural violence and all the different combinations they
engender have become part of the discourse on violence. All in all, composite
violence results in diminished health and in many cases in premature death. But
diminished health and premature death cannot at the same time be outside the
realm of human development. This means that development and violence, partic-
ularly in its extended version, overlap to some extent apart from the meaningful
substantive relations they may otherwise entertain. This will be part of my concern
in the following sections.

The debate on the preceding notions of violence and development has also
been relevant to the conceptualization of peace. Peace may well be seen as ab-
sence of violence. As violence becomes multidimensional, so does peace: not only
the absence of direct, physical violence, but possibly also the absence of mental
and/or structural violence. Galtung, who has been one of the major contributors
to these debates during recent decades, has changed one of his basic distinctions
in negative and positive peace over time.! Originally he looked at negative peace
as the absence of direct violence and at positive peace as the absence of structural
violence (which would equal social justice and would become a major part of the
development concept). In his recent work Galtung adds cultural violence (as the
justification of the other two types of violence) to his earlier categories of direct
and structural violence.? He now sees (positive) direct, structural, and cultural
peace as the opposites of their violent counterparts and uses the notion of negative
peaces for the midpoints on these scales. From an intervention point of view,
action for any kind of negative peace in a situation of violence is curative, while
action for any kind of positive peace is preventive. The negative peace syndromes
are generally linked to dissociative approaches, the positive ones to associative
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approaches. Structural positive peace has Galtung’s particular version of develop-
ment as one of its main ingredients.?

“Political order” is the framework in which values are authoritatively allocated.
The authorities in charge use the legitimate force at their disposal. The presence
of a political order presupposes a certain level of acceptance from insiders as well
as outsiders. But political order can, of course, be challenged and then be main-
tained or overrun. A political order disappears as its institutional framework col-
lapses and allocation is the result of mere chance, ruse, and naked force. Political
order implies rules about who makes decisions and rules about how decisions are
made. Political orders can still hardly do without locations from which authority
emanates, but they are not necessarily territorially demarcated, although a terri-
torial base helps greatly. During recent centuries the interstate system has increas-
ingly become the hegemonic global political order. As during earlier episodes such
as the Napoleonic era and the years preceding World War 1, there is much doubt,
hesitation, and uncertainty about its prolongation. The globalization debate of the
last ten years has in any case cast doubt concerning the consequences of the
challenges to state authority from the regional level below the state, the regional
level beyond the state, the global level, alternative state makers (eventually dressed
up in one of the earlier roles), and fragmented sovereignties across sectors. Politics
was always performed at different scales and in different sectors simultaneously.
The state order instilled a certain rank order of importance that is now in jeopardy
at different points in different places.*

There are three meaningful relations between development and violence. In
the study of each of them geographers may fruitfully join, as they have already
done on many occasions. In each of them they will benefit from work in different
neighboring disciplines.

First of all, development is, among many other things, the decrease of pre-
mature death and a healthier quality of life while people are alive, and therefore
less “structural violence.” Geographers can map levels of structural violence as
one dimension of development, look at changes over time, and look for covariation
with other dimensions of development and for explanations that are sensitive to
natural and social environmental factors. Development and structural violence as
partly overlapping concepts are both supposedly sensitive to policy intervention;
thus there is an incentive for the production of applied knowledge on a normative
basis. In this field geographers will find the work of demographers and and of
persons in the fields of in actuarial accounting and social medicine particularly
insightful.

Second, development satisfies basic needs and provides opportunities for self-
realization, but also new action repertoires. It may enhance the legitimacy of the
political order, but may also unhinge it, and may increase social and political
strength as well as strain. It therefore partly conditions levels of criminal and
political violence directed at persons. These effects are intra-, inter-, and transna-
tional. The overall sign of the impact is disputed. Geographers may particularly
concentrate on levels, rates, and dispersal of development across space (which
leads to the construction of regions and to the study of interrelations between
places) in conjunction with the systems of territoriality in place (highlighting the
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borders in the political order). Spatial development distributions and the political
order in which they take shape will jointly give rise to various types of violence.
Geographers can usefully cooperate with political scientists and criminologists in
this respect.

Third, structural violence conditions age pyramids, which have an impact on
the nature of social problems such as the collective capacity to work and personal
violence that may over a certain limit disrupt social life. Consequently, different
types of violence will often have negative consequences for development processes.
There is also a view that despite all negative consequences, organized violence
may help in setting favorable terms for further development by selection and by
providing room for innovation. Geographers could well use their skills to look for
the contextual impact of certain types of violence on development processes and
on how a violent context sets the terms for the institutional buildup that should
undergird development processes. Studies that touch upon these issues will also
be available in political sociology and anthropology.

Development and Violence Overlap

In the early 1960s, as the deterrent systems of the Cold War blossomed and the
new political economy of the Third World was under construction, the Norwegian
Johan Galtung started a new attempt to make room for an applied science of
peace. In 1969 Galtung extended the traditional notion of violence as hurting or
inflicting harm as a consequence of direct action by suggesting additional dimen-
sions and cutoff points, as he has done for many other concepts that are central
to peace studies.” This was one of a series of programmatic statements aimed at
giving a sense of direction and a certain (wide) demarcation of the subject matter.
As a point of departure, violence was said to be “present when human beings are
being influenced so that their actual somatic and mental realizations are below
their potential realizations.”® The ensuing typology has been used in his work ever
since. One major result has been the distinction between personal/behavioral and
structural, or direct and indirect, violence. In the case of structural violence, there
is no person who is producing the gap between the potential and the actual by
directing the hurt or the harm, no subject of the act of violence. However, the
structure in which people are embedded results in unequal exchange of goods
and bads. Some are worse off and others better off than they would have been if
another structure had been in place. The deprivation of those worse off demon-
strates a gap between what was possible and what was realized, and this is violence.
If only the structure resulted in an equitable distribution, the gap would disappear
for those who are deprived, and structural violence would diminish.

From the outset it was obvious that structural violence overlapped with exist-
ing concepts (“In order not to overwork the word violence we shall sometimes
refer to the condition of structural violence as social injustice”)” and that concep-
tual and measurement difficulties abounded (“The meaning of ‘potential realiza-
tions’ is highly problematic”).® What should count as “valuable”? Boulding men-
tioned an unkind commentator who thought that structural violence was anything
Galtung disliked.” Was it an equitable distribution of resources or the equal dis-
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tribution of power to decide over the distribution of resources that really mat-
tered?’® Nonetheless, in the first few years the notion of structural violence was
picked up and tossed around.! A few studies suggested levels of structural violence
in a population and some explanations of the variations.

Galtung and Hoivik pursued the difference between a potential life expec-
tancy and the actual life expectancy of an existing population as a promising way
forward toward an overarching measurement of structural violence levels.'? Hoivik
later introduced the index of structural violence as the difference between potential
and actual life expectancy expressed in units of potential life expectancy.”® It is a
measure of the intensity of structural violence, as experienced by an average in-
dividual, over a complete lifetime. The annual quantity of structural violence can
be derived from the intensity by multiplying it by the quotient of population size
and life expectancy.

An error in this whole approach is the fact that all the direct violence that
has occurred during the demographic history of the current population is (un-
avoidably) incorporated into the calculations of structural violence. In the execu-
tion of these calculations a major problem is the selection of potential values. It
is assumed that a completely even distribution of income provides maximal access
to health care for all and results in the highest possible life expectancy in a given
population. There are two difficulties here. Some incomes will decline. Therefore
there will be a decrease of life expectancies for some groups, but they are relatively
very small because at the upper end of the income distribution income changes
result in much less change in life expectancies. The other problem is the demar-
cation of the population in which redistribution takes place: national, macrore-
gional, global? The pool of incomes to be redistributed makes an immense dif-
ference for those at the bottom and therefore results in very different gains in life
expectancies. Hoivik finally calculated that in 1970 the index of global structural
violence (that is, the loss of life expectancy that could be avoided if incomes were
divided equally worldwide) was 26% (with higher than average figures in Africa,
India, and China), and the estimate of the number of deaths was eighteen million,
assuming a stationary population. This assumption does not hold, and therefore
the actual number of deaths would be higher.'*

Hoivik’s further calculations were triggered by an article of Kshler and Alcock
that produced a list of per country estimates of structural and behavioral violence
in 1965 in terms of people killed."” Their measurement of structural violence had
two versions: one with Swedish life expectancies as the potential values, the other
the egalitarian model that assumed redistribution of intercountry differences in
income (but did not take away intracountry variation). Their calculations resulted
in fourteen to eighteen million deaths from structural violence in 1965. But again,
their numbers include the consequences of direct (behavioral) violence in the
cohorts that make up the current population in the potential (even Sweden has
some deadly crimes) as well as in the actual life expectancies. In 1965 the number
of deaths from behavioral violence was on the order of 1% of the level of structural
violence, but those relations can fluctuate wildly in time and space. Well-nigh all
violence, structural or behavioral, is in what they call the poor South (with 69%
of the world’s population at the time).
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From their synchronic database regarding 1965, Kéhler and Alcock had al-
ready learned that for lower and middle-income countries every additional 7.7%
of gross national product (GNP) per capita results in a rise in life expectancy by
exactly 1.0 year. They called this finding the “Economic Law of Life.”'® In a later
article they tested their law diachronically. For a set of twenty-six poor countries
it was found that in 1955-1965 every 7.3% increase in wealth (this time calculated
in larger energy consumption per capita) resulted in a 1.0-year gain in life expec-
tancy.'” For higher income countries the diachronic data suggested differences in
life expectancy that depended on political regime and not on wealth; in the dia-
chronic data an effect of income rise remained, but it was much less pronounced
than in poor countries (one-year gain in life expectancy for every 18% increase in
wealth).

Although Kéhler and Alcock’s table showed an impressive cross-country vari-
ation in structural violence and their Economic Law of Life strongly suggested an
explanation,'® their article does not show any interest in the geographical distri-
bution of their data. Johnston, O’Loughlin, and Taylor later mapped these same
data on structural and direct violence in a contribution that put these results in a
Wallersteinian world systems perspective.”” They distinguished between various
forms of behavioral violence (personal, property related, and politically related)
and structural violence and connected these to the core-periphery structures that
the political economy produces. They emphasized the different geographical scales
at which these core-periphery structures and the different types of violence occur
(e.g., intraurban segregation and criminal violence patterns versus interstate war).
But a clear-cut explanation of patterns of violence by core-periphery formations
was certainly not forthcoming. They suggested eight different versions (with various
subtypes) of politically induced violence that involve all kinds of actors differently
positioned in the core-periphery structure, and no systematic relation was proposed
or found.?

Despite this incidental reuse of data, there has not been a sustained effort
since the late 1970s to study structural violence empirically. Most of the research
in peace studies was aimed at direct violence (if widening of the traditional con-
cept took place, it was primarily in the sense of taking in psychic direct violence
or violence directed at other sentients) in international wars, civil wars, and ter-
rorism and its prevention. Development studies was the niche for interest in live-
lihood, survival strategies, and exploitation. The study of premature death, its quan-
tification, and the ensuing loss of life years got much attention in this context. To
the extent that demographic parameters were of concern, attention was primarily
directed at fertility and the relation between production and consumption units
in the household.

In the 199os there was a renewed interest in this question, but from a com-
pletely different angle. In the framework of assessments of the efficacy and effi-
ciency of health care systems and specific health care policies, the need for an
appropriate metric had become obvious. This metric, called the global burden of
disease (GBD), should have two components. One is the loss of life years on
account of premature death; the other is the reduced well-being, possibly for pro-
longed periods of life, that results from diseases and injuries. The calculation unit
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is the disability-adjusted life year (DALY). The GBD refers to loss of DALYs. It
can be expressed in numbers of DALY (e.g., estimated at 1,362 million worldwide
in 1990) or as lost DALYs in relation to population size in 1990 (e.g., estimated at
259 per 1,000 worldwide in 199o). It should be emphasized particularly in this last
instance that DALY refer to losses in the future as a result of events in a particular
year, while they are related to current populations in the year of the events. None-
theless, the figures are useful for comparative purposes.

One of the most impressive efforts to provide an overall picture of the state
of health of the world population and the progress made in recent decades based
on these notions is in the World Development Report of 1993.2! It provides a de-
tailed overview of 1990 and also deals with the period 1950-1990. To obtain values
for the loss of DALYs in 1990 as a result of premature death, a life table is used
for a low-mortality population (“West” family model) with life expectancy for fe-
males at 82.5 years and 8o years for males. This is similar to the choice of a
potential population encountered in the earlier attempts. For disability resulting
from disease or injury, the incidence of cases was estimated; the number of years
of healthy life lost was then obtained by multiplying the expected duration by a
severity weight (compared to loss of life).

There is a detailed classification of causes of DALYs lost. These refer to com-
municable and noncommunicable diseases with roughly equal proportions world-
wide but much larger proportions of communicable diseases in the developing
countries and noncommunicable diseases in the developed world. Injuries as a
cause of DALYs lost are much less prominent (11.9% of the total GBD). Within
this category there are estimates for homicides and violence (1.3% of total GBD)
and war (1.0% of GBD) in 1990.2 There are striking differences between males
and females. The GBD for males is generally higher. This particularly results from
the difference in the categories of injuries, from which males suffer to a much
larger extent, and which include homicides and wars. In other words, these data
suggest that males are particularly the prime victims from direct violence. This is
particularly the case in sub-Saharan Africa and the former socialist countries of
Europe, while in India and, less pronouncedly, in China, the disease burden for
females is more severe than for men.?

Life expectancy during the last decades has risen spectacularly. This applies
to all countries but particularly to the poorer ones. The gap in life expectancy
between countries has appreciably shrunk. While in 1950 the difference between
life expectancies in the developed world (capitalist and socialist) and the devel-
oping world was still twenty-four years (forty versus sixty-four), in 19go the differ-
ence had diminished to twelve years (sixty-three versus seventy-five). The curve
that resulted in Kohler and Alcock’s Economic Law of Life still operates, but it
changes over time. In fact, since 1900, for every period of thirty years the function
of income versus life expectancy has become steeper for poorer countries, which
implies that over time ever smaller rates of income growth have resulted in similar
gains in life expectancy.

Although we cannot be sure by exactly how much, it is obvious that overall
the difference between the potential and the realized life expectancies has dimin-
ished if we follow the earlier prescriptions for the calculation of this gap. Conse-
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quently—and taking into account the refinements elaborated in the World Bank
report—levels of structural violence have diminished during the last few decades.
They remain excessively high in sub-Saharan Africa (far more than twice the world
average in DALYs per 1,000 population) and also in India. In the new GBD data
direct violence is properly distinguished from structural violence. Direct violence
was in 199o, as it was in 1965 and 1970, a small fraction of structural violence in
whatever way it was measured.

The series of Human Development Reports issued by the UNDP has made
further attempts to clarify notions of development and structural violence. The
human development index (HDI) takes into account life expectancy, income, and
educational achievement, which are backed up by further data on income distri-
bution, population proportions lacking vital services, and trend data. The most
recent Human Development Report has mixed messages.?* On the one hand, the
HDI is generally improving. For life expectancy this repeats the World Bank data
for slightly different years. The results, again, are in fact spectacular. Life expec-
tancy for the world increased from 59.9 to 66.4 years from 1970-1975 to 1995—
2000. The increase was generally larger the lower the income. While in high-
income countries the increase was 5.8 years, in middle-income countries it was
6.6 years, and in low-income countries it was 9.5 years. This general picture was
repeated in most parts of the world, with two exceptions. In the former socialist
countries there was a small (and probably temporary) setback of life expectancies
during 19902000, while in sub-Saharan Africa during the same period the decline
was more severe, to a large extent due to the HIV/AIDS epidemic.

From the narrow, but important, perspective of length of life as an indication
of structural violence and development levels, according to all reasonable assump-
tions about what should be considered premature in premature death, develop-
ment is improving and structural violence is receding, although both remain at
unsatisfactory levels. At the same time one has to subscribe to one of the box
headings in the Human Development Report that states, “Global inequality —gro-
tesque levels, ambiguous trends.”” While the gap in life expectancies is declining,
the income gaps (even if they are measured in purchasing power parities) are
extreme. The Human Development Report stresses the current gaps more than the
trends. Some of the lower income countries have indeed grown faster than the
high-income countries (notably China, but also India during more recent years),
but others have stayed behind. In fact, the annual gross domestic product (GDP)
growth rate per capita (in purchasing power parity in U.S. dollars) during 1975—
2000 has been 2.1% for high-income countries, 1.8% for middle-income countries,
and 1.5% for low-income countries, and thus in absolute terms the gap in wealth
has widened enormously. As we saw earlier, the relation of income and health has
become less tight for poorer countries, and thus these different indications of
development have become ever more diverse. Finally, cross-country inequalities
should not hide internal inequalities from view. In terms of income inequality,
the Human Development Report now has Gini indexes for 117 countries.?® A Gini
index measures the difference between an equal and an actual distribution of an
attribute in a population (i.e., income) with scores varing between o (perfect equal-
ity) to 100 (maximum inequality). These should obviously be used with even more
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caution than the other figures presented in this section. If we just average the
indexes in the classes of countries with high, medium, and low human develop-
ment indexes, we get, respectively, 32.4, 43.3, and 43.4. In interpreting these figures
we should take into account that for countries with higher human development
indexes more of the data are based on income than on consumption, and this
results in higher inequality rates for similar cases. It is obvious that variations in
intracountry inequality do not at all compensate for the stark differences between
countries in terms of the number of people who suffer from completely insufficient
development levels.

If anything, structural violence in the restricted sense in which we have en-
countered it here may be slowly receding. This by no means implies that action,
political or otherwise, to speed up the process would be superfluous. More easily
than in the past, increases in income can be translated into better, more effective
health provisions. Information about large-scale food shortages is now generally
and quickly available, and sufficient food can be shipped so that catastrophic
famines are unnecessary. It is true that completely new challenges may arise at
short notice, the HIV/AIDS epidemic or SARS, for example, that put existing
health care systems and societies at large under enormous pressure. Nonetheless,
the world political order should be able to universally close much of the gap
between the potential and the realized in terms of basic health and survival
chances. But major impediments to reaching that goal remain. The political order
at the international level fails by allowing agricultural trade structures that con-
strain agricultural production in some of the areas where it is most needed. It also
fails in some cases to respond sufficiently promptly to impending disasters. Some
of these disasters are “man made,” often by “political man.” All kinds of conflicts
produce environmental damage and disrupt social life, particularly by bringing
refugee situations into being.?

Geographers could assist in the continued exploration of the notion of struc-
tural violence as it has unfolded in this section. Although Galtung initially tried
to avoid the overlap of the concepts of structural violence and development, he
changed tack later on, I think rightly. If we restrict structural violence to premature
death (possibly extended by limited health), it remains important to follow the
evolution of its distribution across the globe and to study the covariation with other
development dimensions, as I did to some extent with income. The components
of the Human Development Report are obviously prime subjects for such an ex-
ercise. The report only begins to explore the differences in rankings for individual
countries.? Geographers should further aim their efforts in this area at two points:
the contextual factors that impede putting adequate health care in place and mak-
ing food available in concrete cases, and the comparative politics of livelihood
threat.

The Violence-Development Loop

While both violence and development can be considered as broad concepts that
at least partially overlap, there is also room for views that consider these notions
as smaller in scope and separate. In that case the question is if and how they are
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related. It was suggested in the introduction that indeed they can be related, and
in both directions at that. The connection of violence and development can
therefore be conceptualized as a loop but this loop, is not necessarily straightfor-
ward in the sense of a positive or negative feedback dynamic. This is so for two
reasons. 'The multidimensional nature of nonoverlapping violence and develop-
ment allows for different relations that are not necessarily all in the same direction.
Many of these relations are complicated because the political order plays an in-
termediary role that produces further ramifications. In this section I will first briefly
look at the ways in which development may be consequential for direct violence
and then indicate the chances for development as a result of structural and direct
violence. This will finally allow some conclusions as to the possible nature of the
violence-development loops that apparently operate simultaneously.

Development: Consequences for Direct Violence

In modulating the impact that development may have on violence, the political
order is of the utmost importance. A political order is to a large extent a regulatory
mechanism for the control of direct violence, while direct violence or at least the
capacity to use it is at the same time supposedly assisting the maintenance of the
political order. In the state system, that is still the centerpiece of the political order.
States try to hold onto the monopoly of taxation and violence as the bases of their
legitimate authority. To the extent that they are successtul, imposed taxes are paid
and the category of users of violence is restricted by acceptance of a norm (apart
from its lawful use by state authority, violence is outside the accepted action rep-
ertory) and/or by deterrence. What happens as development increases or decreases,
given that violence is as embedded as it is in the political order? What is the
current cross-country variation of development and of violence, and do they cor-
relate? If so, is this correlation stable over time? These questions are further com-
plicated by the impact that the political order simultaneously has on development
(this is currently known as the “good governance” issue in World Bank parlance).
The geographers” special interest in all this will be in the specifics beyond regu-
larities that case studies will uncover due to the contingencies that occur where
space paths and time lines meet, but also in the more general guidance that spatial
givens still impose on these processes and in the use of territoriality strategies by
different actors.

There is obviously no agreement on these general questions or on their geo-
graphical elaborations in the literature. I will therefore briefly outline three de-
scriptions of political order with their backward links to development and forward
links to violence. These understandings of political orders have been culled from
the literature and made into composite pictures that are tagged as liberal, realist,
and state makers” order. In the literature the proponents of these models are most
of the time in competition about their respective explanatory powers and prescrip-
tive pros and cons. One may also look at them as ideal types approximated by the
respective state systems in different parts of the world. In that light Europe would
now (but much less in the past) be the closest in the international state system to
a liberal order. Africa and Latin America would in slightly different ways qualify
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as current state makers” orders, while Pacific Asia would be the approximately
realist order. Apart from the problem of how permanent such configurations will
be, given their own dynamics, the intriguing question is how the current hyper-
power, the United States, the other major powers with lesser but still existing global
pretensions, and the emerging global polity will affect these macroregional con-
figurations.

Since the 1980s, before the end of the Cold War, a huge literature on the
“democratic peace” has developed.? It deals primarily but not exclusively with
interstate relations and continues a position in the eternal debate on the possibil-
ities of a peaceful interstate system that has been going on since the seventeenth
century. Earlier emanations that also left traces in the academic literature were
inspired by Wilson’s views after World War I and transatlantic and Western Eu-
ropean cooperation after World War IL* It puts itself up against the realist tradition
that emphasizes the indivisible nature of states and the power distribution among
them as the essential features to look at. The liberal (or idealist) tradition, on the
other hand, emphasizes popular government and societal (transnational) interde-
pendencies as the most important incentives to peace.

The democratic peace literature starts from the observation that democratic
states rarely if ever go to war against each other. The interest in the taming of
violence in mutual international relations has on a number of occasions been
extended to the taming of internal violence by democracies. There has been a
renewed focus on the analysis and prescriptions of Kant as set out in a number of
texts, for example, “Perpetual Peace,” which was written amid the onslaught of
the French Revolution and continued a long-standing literary tradition among the
cosmopolitan population of Europe.

Kant formulated three conditions that should jointly result in peaceful intra-
and interstate relations. At the state level one needs liberal democracy (this is the
contemporary translation of his ideas; Kant put particular stress on a good political
constitution that guarantees civil rights). Democratic states will voluntarily join a
confederation that will guarantee internal freedom to each partner and stimulate
and, if need be, lawfully enforce peaceful mutual relations and collective defense
against outside aggression. Citizens of democracies will freely enter into commer-
cial and other relations with citizens of other democracies and thus forge ever-
growing interdependencies. This is also the best basis for the creation of social
wealth. Kant does not propose that this scheme be put in place in one stretch. In
his view there is an evolutionary trend in this direction based on selection and
learning behavior. Democracies have more survival chances and superior capaci-
ties to learn to follow the rule of law and to educate their citizens to act as
supporters of peace. The evolutionary process is not without reversals, but the
general trend should be clear in the longer term. War and upheaval (Kant was
surrounded by them) act as incentives to give up a lawless state of savagery. The
dynamics are important.’!

For the last two centuries there is considerable evidence that democracies that
are at least potentially relevant to each other (not too distant or with at least one
major power in the dyad) tend to show less propensity to engage in mutual violent
conflict relations, either wars or militarized disputes, than other dyads. This is
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particularly true for dyads that have been democracies for a long time (the maturity
effect). It is possible that dispute probabilities generally, that is, in all types of
dyads, go down over time, but these results need further confirmation. The two
world wars were major upheavals of the system, and their consequences for the
further spread of interstate peace have to be assessed.’? At the same time intrastate
violent conflict and war are also dependent on the nature of the political order.
Democracies, but also autocracies, show lower propensities to civil war than re-
gimes between these two polar types. Democracies simultaneously sustain higher
levels of serious political conflict than other regime types, but fatalities, though
frequently encountered, are rarely high in number. Polity change on the
autocracy-democracy scale in whatever direction increases the chances of civil war.
Halfway regimes and regime change each result in higher chances of civil war.
Democracies diffuse in waves that are followed by partial reversals. On the average,
democracies are more lasting political regimes than others.*®

In the case of interstate conflict and war as well as in the case of serious
political internal conflict and civil war, development level plays an important role.
It diminishes violent conflict levels.** In addition, there is a fairly strong mutual
positive relation between development and democracy.”® There has been much
debate about the proper sequencing and the leading factor. In Kant’s view there
is a virtuous circle in the dynamic relations between both phenomena, but this
will not be generally supported. In sum, according to this argument, development
through the character of the state and the state system lowers the chances of high-
fatality political conflict. Development also makes a significant direct contribution
in the same direction. Consequently, it is not impossible that the political world
moves slowly, uncertainly, and with setbacks by way of waves of democratization
and ongoing development in the direction of generalized democracy and higher
development levels accompanied by fairly stable civil peace and a very low prob-
ability of interstate warfare and militarized disputes.

But there are still many uncertainties and countermovements that may not
all result in positive selection and benign learning processes. The Kantian pre-
scription of a general evolution in the direction of a confederacy still seems far-
fetched. It is less than clear if recent democracies will be able to withstand the
inevitable strains that they suffer, and it is very uncertain if the distribution of
cosmopolitan citizens needed to breathe life into the whole scheme will result in
sufficient numbers in the different parts of the state system. In the empirical record
of the last two centuries, the uncanny presence of two devastating world wars
demonstrates the frailty of the historical trends. For all types of wars taken together,
there seems not to be any trend in the severity of war during the last two centuries.
While interstate wars may slowly subside and wars conducted by members of the
state system outside the system are a thing of the past as long as the state system
remains universal in scope, the number of civil wars indeed increases.’® The trend
for civil war risks indicates steep increases from the 1940s to the 1980s. This is
partly due to the increased number of states in the system, but there is an extra
increase not predicted by the explanatory variables in the model that in themselves
already account for rising numbers. A steep fall in this risk to the end of the
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research period in 1992 should, however, be added.’” Other data indicate further
decreases afterwards, contrary to popular belief and policy assumptions.?

Realists ground their argument on the continuing existence of a state system.
The state system consists of sovereign powers that have the ultimate say over a
piece of territory and the population that lives there. There is no overarching
authority in the state system, and every member is ultimately acting alone. A state
is a homogeneous unit. The ultimate way of conducting foreign relations is
through the threat or the use of armed force, which is the power that really counts.
Peaceful international relations are temporary states of the system that come about
as a result of power balances (distribution plus links in alliances between system
members). Peaceful balances provide a sense of security to supporters of the status
quo and block opportunities for challengers to change the status quo to their own
advantage.*

The realist argument generally had the upper hand during the Cold War and
in many earlier periods of history, particularly among practitioners of statecraft. It
is attractive to them because it makes a strict distinction between those who guide
the state and the remainder of the population. It concentrates all attention on a
small group of power holders who may put to use the assets of state power at their
disposal. There is much to say to the idea that those in charge of foreign and
security policy have long been a select club with internal codes who could do
their business largely separate from the population at large. At the same time they
were an international club that respected the rules of their own power games; that
is, they could quarrel relentlessly and at the same time have a shared ethos to
maintain peace as best they could, which occasionally may have run counter to
the “objective” facts of power. A challenger, of course, could aim for a separate
position, but he might very much look like a person in search of a new, very
similar club.®

The realist argument is still preponderant as a working philosophy in the
policy-making echelons of the armed forces and the diplomatic service in many
countries, and the elegance of its few axioms and its logically derived wide-ranging
consequences arouses respect. However, some of its most basic assumptions are
increasingly undermined. Many states can under most conditions no longer be
seen as homogeneous units. For states deeply enmeshed in the international co-
operation of different kinds, the centers of command of the different policy sectors
are to such an extent intertwined with those of other countries that they find it
increasingly difficult to act alone. The recent tensions within the British cabinet
have been called a Mozart opera by well intentioned observers,*' but less friendly
metaphors are prominently in use. For those states that lack the infrastructural
power to act as a powerful mold to direct social life, potential assets on state
territory cannot be mobilized when they are needed. The worst cases are known
as failed states. In the first case, state organization fragments into a set of barely
coordinated nodes in various networks; in the second case, state organization evap-
orates and transforms into an unpredictable vampire.* In both cases people’s al-
legiances transnationalize and localize. Another realist assumption that has be-
come debatable is the use of violence as the ultimate expression of power. The
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efficacy of organized violence in imposing states of affairs has become increasingly
uncertain (perhaps less in preventing others from reaching their goals). The trans-
lation of other assets (loyalty, money) in organized violence has also become more
problematic because force requirements can no longer be taken for granted.®

In the realist view it is the “wrong” distribution of supportive links (alliances)
and military power among states that finally results in violence. This is interstate
violence. Realism does not deal with intrastate violence: it is only a sign of weak-
ness, possibly fatal, of an actor. Development may be relevant to the realist argu-
ment in two ways. First of all, a certain level of development required for a func-
tioning state system must be maintained. The tax monopoly is an essential
ingredient of the state as an institution; it assumes a certain level of commercial-
ization of the economy. As the claims on states by their populations grow, their
tax base has to grow. Within certain limits, this is only feasible in a growing
economy. There is in a globalizing world a universalization of the norm of what
a state minimally is, and the norm has an ever higher threshold value.* Many
states fail to meet the expectations of their population. This may well result in
growing numbers of failed states.”” Second, to the extent that wealth can be trans-
lated into military power, development is part of a state’s power base. Therefore,
development level is a relevant item in assessing the balance of power that is the
best guarantee for interstate peace. The direct positive influence of development
on lowering the chances of violent conflict and war inside states and between
them has already been mentioned. It cannot be properly incorporated into the
realist argument because of its negligence of internal conflict and strongly distri-
butional perspective.

The state makers” order is all about the construction and reconstruction of
authority.* While the realist perspective draws all attention to cross-country vari-
ation, the main line of analysis here is the temporal change in individual countries,
with the remainder of the state system at every moment as the context. Macro-
historical changes in technology and social organization are taken into account.
Political entrepreneurs manipulate, and social differentiation encourages, the
emergence of tax and violence monopolies on which authority is ultimately built.*”
To enforce that monopoly in a certain territory, the means of violence are amassed
by coercion (initial amounts of organized armed force organize larger installments
from within the requested domain), by capital (extra taxation buys military force),
or by both. These last states are the most successtul ones. In the process, state
organizations and their societies get necessarily ever more intimately interwoven.*
The state collects much infrastructural power in the process, which allows it to
become the most prominent societal mold. In the longer run, the state demand
for extra tax payments is more easily accepted after popular claims have been met:
if that does not happen, more coercion can be brought to bear. In the first case,
states get more democratic and possibly more peaceful. In the second case, des-
potic power in Mann’s terms predominates. These two paths do not necessarily
diverge in a permanent way. A country’s position may shift from despotism to
democracy and back (this is in fact Mann’s conclusion from the historical rec-
ord).*

In this view the violence issue (its repression and its controlled application)
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is integral to the evolution of states. The means of violence are amassed in state
organizations, and violence may disappear to a large extent from society. This is
the civilizing effect of state making. The means of violence can be used either
internally or externally by state organs, but it is risky, and there may be strong
popular pressure to refrain from its use. However, the civilizing effect may be
undermined and violence may be used in an upsurge of criminal behavior, or in
collective politicized violence, or in severe repression by state organs, or in un-
restrained international warfare. These different instances of decivilization often
result from international instability in which the position of the state is considered
to be at stake.”

This version of the state makers” order has two weak points. In its singular
concentration on the internal rivalries that state makers have to sustain in their
efforts to construct a viable and successful state, the external context tends to
remain static. Although a large part of the function of the violence monopoly is
obviously directed at possible external intruders, the dynamic interactions with
outsiders get only scant attention. But much of the state makers’ initial energy is
necessarily directed at staking a claim against outsiders. In addition, in stages of
the evolution of a state system when this demarcation is still a major issue within
the system as a whole, the distinction between inside and outside is still extremely
ambiguous, and a proper exclusion of outsiders cannot even occur. A second weak
point is the inability to deal in greater detail with the conditions of civilization
and decivilization. A major point should be the success or failure to maintain the
monopoly of legitimate violence while simultaneously assessing the level of vio-
lence in which the state apparatus is engaged. Galtung is extremely dismissive of
all claims of the peacefulness of Western democracies.’! Lilla has proposed a
historical analysis of the abuse (in terms of repression and violence) that polities
commit.”? In his view the abuse of political form should give rise to a typology of
tyrannies. His primary attention is directed to states outside the circle of mature
democracies, but there is no a priori reason why they should not be included.
Instead of the pinpointing of an axis of evil, Lilla encourages the study “of the
geography of a new age of tyranny” and laments, “As yet we have no geographers
of this new terrain.””?

Development is related to two aspects of state making: the mechanism of
mobilization and the level of infrastructural power. Mobilization is achieved
through coercion or through capital. If it is achieved through capital, it presup-
poses a commercialized and wealthy economy to pay for the soldiers of fortune.**
In the current world there is in addition the question of financing the armaments.
There is one exception to the commercial economy as a necessary condition in
the contemporary world: the state maker who controls a valuable resource, for
example, oil or diamonds. Their availability allows even quite underdeveloped
economies where the distribution of wealth may be extremely uneven to mobilize
armed force through capital. The level of infrastructural power is also closely
connected to the level of social development. Many of the devices that are the
basis of infrastructural power (stocked in an elaborate bureaucracy) are derived
from social organizations outside the state and then put to use on behalf of the
state.”” The building of these surveillance equipments is often technologically
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driven, and they can only be operated in more developed environments. Conse-
quently, as a general rule the level of infrastructural power is related to develop-
ment levels.

What does this mean for the state makers’ order in its dealing with violence
in different developmental settings? Other things being equal, highly developed
states will be less dependent on their population than on their financial means to
engage in all sorts of violent encounters (this results in high levels of mechani-
zation of armed forces, a nonconscript army, and privatization of security services).
Higher levels of development result in higher levels of infrastructural power. The
capabilities and therefore the dangers for state repression and violence primarily
from that side mount accordingly (Mann’s extreme type is the totalitarian state
that combines a high level of infrastructural power with a high level of despotic
power). Whether these dangers will materialize is utterly dependent upon the
strength of civil society, the ability to complement state power with its control by
the representatives of societal forces, in short, a high-quality democracy that in-
cludes the taming of social and political violence.

In conclusion, liberal, realist, and state makers’ political orders deal differently
with the problem of violence and are differently affected by changing levels of
development. This is irrespective of the fact that development has a direct damp-
ening effect on violence. In a liberal order violence disappears as a result of a
recurrent learning process of a norm of nonviolence and the preponderance of
the enlightened self-interest of those who thrive and let society thrive. In a realist
order interstate violence is at best held in check by professional diplomacy that
follows the natural givens, while intrastate violence is a sign of fatal failure in the
functioning of one of the basic units. In a state makers” order interstate violence
is a constant background threat that allows state makers to construct a tax base,
while intrastate violence indicates the presence of dangerous rivals who should be
outcompeted. Development helps dissolve violence in a liberal order, may benefit
some while depriving others in a realist order, and dangerously strengthens the
state’s hand in a state makers’ order by opening up multiple sources for the pro-
curement of an organization of violence.

Geographers may particularly concentrate on matters that challenge their spe-
cific expertise as regards the specificities that remain when the general traits of a
case have been dealt with, the impact of spatial givens, and the application of
territoriality strategies. Let me give an example of each of them in dealing with
the various political orders that I have distinguished in their connection with
violence and the direct impact of development level on violence.

I start with examples where specificities come to the fore. In assessing the
effect of development on violence, the connection of development and ethnicity
is a major point of consideration. Development levels and ethnicity may coincide
in a country, but they may also crosscut and everything in between. The precise
relation and its dynamics are undoubtedly relevant for the chances of violent
outbreaks. This has been extensively studied for many secessionary conflicts. These
may occur under very different relative levels of development (e.g., Slovenia and
Kosovo in the former Yugoslavia), and the question is how the specifics are relevant
for the conflict in such cases. In the liberal order the conditions for successful
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confederal solutions may well differ, for example, depending on the distribution
of strengths and weaknesses between the potential partners. This is relevant in the
different successes of the European Union and transatlantic cooperation. In the
realist order relevant items in the balance of power may well vary from one con-
figuration to the next. Mackinder’s initial warnings about changing geopolitical
realities during the Great Game between Russia and Britain around 19oo were
based on the recent introduction of railway infrastructure in the Asiatic part of
Russia.’® In the state makers’ order the psychohistory of key figures is important,
each with their idiosyncrasies. In some contexts place of origin plays a considerable
role, for example Tikrit in the case of Saddam Hussein.

As regards spatial givens, the relation between development and violence may
be clarified by the spatial patterns of development and the terrain conditions set
for military campaigns.”” The success of a liberal order may well be compromised
by the spatial concentration of the cosmopolitans needed to civilize the population
at large. This would occur by an excessive concentration of central functions such
as one finds in the classic cases of primary cities, currently, for example, in Bang-
kok. Alliances in a realist order may partly be based on connectivities that find
their origin in the spatial arrangement of countries, while such alliances may not
be favorable for a balance of power, which theoretically should keep the system
pacified. In a state makers’ order the spatial distribution of economic activity in-
dicates ways in which the all-important tax collection can most profitably be ar-
ranged.

Territoriality strategies are also relevant in all these different instances. The
secession option that we just encountered is a typical strategy that uses territoriality
and that quite possibly disturbs any outcome developmental level may otherwise
have on violence. In a liberal order the porosity of borders and incorporation
policies regarding new migrants are extremely important. Their nature is suppos-
edly important for the chances of a liberal order to remain peaceful. A realist order
would put stress on territoriality strategies from the standpoint of including a de-
sirable resource base and excluding inconvenient assets from the perspective of
contributing to an appropriate balance of power. In a state makers’ order states
manipulate their internal administrative structure with an eye to optimize state
unity. Famous contrary cases are the French departmental system that blotted out
traditional units of cohabitation (the pays) and the Soviet constitution that pro-
vided room for ethnic constructions that finally helped destroy the state.

Structural and Direct Violence Complicate the
Chances for Development, but. . ..

Structural violence as earlier defined tends to complicate the development process.
Paradoxically, its abolition might hurt development as well. As the opportunities
for prolonging life open up, infant mortality tends to decrease first. But structural
violence remains large as long as infant mortality is still higher than elsewhere
and mortality in the higher age brackets is still much higher. This may turn into
a demographic catastrophe when mortality in productive age groups goes up dis-
proportionately, for example, as a result of infectious diseases like HIV/AIDS. Con-
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sequently, at least initially, the number of consumption units in a population tends
to grow much faster than the number of production units. This makes a rapid
pace of economic growth more difficult (but straightforward Malthusian links
should not be made).’® As mortality chances decrease over an ever larger part of
the whole lifetime, the difference between production and consumption units
subsides, but it will again increase as the retirement population grows faster than
those in their productive years. In addition, as a population ages (and structural
violence thus recedes), the chances for further development are complicated from
a different corner. Population growth may turn negative; this tends to produce
scarcities on the labor market that hamper growth. In addition, many product
markets shrink, which also may diminish per capita growth. Finally, older popu-
lations may collectively lack the incentive to weigh the future very heavily and to
invest in growth; most spectacularly, the interest in and need of care arrangements
will grow, and the interest and drive to invest in education may subside. This does
not stimulate the growth of human capital, which is a vital ingredient of economic
growth and development more generally.

Direct violence destroys human life and very often damages the material in-
frastructure of society, including the capital goods that enable economic growth.
In this way it hampers development. This is true of all forms of direct violence,
from individual criminal acts to large-scale war damage. High-technology war has
the promise of limiting the “collateral damage” by precision guidance of weapon
systems and superior intelligence to pinpoint the targets, but it has the capacity of
unheard of human-caused disaster from physical, chemical, and biological im-
pacts. Direct violence has further, more hidden unfavorable consequences for
development. It undermines the trust between people that is necessary for the
engagement in market relations and the taking of longtime economic risks that
underpin many investment behaviors. Engaging in direct violence also under-
mines the rule of law. It is a direct infraction by those who should abide by the
law. If it is used frequently by the forces of order, it is a sign of weak legitimacy
of the political order because this presupposes that the monopoly use of legitimate
violence should have to be activated only rarely in order not to be eroded. The
rule of law, the presence of a stable, regulatory environment, is a necessary con-
dition for the flourishing of economic life and thus for development.

Two further possible links between violence and development should perhaps
be briefly mentioned. There is one further possible connection between the age
pyramid and development, but the age pyramid in this case conditions direct, not
indirect, violence. It has often been mentioned that the proportion of young, male
adults (perhaps, in particular, singles) increases the probability of violence. It is,
after all, this category that engages most frequently in this kind of behavior in
criminal settings as well as in politicized violence and in the fighting part of the
army and policy forces. This demographic feature has been mentioned as an ex-
planatory factor in the subsiding of urban violence in the United States during
the 1990s and in the volatility of politicized violence in the Middle East. The
other link is that between defense expenditures and development budgets, that is,
to what extent there is a choice for governments in the orientation of their budgets
that would then result in consequences for the rate of actual development.
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Direct violence tends to hamper development, but this, again, is not the entire
story. There is a contrary long-standing view that considers war and its concomitant
destruction as one of the fairly rare occasions where societies are challenged to
the utmost, where the best prevail, and additionally, where destruction opens up
opportunities to start anew with well-adapted new versions of equipment and in-
stitutions. These peak experiences would thus result in Darwinian selection and
adaptation and consequently stimulate development.”® Such views have always
been strongly opposed, for example, by peace researchers in the tradition of
Wright, Boulding, and Galtung.®

One pressing task for geographers is the assessment of material and environ-
mental damage by large-scale violence that balances the claims of precision versus
destructive potential. Material and environmental destruction is a major item in
the balance sheet of warfare. In the first instance it is less crucial than the direct
fatalities, but it may well result in further losses of life, which brings us back to
the other part of the violence-development loop. In the same perspective this
balance of destruction is a crucial pillar in the argument about the functionality
of large-scale violent conflict for further development. This argument should be
empirically countered head on. How well did Germany’s and Japan’s late war
destruction serve their postwar redevelopment? How functional are Angola’s thirty-
year civil war and Iraq’s damage in both Gulf Wars for their reconstruction? One
may have moral qualms about such claims. The destruction should certainly not
be exclusively assessed in these terms. But a complete discussion of the morality
of such destructive acts should also include the assessment of these consequences
and they require a hard-nosed calculation.

A Summary Answer

Is there a development-violence loop, a general interconnection that tends to move
the levels of development and violence upward or downward or holds dynamics
in check by a feedback mechanism? It seems that very generally there is: devel-
opment tends to press down violence, and low levels of violence tend to stimulate
development. But there are many countermovements and confounding conse-
quences. In an evolving liberal order where development grows, violence may
further dissolve. But in a realist order the distribution of development is crucial,
and it may well disturb the chances of a continuing interstate peace. In a state
makers’ political order development induces the concentration of increasing power
in the hands of a state apparatus that may consequently misuse it in repression
and violence. From the other side, the question remains whether under certain
conditions diminishing structural violence may not at the same time introduce
new handicaps for further development and whether the challenge and the dam-
age of large-scale organized violence may not sometimes remove some of the
obstacles for renewed development. Geographers should contribute by considering
the balance of the major loop of development and violence versus the potentially
disturbing factors in each specific case, by assessing the importance of the spatial
givens that are the unavoidable ingredients of the material world, and by concen-
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trating on the territoriality strategies that are a vital part of the politicomilitary
sphere.

Conclusion

This effort to explore the intellectual territory of the concepts of violence and
development does not end in a few neatly drawn conclusions that unambiguously
mark the current state of affairs and point to the highway ahead that is already
under construction. I hope to have indicated a small number of credible positions
from which to explore these issues and to have probed into the future by putting
up some signposts and indicators that refer to what may lie ahead. Let me slightly
elaborate on two points made earlier.

Development as welfare and violence as premature death are partially over-
lapping concepts. This is particularly true for welfare and structural violence,
which refers to the harm suffered from inadequate social structures. The notion
of structural violence is difficult to operationalize. If measurements as proposed
in the 1970s (notably based on the distribution of expectations of life at birth) are
accepted as approximations, structural violence has declined since that time. But
the relation between income (another vital aspect of welfare) and premature death
has become less narrow during the same period. Consequently, even in these
simple terms, development has become more multidimensional. While global in-
come differences have remained “grotesquely unequal,” global differences in
health and structural violence have declined. This is not to say that metrics like
the gross burden of disease are roughly invariant across the world; far from it. New
communicable diseases like HIV/AIDS and a possible new scare around SARS
may rapidly and importantly change the picture.

Although development and violence are separated conceptually, they are re-
lated in various ways. Political orders play an important intermediary role. Even
before one draws out the various connections in specific cases, it would perhaps
be wise to follow Lilla’s call for a study of the geography of new tyrannies in an
extended version.®! The years 1989—2001 may be seen as a lull in the evolution of
the interstate system that included a series of failed efforts to draw definite new
lines and to build a new architecture for the institutionalization of this new stage.
More recently the one hyperpower, the United States has put itself up as a new
activist in world affairs, and the nature of its approach has induced others to more
pronounced points of view. Too many new world orders have been announced in
the past without clear result, but this could now be different. What is badly needed
under the circumstances, among other things, is a renewed composite mapping
of the various ways in which political orders—states and emerging alternatives —
deteriorate into violence and decivilize: tyrannies as malformed apparatuses of
rule, politicized collective violence and criminal violence as derailed citizenship.
These are all signs of bad or failing governance. How do the approximations of
liberal orders, realist orders, and state makers’ orders fare? How harmful are these
signs of bad governance for the various dimensions of development? Contrary to
this, where are the systems with the strength to withstand decivilizing impulses?
How well do they cope with the requirements of developmental processes? The
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ensuing atlas is a tall order, but it would be extremely useful as a road map of
what to avoid and what to pursue.
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JOHN O'LOUGHLIN

The Political Geography
of Conflict

Civil Wars in the Hegemonic Shadow

The attack by the United States on Iraq in March 2003 was atypical of contem-
porary conflicts. While the attempt to kill Saddam Hussein on March 19 marked
the opening of hostilities and was broadcast worldwide instantaneously, a much
more destructive conflict that had raged for five years in the Democratic Republic
of the Congo continued to receive hardly any notice. The war to depose the
Hussein regime resulted in fewer than 12,000 dead (122 U.S. and U.K. troops,
6,000—7,000 civilians, and about 5,000 Iraqi military casualties).! The civil wars in
the Congo (formerly Zaire) since 1998 have resulted in 3.1 to 4.7 million dead,
with 250,000 killed in the fighting near Bunia (eastern Congo) in 2002-2003.2
Conflict directly caused 300,000 deaths worldwide in 2000, more than half of them
in Africa. Conflict directly accounts for 0.5% of all global deaths; the indirect
effects are significantly larger.?

These gruesome comparative statistics on casualties illustrate well the main
themes of this chapter about post-Cold War conflicts. First, contemporary wars
are disproportionately civil conflicts; only a handful of interstate wars have oc-
curred in the last decade. Second, the United States has been disproportionately
involved in both interstate and civil wars, either directly by attacking another coun-
try (Panama in 1989, Iraq in 1991, Yugoslavia in 1999, Afghanistan in 2001, Iraq in
2003) or indirectly by supporting governments that are under pressure from rebels
(e.g., Haiti, Pakistan, Colombia, Israel, Turkey, the Philippines, Macedonia, In-
donesia, and Saudi Arabia). Third, civil wars are lasting longer than ever before;
the average length is now eight years. Fourth, civil wars are much more destructive
of life and property than interstate wars, partly because international structures and
rules are either unavailable or ignored. More mechanisms exist to resolve interstate
disputes. Fifth, overwhelming U.S. military power and a growing disparity with its
opponents have resulted increasingly in asymmetric use of force and “risk-transfer
wars.” Tiny U.S. casualties stand in sharp contrast to large numbers of civilian
and military deaths in the countries under attack. The gap is expected to grow as
U.S. military expenditures soon equal those of all other countries combined and
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new high-tech weaponry is rushed into production. In the 1989 world, the super-
powers blackmailed each other through the threat of nuclear annihilation; the
new world order is completely dominated by an American hegemon that shows
little hesitation in pushing its ideological agenda by using military and economic
weapons.

In this chapter, I focus on two big developments and one corollary in world
politics during the past fifteen years. Despite expectations of a surge in ethnic-
based conflict when the standoff of Soviet and U.S. military forces ended, the
number of wars has not changed appreciably from the Cold War years. Gurr
claims that ethnic-based wars have been on the decline since the early 1990s.°
Civil wars are still found predominantly in poor Third World countries, though
the end of the Soviet Union’s domination of its region has allowed ethnic strife
in the Caucasus, the Balkans, and central Asia. For every interstate war, there are
more than eight civil wars ongoing. In this regard, not much has changed since
the pre-1989 world.

The second big development is the growing lead of the United States over
any putative challengers. In the last years of the Cold War, American commen-
tators expressed fears about the relative decline of the United States, especially in
face of the growth of China and Japan.® These concerns seem laughable in hind-
sight because of the subsequent implosion of the Japanese economy, the sluggish
growth of European states, and the dependence of China on a growth model that,
in turn, depends on international institutions dominated by the United States. By
contrast, the U.S. economy boomed in the 1990s. Military spending skyrocketed
after September 11, 2001 (it is now more than $400 billion a year and is projected
to rise to $2.7 trillion over the next six years) despite the huge budget deficits to
which it contributed. “Hyperpuissance” (hyperpower), a term popularized by Hub-
ert Vedrine, a former French foreign minister in reference to the United States,
indeed characterizes the contemporary presence of the United States on the global
scene.

The corollary of the second trend is that the United States is not shy about
using its power to reshape the world-system to its liking. As Walter Russell Mead
notes: “Since the Vietnam War, taken by some as opening a new era of reluctance
in the exercise of military power, the United States has deployed combat forces
in, or used deadly force over, Cambodia, Iran, Grenada, Panama, Lebanon, Libya,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iraq, Turkey, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Sudan, Afghanistan,
the South China Sea, Liberia, Macedonia, Albania and Yugoslavia. This is a rec-
ord that no other country comes close to matching.”” At the time of the 1991 Iraq
War, I developed ten scenarios for the “new world order,” as it was called by then
President George H. W. Bush. I ranked the probabilities from lowest to highest
and plunked for “unilateralism by the United States” as the most probable scenario
for the 199os.® Despite the tentative on-off embrace of the Clinton presidency
(1993—2001) of global institutions such as the United Nations, the World Court,
and the World Trade Organization, his successor George W. Bush has matched
my expectations.

My accurate prediction was based on what I saw (and still see) as the most
abiding quality of the United States, called a “garrison state” by Harold Lasswell.”
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Characterized by enormous military expenditures, a world-ordering vision (de-
mocracy and capitalism), and a need of enemies, coupled with a tendency to lash
out at enemies supposed and real, the United States is now truly engaged in a
unilateralist enterprise to remake the world in its image. McDougall shows that
this crusading spirit is not of recent vintage but can be traced back to the founding
of the Republic.!’? In this enterprise, there is no room for neutrals, quibblers,
naysayers or skeptics. As President Bush said to Congress after the September 11,
2001, terrorist attacks, in the war against terror “either you are with us or with the
terrorists.” The United States has been unflinching about killing its enemies in
the pursuit of its geostrategic goals (goo,000 Japanese dead in the last five months
of World War 11, not counting the victims of the atomic weapons in Hiroshima
and Nagasaki; more than 1 million North Koreans killed out of a population of
9.3 million; and about 365,000 Vietnamese civilians killed).!!

The same certainty, ruthlessness, and directness of purpose have continued
in the U.S. global vision during the second Bush presidency. The Bush Doctrine
enunciated in the National Security Strategy of the United States (September 2002)
states, “T'o forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United
States will, if necessary, act preemptively”; this preemptive action includes invasion
and attacks on countries that are supposedly supporting terrorism. The hubris of
such a self-designation as judge and executioner violates the spirit of the charter
of the United Nations that the Truman administration was instrumental in getting
passed in 1945 and stands as a clear indication of the unilateralist stand of the
Bush administration.

Civil Wars: Poverty and Geography

Despite Mearsheimer’s expectations,'? the number of wars in the post-Cold War
period did not skyrocket in the decade and a half after the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Between 1945 and 1999, about 3.33 million battle deaths occurred in
twenty-five interstate wars and involved twenty-five countries. In contrast, 1277 civil
wars in the same period killed 16.2 million (five times more). These occurred in
seventy-three countries and lasted on average about six years. Continually, about
one in six countries has had a civil war since the end of World War IL."* If one
looks at all years for all countries (the total set of all possible country war years),
127 civil war starts in a sample of 6,610 years produces a rate of 1.92%. In absolute
terms, more civil wars began in the 19gos than in any other postwar decade.'* It
is important to note that the 199os wars were not the result of new post-Cold War
developments. Rather, they were the result of cumulative grievances that had ag-
gregated during the years when the United States and the Soviet Union were
dominant in their respective world spheres and kept a lid on local conflicts.”® With
the end of the Cold War order, these superpower controls were removed as both
countries turned to domestic matters. Of the wars between 1960 and 1999, there
were fifty-two major civil wars, with the typical conflict lasting around seven years
and leaving a legacy of persistent poverty and disease in its wake.' Recent wars
have been longer lasting, from two years on average in 1947 to fifteen years in
1999."7 This lengthening suggests caution about supposed global interest in settling
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Third World conflicts through economic boycotts, military intervention, or ne-
gotiations.

It is increasingly evident from research into the causes of contemporary con-
flicts that the simplest and most common account, ethnic rivalries, falls short of
complete explanation. In two-thirds of contemporary civil wars, ethnicity is a dom-
inant or influential factor; about half of these countries become “failed states” with
resulting government collapse and widespread famine.'® Comparing civil wars dur-
ing 1985-1994 with more recent wars, 1995—2000, Scherrer shows that ethnona-
tionalist and interethnic wars accounted for 52.6% of the conflicts in the earlier
period, compared to 49.4% in the later years."” While most Third World civil wars
have a clear ethnic dimension, expressed in savage butchery such as the Hutu
massacre of Tutsi in Rwanda in 1994 or Serb massacres of Bosnian Muslim men
at Srebrenica in 1995, the main factor that underlies the outbreak of war is eco-
nomic. As the Economist noted, “[PJoverty fosters war, and war impoverishes.”?°
The analysis of the World Bank Group on Civil Wars on their causes clearly lends
support to the argument that “money trumps kinship.”?!

The skepticism about the ethnic factor (noted earlier) needs to be tempered
for one special type of case. If a country has a single large minority juxtaposed to
an ethnically different majority (such as Tamils and Sinhalese in Sri Lanka, or
Tutsi and Hutu in Rwanda and Burundi), the odds of a civil war double.?? The
reason for this specific correlation is that the minority feels that it stands no chance
of effecting change through the usual political process of elections and democratic
competition; it will always lose in an ethnically divided polity. The more diverse
the country (multiple smaller ethnic groups), the lower the chances of war since
coalitions between the groups are necessary to form a majority and political bar-
gaining can garner a victorious coalition.

Powerful evidence in support of the economic hypothesis is provided by Fea-
ron and Laitin.? Controlling for per capita income in their statistical analysis, they
show that ethnically or religiously divided countries have been no more likely to
experience significant violence. Another way to look at this conundrum of ethnic
wars is to turn the question around. In the 200 or so countries in the world, there
are between 6,500 and 10,000 ethnic entities of diverse size.* Yet relatively few of
these ethnic entities fight with their neighbors. Further, ethnically homogeneous
countries like Somalia (1990s) and Ireland (1922-1923) have seen devastating civil
violence. How can we reconcile the apparently contradictory (ethnic versus eco-
nomic) explanations of civil wars?

The ethnic explanation for civil war draws from the “primordialist” model of
nationalism. In this view, nations are natural and perennial; they emerged out of
the mists of time and are bound together by blood, territorial, historical, language,
religious, and emotive ties.”” If one adopts a pure primordialist perspective, one
would expect tensions and competition for state resources from the various ethnic
groups that constitute most of the world’s states. In a zero-sum calculus, a gain for
one group (say, dominating the officer class in the national army) is a loss for the
others. As the Economist notes, “[R]ebellions always start for political reasons.”?
Political reasons usually involve economic and geographic resources. This is where
an alternative economic-Marxist argument enters the picture. In order to alert
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ethnic groups to their secondary status relative to other groups or the majority,
elites point to examples of economic disparity to build the movement. King uses
post-Soviet conflicts (South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Trans-Dniester Republic, and
Nagorno-Karabakh) to illustrate how this kind of ethnic mobilization occurs in
practice.?’

Tom Nairn developed the “nationalism from above” theory, which describes
how the middle class in poor regions could energize and activate ethnically based
movements for redress of their subservient status.?® Especially in poor, peripheral
regions far from the core of a state, the combination of feelings of deprivation and
ethnic distinctiveness is a powerful force that motivates rebellion. The ethnic factor
is a necessary but not always a sufficient condition to bring about action—the
sufficiency condition is added by the economic factor, especially poverty.?” In a
statistical analysis, Elbadawi and Sambanis show that ethnic diversity plays a part
in promoting the odds of a civil war in a poor and repressive society, but this
ethnic factor disappears when countries develop economically and improve their
human rights record.*

Once civil war begins, both sides need money and must find ways to procure
it. If one side is the government, it can switch state spending and develop favorable
tax regimes to pay for its war. On the nongovernment side, cash is not as readily
available. Two main sources are assistance from neighboring governments (who
often have an ongoing dispute with their neighbor) or from an ethnic diaspora
overseas. Contemporary examples are the external support for Chechen rebels, for
the Irish Republican Army in Northern Ireland, for Congolese rebels (supported
by Rwanda), and for Sierra Leone rebels (supported by the Liberian government
of Charles Taylor). The fluidity of borders and the nature of global underground
financial flows make it almost impossible to stop these kinds of aid.

A second and increasingly common source of funds is gaining control of and
selling natural resources within the rebel region or nearby. Natural resources play
multiple roles in rebellion. First, rebel leaders can build an argument that they
belong to the region, not to the national elite. As Fearon and Laitin say, “[T]he
greed of a resource-rich locality can seem ethically less ugly if a corrupt national
elite is already hijacking the resources.”! Second, the presence of valuable natural
resources makes rebellion more likely.*? Third, there is a war dividend in the form
of control and sales of the resource to keep the fight ongoing. Well-known ex-
amples of the intersection of resources and rebellion are Sierra Leone and Angola
(diamonds), Angola, Sudan, Indonesia (Aceh), Chad, and Nigeria (oil), Morocco/
Western Sahara (phosphate), and Tajikistan, Afghanistan, the former Yugoslavia,
Caucasus, Myanmar, Peru, Colombia, and Kurdistan (drugs).>* To break the link
and to hinder the flows of revenues from the sales of these resources, external
actors try to institute embargoes on their flows. The recent global certification of
diamonds from known sources, such as South Africa, is one example of these
efforts; uncertified diamonds are not supposed to be traded and sold. The break-
down of government control in war-torn regions can be gauged from the World
Bank’s estimate that 95% of the global production of hard drugs is located in civil
war countries.>

Collier’s work at the World Bank exemplifies a recent interest in the discipline
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of economics about the impact of poverty on violence and vice versa. Jeffrey Sachs
focuses on failed states (failure to provide basic public services to their populations)
as “seedbeds of violence, terrorism, international criminality, mass migration and
refugee movements, drug trafficking and disease.”® He accepts the explanation of
the Central Intelligent Agency’s (CIA) study of 113 cases of state failure: failed
states are extremely poor, nondemocratic, and economically closed. Furthermore,
they are “tense, deeply conflicted, dangerous, and bitterly contested by warring
factions.”® To these elements, Sachs adds a geographic one: “Physical ecology
probably plays a role. Africa is uniquely hampered by extreme conditions of disease
and low food productivity that in turn prevent those societies from managing the
minimum necessary conditions for growth.”” The CIA State Failure Task Force
reported that almost every case of U.S. military intervention since 1960 had taken
place in a developing country that had previously experienced state failure.

There are both expected and unexpected associations between war and
political-geographic factors. As might be expected, as a country’s income increases,
its risk of being a war zone decreases. For a country like the Congo with deep
poverty, a collapsing economy, and huge mineral exploitation, the risk of war
reaches nearly 8o percent.’® If per capita income doubles, the risk of war halves;
for each percentage point that the economic growth rate increases, the risk of
conflict falls by a percentage point.* Fearon and Laitin calculate that “every fall
in per capita income of $1000 corresponds to a 34% greater annual odds of war
outbreak.” Economic growth generates more opportunities for youth. “Being a
rebel foot soldier is no way to make a fortune but it may be better than the
alternative.” The average age of the fighters in civil wars continues to fall; chil-
dren as young as eight years of age are impressed into armies in West and central
Africa. War tends to draw in neighboring countries since rebels skip to and fro
across borders to sell resources, buy weapons, escape pursuit, and regroup. War
in one country tends to depress economic investment and growth in neighboring
states. It has long been known that geographic contiguity is significant in deter-
mining the diffusion of conflict.*

Another expected association of geography with war is that physical geography
matters. From Fearon and Laitin’s regression model, it is evident that if a country
is large, mountainous, and lightly populated, it faces added risks of rebellion.*
Rebels can hide out and maintain their forces in such environments, particularly
if they have support from ethnic kin or neighboring states. Finally, it must be
noted that governments kill many more of their citizens than rebels or foreigners.
“Democide” (destruction of the people), Rummel’s term,* is an apt description
of the kind of brutality wreaked by Pol Pot in Cambodia, Saddam Hussein in Iraq,
Idi Amin in Uganda, Stalin in the Soviet Union, or Emperor Bokassa in the
Central African Republic. Overall, more than four times more people are killed
by their governments than in wars.

On the unexpected side of the war explanation lie two widely discussed re-
lationships, that democracies are more peaceful and that Islamic states are blood-
ier. Both suppositions do not hold up to close inspection. The “democratic peace”
hypothesis holds that two democratic states will not find themselves on opposite
sides in a conflict because of the pressure of their own domestic polities.*” There
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is substantial evidence that supports this notion. However, democratic states have
been heavily involved in conflicts, as the examples of the United States (discussed
later) and the United Kingdom show. Collier and colleagues conclude that de-
mocracy fails to reduce the risk of civil war, at least in low-income countries, and
Fearon and Laitin concur;* civil wars are not less frequent in democracies after
controlling for income. The growth of the number of people who live in demo-
cratic states and the diffusion of democracy into previously authoritarian regions
expected by the globalizers would not predict an overly optimistic outcome in a
causal reduction in war.*” Recent research by Gleditsch and Ward on the transi-
tions between democracy and authoritarianism indicates that uneven transitions
(large swings back to authoritarianism and forth to democracy) can increase the
probability of war.* Taking a long-term perspective since 1816, Hegre and col-
leagues conclude that intermediate regimes (between democracy and authoritari-
anism) are most prone to civil war and that becoming a democracy significantly
lessens the odds of civil strife.*” The effects of democracy on conflict are signifi-
cantly mediated by the regional location of the country of interest. Democracies
within democratic regions (e.g., Europe) have much better prospects of peace.

Huntington’s book The Clash of Civilizations contained the statements that
“Islam has bloody borders” and “bloody innards,” which he attributed to the nature
of the cultural-religious features and demographic characteristics in Islamic soci-
eties.”® T'wo careful checks of these claims have debunked them. Fearon and Laitin
show that adding a variable that measures the percentage of Muslims in each
country to the model is not statistically significant (income is still dominant), and
Chiozza also dismisses Huntington’s hypothesis, using data from 1946 to 1997.%!
In fact, Fearon and Laitin go further to argue that global regional location does
not matter; in other words, after controlling for the country characteristics (income,
ethnic ratios, and so on), the rate of civil war onset is not significantly different
across the globe. However, this conclusion should be accepted with caution since
they measured the regional effect by using a crude dummy variable and did not
use the more sophisticated geographic methodology that allows careful simulta-
neous examination of the country and regional factors.*

The Geographic Distribution of Conflict

Numerous datasets are now available for the study of conflict. They differ mostly
in their definitions of what constitutes war. A minimum number of deaths of 1,000
per year is found in the most widely used dataset, the Correlates of War Project.”
In this section of this chapter, I will use the Uppsala dataset that has a low thresh-
old of twenty-five deaths per year and is available back to 1946.* The Uppsala
group counts 225 armed conflicts between 1946 and 2001, with 34 of them active
in 2001.”> Of these 225 wars, 162 were predominantly internal conflicts, 21 were
extrastate conflicts (between a state and a nonstate group outside its territory, such
as al-Qaeda), and 42 were interstate conflicts. Gleditsch and colleagues, using the
Uppsala data, plot the trend over the past fifty-five years and fit a third-degree
polynomial trendline to the data.’® (A third-degree polynomial has two inflexion
points. One could fit a fourth degree or higher polynomial, but the additional fit
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to the data does not compensate for the complexity of the model.) The general
pattern is a decline during the early years, followed by a gradual rise in the last
two decades of the Cold War, followed by a decline after 1989. I extend their
analysis and also examine the specific locations of conflicts. I also replicate the
work of Buhaug and Gates who use the Uppsala data and report the exact geo-
graphic location of the war zones.”” For example, they identify the geographic
coordinates of the Chechen-Russian war as the republic in the North Caucasus
Mountains, rather than all of Russia, which would be identified as the war zone
in the traditional method of war analysis.

Given the overwhelming evidence summarized earlier on the impact of
wealth on conflict, I examine conflicts since 1946 by presenting them in the
context of a country’s level of development. Rather than simply using gross do-
mestic product per capita or some other economic measure of development, |
prefer to use the broader measure of the United Nations Development Program’s
(UNDP) human development index. The index is derived from individual scores
on a variety of income, educational, literacy, health, and other measures; the goal
of the index is to show the extent to which each country’s population is able to
reach its potential as a full productive citizenry that is following individual needs
and interests.’® The index ranged from .942 (Norway) to .275 (Sierra Leone) in
2000.

An unexpected contrast appears in the long-term trends of conflict when the
rich and poor countries are evaluated separately. In Figure 5.1, I replicate the
approach of Gleditsch and colleagues, but I calculate the trends separately for
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and non-
OECD members.”” The OECD includes approximately thirty of the richest coun-
tries in the world; its numbers have risen from about twenty during the Cold War
to include the richest of the postCommunist states in central Europe. Its members
are predominantly in Western Europe, but it also includes Australasia, Mexico,
Japan, Canada, and the United States. Each graph has two lines. The yearly values
show the probability of an OECD (or non-OECD on the bottom graph) country
being involved in war, either at home or abroad. It is calculated as the ratio of
the states involved in war divided by all states in that group, OECD or non-OECD.
Clearly, the yearly values fluctuate greatly, and the index does not measure the
severity of the violence or the scale of the involvement. Obvious peaks on the
OECD graph correspond to the 1991 Iraq war, Kosovo in 1999, and the post—
September 11 attack on the Taliban in Afghanistan. While the United States pro-
vided the bulk of the fighting forces in these wars, other OECD members supplied
troops, equipment, or support services or otherwise contributed to the war effort.
Fitting a third-degree polynomial to the yearly data from 1946 yields a downward-
sloping line from the early 1950s but an upward slope for the 199os. The three
peaks of the war years 1991, 1999, and 2001 drive the recent slope, but the trend
should give pause to anyone who thinks that rich countries are free from war.
With the exception of the terrorist attacks on the United States in September 2001
and the long-established guerrilla wars in Northern Ireland (United Kingdom) and
the Basque country (Spain), the OECD wars were conducted offshore.

The trend line for the non-OECD (poor and middle-income) countries is not
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FIGURE 5.1 Probability that a country is involved in armed conflict (all levels
and all types) annual figures and third-degree polynomial trend line. Source:
H. Strand, L. Wilhelmsen, and N.P. Gleditsch, Armed Conflict Dataset
Codebook, Version 1.2 (Oslo: International Peace Research Institute, 2003).
http:/www.prio.no/ewplarmedconflict.
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as strongly derived from peaks and troughs. The overall trend matches the line for
the world system in Gleditsch and colleagues since about five in six states are not
OECD members.” From the early 1950s, the trend was gradually upward to a
peak at the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s, followed by a decline. The
upward trend was promoted by the actions of the superpowers in assisting their
proxies in Third World conflicts.®! Sometimes the proxies were states (e.g., Somalia
and Guatemala for the United States; Ethiopia and Nicaragua for the Soviet
Union). Sometimes they were rebels (e.g., the Contras in Nicaragua and the mu-
jahideen in Afghanistan for the United States; the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation and the Vietcong for the Soviet Union).

Mearsheimer argued that the probability of conflict was driven by the nature
of the international system.%? In his realist view, bipolar systems are more stable
than multipolar ones, and therefore, the end of the dual superpower controls in
their respective orbits in 1989 would lead to more war. Additionally, he argued
that the growing power inequality between the United States and other states
would invite war because it would increase “an aggressor’s prospects for victory on
the battlefield.”®® The two graphs in Figure 5.1 show that Mearsheimer was both
right and wrong. Despite his expectations, there has not been a general upsurge
in violence worldwide since the end of the bipolar world-system, as the trend for
the non-OECD countries in the 199os shows. But the trend for the OECD coun-
tries, driven by the massive U.S. involvements overseas in the 19qos, supports his
expectations about the outcomes of inequality in the world-system. In order to
return to the status quo ante, a realist would argue that a reduction in the power
disparity is needed. In Mearsheimer’s words, “[S]mall gaps foster peace, large gaps
promote war . . . deterrence is more likely to hold when the costs and risks of going
to war are unambiguously stark.”%*

Robert Kaplan in “The Coming Anarchy” received a great deal of attention
with his apocalyptic vision of poor Third World states mired in poverty, racked by
civil wars, devastated by AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, and other diseases, and be-
coming increasingly remote from the rich world.®® He started his journey in West
Africa: “Disease, overpopulation, unprovoked crime, scarcity of resources, refugee
migrations, the increasing erosion of nation-states and international borders, and
the empowerment of private armies, security firms, and international drug cartels
are now most tellingly demonstrated through a West African prism. . . . To remap
the political earth the way it will be a few decades hence . . . I find I must begin
with West Africa.”® Kaplan recognized the dual nature of global conflict, which
is concentrated in the poorer parts of the world. “We are entering a bifurcated
world. Part of the globe is inhabited by Hegel’s and Fukuyama’s Last Man, healthy,
well fed, and pampered by technology. The other, larger, part is inhabited by
Hobbes’s First Man, condemned to a life that is ‘poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” 7¢7
This distinction between a Hegelian and a Hobbesian world also garnered a large
press because of Robert Kagan’s “Power and Weakness” article of 2002.% Kagan
contrasts the weakness of the European states and the strength of the United States.
For Europeans, the world is inexorably evolving into the Hegelian model, a par-
adise of peace and relative prosperity.” Americans, by contrast, remain “mired in
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history, exercising power in the anarchic Hobbesian world where international
laws and rules are unreliable and where true security and the defense and pro-
motion of a liberal order still depend on the possession and use of military
might.”7

The geography of conflict since World War II is mapped in Figure 5.2. The
zones of peace and war are clearly demarcated. Against a background of countries
shaded according to their UN human development indexes (HDI) in 2000 (high,
medium, and low), we can map the exact locations of the war zones. The size of
the triangles indicates the scale of the conflict (number of deaths). The visual
correlation between the index of human development and war is evident.”! Almost
all wars have occurred in low and medium HDI states.”> This is not to say that
high HDI countries have not been involved in war. The United States (ranked
sixth on the HDI in 2000) is the most active, but as an external participant. The
three main regional concentrations are in Central America, tropical Africa, and
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FIGURE 5.2 Geographic distribution of conflict and United Nations Human Development Index
scores. Conflict is scaled as (1) between 25 and 1,000 battle deaths over the course of the conflict;
(2) over 1,000 battle deaths in the conflict but fewer than 1,000 per year; and (3) at least 1,000
battle deaths a year. Source: Armed Conflict Dataset Codebook, Version 1.2; United Nations De-
velopment Program, World Development Report (New York: United Nations Development Pro-
gram, 2002).
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the “arc of crisis” that stretches from southeastern Europe through the Caucasus
and the Middle East into South and Southeast Asia. Within each of these zones,
some countries or regions within countries have seen continual endemic violence.
[srael/Palestine, the borders between Iraq, Iran, and Turkey, the states of Southeast
Asia, the Horn of Africa, and the Congo Basin in central Africa stand out as bloody
lands. Most of these triangles represent fairly small conflicts, but some indicate
widespread, bloody wars that involve numerous neighboring countries. The cur-
rent wars in the Congo that have dragged in eight neighboring states (plus UN
forces) are only the latest of regional-scale conflicts that include the Korean War
of the 1950s, the Vietnam War of the 1950-1970s, Isracl/Palestine and other Middle
Fastern states, and the West African wars of the 199os.

A cursory glance at the map in Figure 5.2 or reliance on the images that
emerge from Africa, the Caucasus, or most of the Middle East would tend to con-
firm Kaplan’s decade-old projection. Yet these impressions must be tempered by
the reality of the data. Conflicts in the Third World and in the former Soviet
Union are not of one kind. Many have deep external involvements from rich
countries, usually the United States and/or a former colonial power. Some wars
have definitely resulted in state failure, especially in the African states of Liberia,
Sierra Leone, Cote d’lvoire, Somalia, and the Congo. Other states, however,
such as Mozambique, Angola, and Ethiopia, have returned from the brink of col-
lapse.

With the exception of the short-lived intervention in Somalia in late 1992,
U.S. involvement in civil wars has been in pursuit of clear realist goals. President-
elect George W. Bush stated in December 2000 that he would not order U.S.
troops to any country even to stop another Rwanda-scale genocide. Whether the
events of September 11, 2001, will change this strategic vision remains to be seen.
The dilemma posed by Kaplan (and by Barnett, discussed later) stands as an ever
clearer choice. Should the United States try to bring peace to war zones, either
unilaterally or as part of a multilateral force, because war has negative externalities
(refugees, disease, starvation, and so on) and the roots of terrorism reach far and
deep? Or should the United States retain a respectful distaste for involvement that
does not directly contribute to the security of the United States? By choosing the
latter, the United States would adhere to an updated version of the Powell Doc-
trine (named after the current secretary of state) that demands that U.S. forces be
used only to promote national strategic interests, be used in overwhelming num-
bers to ensure a quick victory, and be withdrawn in an expedited manner. Part of
the answer might be found in the nature of U.S. foreign relations and military
operations in the aftermath of September 1. The indecision in the summer of
2000 over whether to commit U.S. peacekeeping forces to Liberia as part of a
multinational effort indicates the tension in American foreign policy between the
“Jacksonian” tradition of aggressive self-interest and the “Wilsonian” tradition of
internationalism.” The debate about the U.S. role in world affairs must be placed
against the debate about the strength and sustainability of the hegemonic status
of the United States. Despite an appearance of unanimity and clarity in the public
posture of the American government in the aftermath of September 11, the ques-
tions are not yet resolved.
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The Hegemon Acts and Reacts

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has continued to expand its
military lead over all other countries. In 2002, the United States accounted for
43% of global military expenditure, and this figure was expected to rise to more
than 50% of the world total within three years. In 2002, the U.S. expenditure
equaled that of the next twenty-five countries combined. While there are various
ways to measure military strength, military expenditure is the simplest and most
generic measure. According to this measure, the United States spends about 3.3%
of its GDP on its military, compared to ratios half as large in Western Europe
(1.3% in Germany, 2.3% in the United Kingdom and 2.6% in France). Some
relatively poor countries spend higher ratios on their military, such as China’s 3.5
to 5% estimate, but the absolute amounts are relatively small ($47 billion for China
compared to $399.1 billion for the United States in 2002).™*

More than the increase in U.S. military spending, the collapse of any serious
challenge to American military and political supremacy consequent upon the im-
plosion of the Soviet Union widened the gap between the United States and the
rest. The balance enforced by nuclear mutual assured destruction (MAD) was
erased after 1991. Kagan considers the proliferation of the U.S. exercise of power
in a unipolar world a natural consequence of the Soviet Union’s collapse.” Be-
cause of the combination of the removal of the Soviet threat of a countermove
with the development of new technologies, especially long-range weapons like
cruise missiles, the United States was able to use more force more frequently with
less risk of significant casualties. Because of the domestic doubts (which sometimes
escalated into opposition) to military actions overseas, U.S. leaders have been care-
ful to build support for war. The Iraq War of the spring of 2003 was undertaken
only after a year of massive (and successful) efforts to convince Americans of the
dangers of Saddam Hussein’s purported possession of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and the supposed linkage of his regime to al-Qaeda, the September 11
operatives. By the outbreak of war, overwhelming numbers (77%) of Americans
supported the Bush administration’s actions. A Washington Post/ABC poll on April
7, 2003, showed that of the large demographic groups, only African Americans
expressed less than majority support for the action (at 49%); by contrast, conser-
vative Republicans gave 99% support to the attack on Iraq.

Why are Americans so willing to support the use of military force abroad?
Actually, the gap between Americans and residents of other democratic countries
is a recent development. At the time of the Kosovo war in April 1999, citizens of
countries like Denmark, Croatia, and the United Kingdom showed higher support
for an attack on Yugoslavia than Americans, while the values for Germans, French,
Norwegians, and Canadians were not much different from the American ratio.”
The answer to the question, of course, lies in the attacks of September 11, 2001,
which changed the American foreign policy psyche like no event since Pearl
Harbor in 1941. But despite the U.S. media hype about the way the world has
changed, Saul Cohen, an eminent political geographer, was more sober in an-
swering his own question: “Has September 11, 2001 fundamentally changed the
global geopolitical scene? . . . In fact, it is not the world that has changed, but the
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American perception of the world. International and domestic terrorism has taken
hundreds of thousands of victims over the past half century.””” However, by chang-
ing their perspective on the world, Americans, through their hegemonic power,
are thus changing the world.

Kagan and Toal are agreed about the nature of the contemporary U.S. pub-
lic.”® For Toal, who draws on Mead,” Americans in 2003 are following a Bush
presidency that lies squarely in the “Jacksonian tradition” of American foreign
policy. Of the four American geopolitical traditions identified by Mead (Hamil-
tonian, Wilsonian, Jeffersonian, and Jacksonian), it is the Jacksonian one that is
most identified with populist aggressive nationalism. The basis for it is an idealized
view of Americans as belonging to a community with a strong sense of common
values and a common destiny. This view, of course, papers over debates and dis-
putes within the U.S. body politic and uses the argument that “all politics stops
at the water’s edge” to squelch debate about the nature of American power and
the uses to which it is put. Once the Jacksonian ideal was reestablished and widely
promoted, it became a “somatic marker” that was used to manipulate public opin-
ion. A somatic marker is, in Connolly’s words, “a publicly mobilized, corporeal
disposition.” The state apparatus through its media access can simplify the pro-
cess of calculation in foreign policy by emphasizing saturated memory and gut
feelings; use of trite expressions by politicians like the title of a country music tune
“America Will Always Stand” appeals to the most basic patriotic instincts. The
end result is a “public affect” that drives an aggressive foreign policy.®!

Kagan became famous on the basis of a proposition that Americans have a
specific world view that is fundamentally based on the Hobbesian model of world
affairs, where anarchy reigns, where laws and rules are flouted or absent, where
security is only guaranteed by a strong military deterrent, and where the military
can indeed win “the hearts and minds” of foreign opponents.*?> Though the focus
of his article is the distinction between Americans as Hobbesians and Furopeans
as Kantians, and the gulf in understanding that results, the most important con-
clusion (with which I agree) is that both groups have contrasting views on how to
settle difficult international problems. Europeans want to negotiate and pursue
multilateral options, while the United States prefers unilateral force to settle
matters. Though the United States welcomes assistance from other forces, it is
accepted only on the condition that the U.S. leadership and goals remain un-
challenged. Recent U.S. military actions in Iraq/Kuwait (1991), Bosnia (1995), Yu-
goslavia (1999), Afghanistan (2001), and Iraq (2003) have been accompanied by
troops from regional allies, but the preponderance of force in numbers and equip-
ment is American. In June 2003, the United States had military forces in 136
countries. Clearly, the term “superpower” is inadequate, and even the term “he-
gemon” hardly suffices to depict the U.S. lead, by far the greatest of any empire
in history.®?

Why is the United States able to use its military power in such an unrestrained
manner? It should be noted that American public opinion for overseas military
actions remains highly sensitive to the number of U.S. deaths.** We would not
expect much opposition from other states, given the size of the gap, and any
opposition (from those attacked) has been indirect and evasive, as in Afghanistan
and Irag. Why has the U.S. public not put a brake on military spending and
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actions? Recall the half-century-old description of Harold Lasswell of the “garrison
state” and combine it with the Hobbesian worldview.** But as the Vietnam War
showed, even the “garrison state” can be undermined through determined and
mobilized public opinion that forced a U.S. pullout from Southeast Asia in 1975.
The difference now is that U.S. casualties are a fraction of those that occurred in
Vietnam because of the asymmetric nature of modern war.

Shaw, in a controversial argument, examines casualty figures for the three
wars that the United States initiated (Iraq in 1991, Yugoslavia in 1999, and Af
ghanistan in 2001); the West has managed to virtually eliminate military casualties
on its side, while casualties on the enemy side were high.* In Afghanistan, for
example, the number of U.S. military deaths from October to December 2001,
the time of the greatest amount of fighting, was 1, Afghan civilian deaths reached
between 4,200 and 5,000, U.S. allies” deaths ranged in the hundreds, and deaths
of enemy combatants (al-Qaeda and the Taliban regime) numbered in the
thousands or tens of thousands.’” Of course, the U.S. military response to these
numbers is to claim that they show the success of military strategy, technical skill
of the personnel, and the advantages of U.S. weapons and training. While there
is little doubt that the United States tries to avoid needless civilian loss of life, the
disturbing numbers of civilians killed in “accidents” illustrates another fact of U.S.-
style modern war. In order to reduce the risk to U.S. troops, weapons are fired
from even greater distances. The advances in the electronic battlefield, combined
with the use of global positioning systems, have pushed U.S. military technology
far ahead of that of any other country, including its Furopean allies.®® These
distances lead to more “accidents” since they allow the United States to fight wars
at little risk to its troops. (How risky is it to drop laser-guided bombs from 29,000
feet against an enemy with weak air defenses?) Shaw concludes that such tactics
lead to “errors of targeting in which hundreds or thousands of civilians die in each
campaign. So the transfer to civilians of the risks of being directly killed is delib-
erate and systematic.”®

“Risk-transfer war” is politically palatable at home in the United States and
helps ensure that the “V” word (Vietnam) remains under the covers. What is still
unclear is whether it is moral. In Shaw’s words, “When one side can minimize
the risks to its own soldiers to virtually zero, is it moral to practice industrial killing
on a hapless enemy? The image of Iraqi conscripts bulldozed (literally) into the
sand at the end of the Gulf War is emblematic of this issue.” Political philosopher
Michael Walzer goes further in demanding greater attention to the codes implicit
in the Geneva Conventions: “[W]hat we look for. .. is some sign of a positive
commitment to save civilian lives. Civilians have a right to something more. And
if saving civilian lives means risking soldier’ lives, that risk must be accepted.”

The logical end product of the U.S. “risk-adverse” strategy is the development
and production of a new generation of “superweapons” under a program code-
named Falcon (Force Application and Launch from the Continental United
States). According to the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA),
the program is to fulfill the government’s vision of an ultimate and prompt global
reach capability (up to 2025 and beyond). The weapons program would remove
the need to keep U.S. troops overseas, where they could always be attacked. Such
weapons would allow the dropping of bombs from space, and the ultimate weapon,
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a reusable hypersonic cruise vehicle (HCV), is capable of hitting targets 9,000
nautical miles distant in less than two hours.”? Prototypes of smaller weapons are
expected to be tested by 2000.

Since the actions of the United States in Afghanistan as a response to the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, there has been much speculation about the
nature of the new “empire.” From Marxist analyses to world-systems analysis to
historical comparison,” the United States is viewed as the main cog of the world
political and economic system. Exmpire can be built by conquest and brute force,
as the European states showed between 1500 and 1goo. But it can also be built by
“invitation,” where weak regimes invite a major external power to assist them to
build up their strength either against domestic opposition or regional enemies.”*
A third way to build an empire is by largesse, that is, by economic aid, favorable
trade relations, military hardware and training, and special financial arrangements.
The United States with its enormous reserves, including the ability to punish by
closing off its market to exports from rival states, has not been reluctant to use its
power in this manner in the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union. For
the first time ever, the United States had the opportunity to build an empire
without the interference of another imperial project, either from the European
empires before 1945 or the Soviet Union after that time.

In Figures 5.3 and 5.4, we can see the results of the U.S. efforts of the 199os.
The Integrated Data for Events Analysis (IDEA) database has recently become
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FIGURE 5.3 Yearly distribution of conflict and cooperation from the United States. Yearly totals
are the aggregate values of all individual actions by the U.S. government and its agencies.
Source: D. Bond, J. Bond, C. Oh, J. C. Jenkins, and C. L. Taylor, “Integrated Data for Events
Analysis (IDEA): An Event Form Typology for Automated Events Data Development” (Un-
published manuscript, Harvard University, 2001).
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US Relationships in the 1990s
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FIGURE 5.4 Geographic distribution of the aggregate of conflict and cooperation from the United
States directed to each country, summed for the period 1991—2000. The values are the sum of
cooperation minus the sum of conflict scores. Source: “Integrated Data for Events Analysis (IDEA):
An Event Form Typology for Automated Events Data Development” (Unpublished manuscript,
Harvard University, 2001).

available for academic research.” Unlike many datasets used in the study of in-
ternational relations and foreign policy, the IDEA data are designed to be com-
prehensive. Unlike other data, the IDEA are not coded by humans from news-
papers and other sources. Instead, machine-coded data are generated using the
VRA Knowledge Manager software.” The Knowledge Manager extracts the first
sentence or lead from every story in the Reuters Business Briefings as a database
record with fields for actor, target, and type of event. These events can be con-
verted into a 157-point scale that is compatible with the widely used international
relations conflict-cooperation scale of Goldstein.”” Other fields give information
about such variables as geographic location of the event. More than six million
events were extracted for the period 1991—2000. I extracted all events that involved
the U.S. government and its agencies as actor, more than 70,000 events in all,
and recoded each event using the Goldstein scale. Aggregate values for cooperative
and conflictual events (conflict is coded as negative scores and cooperation as
positive) are shown separately on Figure 5.3 and mapped for 1991—2000 by country
in Figure 5.4. As examples, a military attack is scored as —10, a diplomatic warning
as —3, a promise of material support as +3, and military aid as +8.3.

The United States was consistently more cooperative than conflictual with the
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rest of the world during the 199os (Figure 5.3). Fach year, the United States di-
rected between two and three times more cooperative actions to all other countries
combined than conflictual action. The totals and the conflict-cooperation ratios
are consistent from year to year, with more of each type in 1998. The geographic
distribution of the actions (cumulative from 1991 to 2000) shows that most coun-
tries have a positive value (Figure 5.4). Only Belize, French Guiana, Haiti, West-
ern Sahara, Togo, Gabon, Libya, Burundi, Swaziland, Somalia, Iraq, Iran, Viet-
nam, Bhutan, Serbia, and Iceland have net negative values.”® Many of these
countries (Haiti, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Serbia, Vietnam, and Somalia) were the objects
of U.S. diplomatic and military attention during the decade, and these results are
not surprising. The other countries are small, and the nature of U.S. relations with
them is decidedly hinged on local issues, especially the access of U.S. companies
to local resources (phosphate in the Western Sahara, oil in Gabon). Because the
size (and geopolitical locations) of these countries does not matter a great deal in
the U.S. worldview, the interactions are few, and any single negative action (e.g.,
a diplomatic protest) can shift the overall score into the negative category.

To isolate hostile states geographically and to have allies in the region that
can provide forward bases, the United States cultivates these ties through leverage
of its gigantic military and economic arsenal. The United States assists the gov-
ernments of these countries economically (buying the loyalties of both actual and
potential opposition) and militarily (sending trainers and weapons, especially the
high-tech missiles and planes that help in suppressing rebels). The United States
can thus “shrink the gap” and also pursue the geopolitical aims of having a dom-
inant presence in critical areas of the world. The strategy of empire building by
largesse is well engaged. In Barnett’s simplistic analysis, the role of the United
States is to promote globalization to bring ever more countries into the U.S.-
controlled world-economy because globalized countries are not hotbeds of vio-
lence and anti-Americanism.” But some regions remain mired in the “gap” —the
northern part of South America, almost all of Africa, and Southwest, central,
Southeast, and South Asia—regions where poverty and civil strife are endemic.!”

Large or proximate countries (Russia, China, Japan, Germany, the United
Kingdom, Brazil, India, France, Mexico, Indonesia, and Canada) dominate the
positive side of the U.S. actions. (The data are not standardized by population or
some other index of size.) All of these important states have high net positive
values. In the 19q9os, the United States was concerned with building anti-Iraq (1991)
and anti-Serbia (1999) coalitions, both in diplomatic arenas like the United Nations
and as military alliances. United States foreign aid and trading advantages were
used as key weapons in this effort to sway the policies of large states. Other key
regional allies, especially those close to conflict zones like Egypt, Peru, Turkey,
the Philippines, Pakistan, Argentina, South Africa, and Ukraine, also show strong
positive scores on this measure of international interaction. These regional efforts
are in line with the suggestions of Barnett about “shrinking the gap” by using these
states as forward bases.!"!

The new push to send troops abroad that has been characteristic of the George
W. Bush presidency is not a sudden post-September 11, 2001 development. In
1991-1992, advisors in the Pentagon to the president’s father, George H. W. Bush,
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developed a “Defense Planning Guidance” document. It surfaced a decade later,
and its key recommendations made their way into the National Security Strategy
of the United States published in September 2002.!> While the main emphasis in
the document was the determination to prevent any country from reaching a point
of power equality with the United States and the American willingness to use any
means necessary (including the military) to prevent that from happening, its re-
gional analysis is also worthy of attention. The Middle East/Caspian Sea region is
identified as a key geopolitical zone. After World War 11, the United States devoted
great efforts to building a zone of containment in the “rimland” that surrounds
the Soviet Union and China. While massive numbers of troops were stationed in
Europe and Northeast Asia, the Middle East fell between these regions as a zone
of great political change, and U.S. attempts to gain stable and strong allies there
were partially successful. In the mid-1970s, after the OPEC oil boycott and oil
shortages, U.S. troops began to enter the region in large numbers to make sure
that this key resource did not fall under the control of rivals. Klare believes that
because the Persian Gulf/Caspian Sea area contains 70% of the world’s oil re-
sources, the United States is committed to regional domination.!”® Cohen in a
classic geopolitical analysis also predicts the continued U.S. strategic interest in
this region.!®* Both consider possible competitors for the oil resources and expect
future conflicts for them. One can extend the geopolitical analysis to rework the
hoary Halford J. Mackinder aphorism “Whoever rules Eastern Europe commands
the Heartland: Whoever rules the Heartland commands the World Island: Who-
ever rules the World Island commands the world”'® to its contemporary U.S.
version “Whoever rules the Persian Gulf/Caspian Sea region commands the
world’s oil; Whoever rules the world’s oil commands the world economy; Whoever
rules the world economy commands the world.”

Conclusion

The two major themes of this chapter have examined the geographic distribution
of war, considering the factors responsible for its concentrations, and have analyzed
the recent hyperpower actions of the United States, trying to understand the mo-
tivations and strategies behind them. While there is strong evidence of the rela-
tionship between poverty and violence, as the careful statistical examinations as
well as apologists for U.S. actions such as Barnett both accept,' the real question
is how to break this connection. The rich world is getting stingier with its aid
monies at a time when the demand for help to fight AIDS, famines, and other
crises is growing. At the same time, the rich countries cosset their own agricultural
and industrial producers as they exclude Third World exports from their markets
through tariffs and quotas. The best thing that the West could do to end poverty
is to open its markets.!”” Instead, the United States and other Western interests
have aimed to control the critical resources of the Third World and, in the process,
have produced a massive reaction from Islamists and others.!*

The word “empire” to summarize the current state of American foreign policy
trips easily off many lips, from supporters of the Bush administration to critics at
home and abroad. Most accept that the United States is an empire and that its
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strength is growing relative to its possible competitors. But Wallerstein argues the
reverse, that the United States is losing power and that its military actions are those
of a weakening state.'” Ferguson concurs that the American imperial project
places too much emphasis on military power and the average American is not
vested in its construction.!!’ Wallerstein dates the U.S. loss of hegemony from the
1968-1973 period when the indirect power of the hegemon (its economic and
military strength and its cultural appeal) was replaced with a “velvet glove hiding
the mailed fist.” Anti-U.S. challenges were greeted with American military invasion
and installation of U.S. puppet regimes (Grenada in 1983, Panama in 1989) or
cruise missile strikes (Somalia and Afghanistan in 1998). After a decade of rapid
(but artificial) economic growth in the 199os, the United States is now in a period
where the hawks control the administration and the U.S. economy has slowed to
a point that is reminiscent of the early 1980s. Economically strong hegemons can
use persuasion and emulation as tools for empire building; economically weak
(and declining) hegemons assert their faltering power through their military weap-
onry. The failure of the United States in March 2003 to gain a majority of the
UN Security Council in favor of an attack on Iraq is, for Wallerstein, a sign of
how far the hegemon has fallen.

Whether one believes that the United States is gaining or losing hegemonic
power or is simply maintaining its relative lead depends greatly on one’s evidence.
What is indisputable is that the United States is willing to use all its weapons to
bring about the posture that it wants. There is little doubt that the Bush admin-
istration is one of the most unilateralist American presidencies. From rejection of
the Kyoto Protocol and sidestepping the UN Security Council on attacking Yu-
goslavia and Iraq to undermining the International Criminal Court (ICC), the
administration has embarked on a course to reassert American power. Using its
power nakedly is a hallmark of the strategy. Withdrawing military aid to thirty-five
poor countries that have refused to exempt U.S. soldiers and civilians from pros-
ecution in the ICC is just one recent example.!! Though the number of wars is
down slightly from a decade ago, the constellation of U.S. unilateralism, resource
greed, local tyrants, and hegemonic competition does not augur a more peaceful
world. The Clash sang in “I'm So Bored with the U.S.A.” a quarter century ago,

Yankee dollar talk

To the dictators of the world

In fact it’s giving orders

An’ they can't afford to miss a word.!"?

Little has changed.

Notes

Thousands of students and a series of superb teaching assistants in Geography 4712 (Political
Geography) at the University of Colorado since 1988, either through interest or disdain,
have forced me to clarify my ideas about post-Cold War conflicts. Colin Flint’s invitation
to contribute to this volume enticed me to convert my thoughts from lecture notes into
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print. Clionadh Raleigh helped in tracking data and bibliographic sources, and Tom Dick-
inson of the Institute of Behavioral Science prepared the graphics for publication in his
customary efficient, timely, and professional manner.
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GERTJAN DIJKINK

Soldiers and Nationalism

The Glory and Transience of a
Hard-Won Territorial Identity

Mud, Music, and Blood

Anton von Werner’s Im Etappenquartier vor Paris (In quarters before Paris) is based
on a sketch done by the painter during the German military campaign against
France in October 1870 (Figure 6.1). German soldiers amuse themselves with
songs at the piano in a requisitioned manor house near Paris (Brunoy). Attracted
by the music, the French concierge and child appear in the doorway. Some mun-
dane activities to further enhance the atmosphere are in progress: lamps are lighted
and a fire is kindled in the fireplace. We even know the song that is performed:
Schubert’s “Am Meer” (By the sea), with words by Heinrich Heine.! Nothing yet
anticipates the disillusioned statement of George Steiner that became character-
istic of late-twentieth-century reflection on war and culture: “We know now that
a man can read Goethe or Rilke in the evening, that he can play Bach and
Schubert, and go to his day’s work at Auschwitz in the morning.”

In Werner’s painting, war still seems to be an innocent affair that first of all
produces mud-stained boots. These boots and the sphere of fraternization that even
encompasses the French housekeeper were meant to evoke the impression of sin-
cerity in German soldiers, according to a German art historian.? Ultimately con-
verted into a painting, the picture became really popular when it was sold on the
German market as a small tapestry after 1895. As the German writer and critic
Ludwig Pietsch wrote at the time, “[Such pictures show] the good-natured and
sentimental nature of the national character |[...] which even in the rough and
wild times of war and in the midst of an irreconcilable enemy cannot be denied.”
Not surprisingly, the French reading of this picture (once or twice on exhibition
in Paris) is somewhat different: “The attitudes of the lumpish soldiers with their
blusterous posture, their heavy mud-stained boots, are completely in contrast to
the refinement of the furniture. The conquerors behave somewhat like vandals.
At the right in the doorway, the maid, on whom an officer seems to have designs,
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FIGURE 6.1 Anton von Werner’s Im Etappenquartier vor Paris (In quarters before Paris). Source:
Archive for Prussian Art Treasures © Bildarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Berlin, 2003, Nation-
galerie Berlin. Reproduced by permission of Bildarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz.

watches the scene accompanied by her daughter, who is hardly able to hide her
fear.”

The two national commentators are unanimous in accepting the picture as
an authentic and honest report of the 1870 events. How wonderful is the way of
art! Anyhow, it reveals the penetrating role of the national gaze and the nationalist
tendency to link war and culture. The incensed commentary on this painting
notwithstanding, the French had led the way seventy years before by presenting
their military campaign in Europe as a mission civilisatrice, a mission to diffuse
French civilization, which according to the revolutionary leader Robespierre was
“advanced 2000 years beyond the rest of humankind.” The German invasion of
1870 was a sweet revenge conducted in the same vein.

The picture of soldiers outside the battleground, even detached from any type
of military activity, offers a wordless account of the way nationalism had changed
the meaning of the army in the nineteenth century. It tells that soldiers are not
completely at a loss in cultured society, that they are recruited from the higher
and lower classes, that they combine mud and civilized music. The pulling to-
gether of civil and military affairs changed the face of war by producing soldiers
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who bring along more “thought.” This feature of nationalism is supposed to have
reinforced the morale and strength of armies and, apart from all the other suffer-
ings that war entails, turned war and occupation for civilians into a cultural ordeal
that verged on racism. At a period in history that is often described as postnational,
we are tempted to interpret such conditions as boosting war and accompanying
cruelty, an opinion seemingly substantiated by ethnonationalist outpourings in the
post-Communist world or in Africa. But can we equate the historical transforma-
tion of nationalism with the perfecting of a war machine? And what does the
disappearance of the nationalist sentiment—supposing that this indeed is what
happens —mean for postnational (postmodern) warfare? These are questions that
will be developed in this chapter, by argumentation rather than by empirical in-
duction.

With some hesitation and compelled by the events of the Napoleonic Wars,
the Prussian king and aristocracy after 1813 embraced the idea that education,
literacy, and civil rights made an important contribution to the combat power of
an army. On the one hand, this was an answer to the new military technology
(increased rifle power), which necessitated the spatial dispersal of soldiers on the
battlefield and therefore made a strong appeal to individual responsibility and
insight, ergo, to education. On the other hand, feelings of national solidarity re-
inforced the strength of an army by boosting its morale. The Prussians even went
a step further by calling in retired soldiers for teaching tasks in regular schools.
From the perspective of nationalist aims this was a double-edged sword because
it increased discipline and military (geopolitical) thinking in society and because
it helped raise the educational level as an important tool in nation building.”

Nationalism brought a revolution in warfare by turning the ordinary citizen
into an accomplice. It generated an unprecedented material and moral support
for war efforts and was able to raise mass armies via conscription or the massive
enrollment of volunteers. The small army and ill-paid mercenary of a prenational
state or sovereign were no match for such forces, but one would draw a distorted
picture of nationalism by focusing only on its quality as a war machine. On the
contrary, one of the messages of nationalism was that people should distance them-
selves from the personal military adventures of kings and autocrats and look at
their social and economic interests. The hesitations of the Prussian aristocracy
were understandable, but they had little choice if they wished to keep up with the
increasing power potential of the state.

At first sight, the national idea seemed to offer the prospect of a fraternity of
European nations rather than a struggle for life between peoples.® Many nationalist
efforts in the nineteenth century were inspired by the idea that they would do
away with undemocratic rulers. The longing was for territorial unification that
promised status in a quickly internationalizing world and the removal of local
rulers who had become museum pieces. If this implied violence, it did not straight-
away pit entire people against each other. The qualification “international” war
with its terrible connotation of extermination and rate of human loss is more
appropriate for the twentieth-century Furopean wars, the American Civil War, or
recent ethnonationalism. Yet one must concede that in Europe the process of
nationalization also entailed the production of a host of negative stereotypes and
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even hate among nations, particularly between the French and the English and
later the French and the Germans. Where territorial change was not any longer
the main objective, nationalism kept reinforcing national unity (identity) by em-
phasizing national greatness and mission.

Benedict Anderson has greatly helped the diffusion of the idea that nations
are first of all products of the imagination.” This is also true of war in the life of
a nation. Scholars of nationalism and war tend to overlook the fact that imagined
wars are perhaps even more important than real wars in nation building. In an
exhibition devoted to European national myths as represented in nineteenth-
century art and on household goods, 43% of the eighty collected items were myths
in which battles played a prominent role.!” A further 16% were devoted to events
that can be interpreted as smaller acts of resistance against an occupying force.
But one should emphasize the phrase “can be interpreted” since most of the
commemorated battles and violent acts were only “national” from the perspective
of the nineteenth century. Wars from the eleventh to the sixteenth centuries, let
alone those against the Roman Empire, were obviously never waged with the
image of the future nation-state in mind, yet they are with hindsight presented in
national myths as important foundational landmarks.

An example is the Guldensporenslag (Battle of the Golden Spurs) from 1302
that became a popular topic in Belgian art and graphics after Belgium’s indepen-
dence in 1830." Actually it was a battle between the patricians and commoners
(artisans or guilds) in the Flemish cities that got an interterritorial dimension when
the “French” king Philip IV (“the Fair”) sided with the patricians whereas his
vassal, the Flemish count Guy of Dampierre, sided with the commoners. The
French king and his army suffered a crushing defeat, and the victors afterwards
collected the “golden spurs” of the French knights on the battlefield as trophies
that, much later, gave the battle its name. A typical representation from the nine-
teenth century shows the commoners as a collection of footmen in different uni-
forms or daily clothes, often without advanced weaponry, in combat with lavishly
rigged-out knights. This image enhanced the moral quality of the victory and
suggested that a really national force had won it. A late ninetenth century painting
by the Belgian artist James Ensor, however, reveals a new perspective by depicting
the Guldensporenslag as a battle in which both sides are difficult to distinguish
(see Figure 6.2). Anyone seems to fight with anyone. It was either a deconstruction
of the nationalist myth or a statement about the bloody origins of nations and the
irrelevance of the question of who wins.

The latter part of the nineteenth century indeed witnessed the appearance of
a new type of war imagination, not about wars from the past but about future
wars. In British novels the imagination seemed to thrive on invasion fears that
implied a neglect of the defense of the homeland because of imperial preoccu-
pations (The Battle of Dorking)!? or because the enemy smartly managed to dis-
guise its invasion strategy by exploiting its own geography (The Riddle of the
Sands).”? Germans and German legs on precious furniture also stirred the imag-
ination of novelists."* As in Werner’s painting, war had literally entered the private
sphere by showing that the civic culture or the family was at risk or by suggesting
that security was a matter of common intelligence rather than heroism. In the
course of time national territorial security became even more elusive in war fiction
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FIGURE 6.2 James Ensor’s depiction of the Guldensporenslag. Source: © 2004 Artists Rights
Society (ARS), New York/SABAM, Brussels; © Museum voor Schone Kunsten Oostende, SA-
BAM, 2003. Reproduced by permission of Museum voor Schone Kunsten Oostende.

since the imagined enemy materialized in the midst of a nation and sucked up
its blood (The War of the Worlds") or its identity.!® Fiction writers and artists often
seem to have adequately anticipated new vulnerabilities and fears. After 1870 war
became more destructive in a material sense, but it also adopted the character of
an ordeal in which civic values and identities were at stake. Heroic monuments
devoted to generals and landmark battles were substituted by more concrete and
mundane witnesses of war: cemeteries and local monuments to the ordinary fallen
and — highly significant—the “Unknown Soldier.” Here the commemoration in-
cluded those who died in clashes of which the contribution to the course of war
was highly obscure. Nationalism was both experienced and somewhat transcended
in this worship of the spilled blood. It appeared as if all soldiers, allied and enemy,
had died in a Christian ritual to ban the evil powers from the world. War had
engulfed the world of civilians and could be imagined as a struggle in the personal
life space.

Readiness to Die

In his voluminous work The Art of War in the Western World Archer Jones dis-
cusses the battle at Novara (1849), in which the Austrians under the command of
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General Joseph Radetzky defeated an army of Italian (Piedmontese) nationalists
almost equal in size (about 65,000 soldiers). Jones merely analyzes the outcome
as a strategic and tactical game of military commanders.'” Radetzky had already
won his spurs in the Napoleonic Wars, and his tactics and strategies still proved
to be sound and better than those of his opponent, King Carlo Alberto. More than
half a century before this analysis was published, Antonio Gramsci had made a
quite different diagnosis about the disaster of Novara: “At Novara the army did
not want to fight, and therefore was defeated,” he concludes simply.'® The point
brought up by Gramsci is that “the more numerous an army is . . . the more the
importance of political leadership increases in comparison with merely technical-
military leadership.” The Piedmontese leaders made a mistake by viewing the high
level of combativity of the army at the start of the campaign as merely an expres-
sion of “abstract military and dynastic spirit.” As a consequence, one carelessly
allowed infringements on popular freedoms and started toning down expectations
of a democratic future. Thereupon the morale of the army fell. Gramsci points to
the crucial role of political legitimacy in warfare. Legitimacy and individual dignity
(citizenship) assured by the state were central motives of the nationalist movement
in the nineteenth century. In ltaly these ideals were never fulfilled —the sanctity
of national unity put a taboo on discussions of the spatial inequality between the
North and the South, says Gramsci— but that is another matter.

Gramsci, in his own way, discusses the change in the history of warfare that
is connected with the rise of nationalism. For him, the transcending of mutual
differences between people who are uniting in a nation is more perplexing than
successful resistance against a “foreign” occupier. This also qualifies the remark
made earlier about national states as war machines. Nationalism neither automat-
ically turned states into war machines nor turned human individuals into robots
that cry out their wish to die for the patria. Readiness to die should at least be
seen in the perspective of a future, however illusionary, the belief in a better world
for oneself and one’s offspring. The established state that feeds a host of civil
servants offers its own reasons for people to fight or die because they may lose
their job, their sponsor, or simply their footing in the “center” and its rituals. This
even extends to such prenational political entities as empires and their elites. We
know that the fall of the Chinese Ming dynasty (1644) at the hands of the Mongols
who came from the north incited many Chinese to commit suicide.!” Artists (paint-
ers) were for a long period out of balance, as is apparent from the paintings they
left behind.? However, the fall of the Ming dynasty was itself the result of col-
lapsing political legitimacy because the empire was already stricken by political
discord, rebellion, and corruption. The established political and cultural (ritual)
order appears to be so important as a source of psychic balance and material well-
being for the literate strata that it induces many of them to commit suicide in the
case of a foreign takeover. Yet even this undeniable connection between the state
and the meaning of life does not necessarily yield armies that wage life-and-death
struggles. Would industrializing nation-states, where many more people have a
clear stake in the political system and culture, perform any better? One certainly
may expect a high level of (manipulated) fear about external dangers in such states,
but as Gramsci already intimates in his writings on Italy, nation-states can slip
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away in embitterment between social classes or regions. Political leaders may go
on the warpath to divert attention from such domestic problems, but they may
soon lose all credit if they count too much on the readiness to die.

The lack of fighting spirit in the late Ming and the discussion of the failure
at Novara provoke another, inverse question: why do soldiers carry on in situations
where the outlook seems so unequivocally desperate? The question of why soldiers
did not desert en masse has been asked frequently about trench warfare in World
War I when time and again waves of attacks by soldiers who left the trenches
ended in something like collective death before a firing squad. Officers were ex-
pected to hold positions until the last man, without such orders serving any clear
purpose in an overall strategy. Yet although they were quite capable of critically
distancing themselves from political leaders and national slogans, in the end they
kept going as if they were robots. Autobiographical reports and letters from soldiers
at the front suggest that they felt an innate drive to behave in a civilized way, to
show the composure that seems to belong to the values of the bourgeois or middle
class. As a French sergeant who had just gotten the order to attack the enemy
across open terrain commented, “You have to behave properly in the presence of
death.”? Such civic values are perhaps specific to the socialization that occurs in
the national state, irrespective of the country where soldiers came from. Modris
Eksteins suggests, “[The 1914-1918 war| was the civil war of the European middle
class above all else.”??

Another explanation of the disciplined behavior displayed at the front can be
found in solidarity with the comrades who face the same desperate situation at the
edge of death, but this is remote from national solidarity or patriotism.?* Instead
of what one might have expected, the mood more to the rear of the front could
be quite different and sometimes verged on mutiny among French troops.?* Here
the country paid for tensions and divisions within French politics in spite of the
nationalist ardor that had been kept burning by remembering the loss of Alsace
and Lorraine in 1871. If we connect Gramsci’s diagnosis of Novara with zones in
the war theater, then we may argue that nationalism’s impact on warfare — in either
a negative or positive sense —should be more noticeable in the rear, whereas events
at the front obey different principles.”> Here bare survival and comradeship rule
human behavior rather than the longing to get immortalized by a national war
memorial.

Few systems of thought are so clearly linked with the readiness to die as a
religious persuasion. In both Christianity and Islam, martyrdom for the sake of
one’s belief is a cultural archetype. Nationalism has also been described as a
(secular) religion, and certain conflicts that have arisen since the end of the nine-
teenth century between the state and the church (Germany, Italy) or between the
state and religious groups (Netherlands) seem to corroborate this idea. But in
comparison to religion or other ideologies (liberalism, socialism), nationalism is
notoriously shallow as a system of thought. It mainly corresponds with religion in
terms of rituals in which the nation or the “general will” is worshiped.? In this
respect nationalism may evoke the “religious” experience of being part of a larger
whole, but this offers a type of immortality that differs from religion, where the
selfsacrificing individual is rewarded in the hereafter. It is no wonder that nation-
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states painstakingly attempted to preserve some link between national aims and
the dominant religion. God is always on one’s side. The slogan never was com-
pletely convincing in intra-European war, and we may conclude that nationalism
is better at selling a war than at consoling people who come face-to-face with
death. However uncertain the guidance of nationalism during a war is, its finest
moment comes afterward when the nation starts to erect monuments for the fallen.

Since the end of the wars in Korea and Vietnam, Western states have shown
extreme restraint in the acceptance of death in combat. The mood in the United
States made the term “body bags” proverbial in each discussion on the involvement
in military campaigns outside the West, even those under the aegis of the United
Nations. This obviously reflects a level of wealth and a feeling of complacency at
the end of the twentieth century in the West that did not justify the sacrifice of
lives anymore. One of the surprises was the British Falklands/Malvinas expedition
in 1982, when the world wondered what the stakes exactly were. Geopolitical ar-
guments or the character of the British prime minister did not completely exhaust
the reasons for this war. Public support—whether spontaneous or mobilized — can
hardly be explained by the loss of territory; rather, it was indignation over the lack
of manners of the adversary. This is the reaction of a nation that is struggling with
an evil that touches its principles rather than its boundaries. Terrorist attacks like
those of September 2001 have shown a similar ability to skip the balance between
accepting and rejecting the risk of deaths in combat. But all this concerns the
willingness to send troops and does not say much about the morale of soldiers in
an engagement with the enemy. The 1995 events in Srebrenica did not reveal a
clear determination to die for the sake of civilization on the part of the (Dutch)
UN troops, although we may admit that there was little to recommend such an
attitude under the circumstances. For the time being, Western nations, particularly
the United States, have repressed reflection about death by taking refuge behind
a massive technical supremacy. But even this technical approach cannot eliminate
the dependency on people either at home or in the area targeted, which may
again make alive Gramsci’s statement about political leadership as key to winning
a war.

Postmodern War 1: Territorial and Ethnic Stakes

Let us start here from Gellner’s definition of nationalism as “a principle which
holds that the political and national unit should be congruent.” The definition
is less straightforward than it looks since it shifts the definitional problem to the
questions of what a nation is and what congruent is. We may interpret congruent
as territorial coincidence and nation as a group of persons with the same culture.
An obvious conclusion is that territorial noncoincidence might be a casus belli.
However, since cultural identity is a matter of self-definition and construction, it
is not easy to establish objectively when the conditions of noncongruence apply.

Nations have usually adopted “theories” or “geopolitical visions” that explain
why a certain territory is a “natural” complement.?® For the complete nation-state,
loss of territory is inevitably something comparable to bodily mutilation. The losses
of Alsace and Lorraine for France in 1871 and of large parts of the eastern territories
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for Germany after the Treaty of Versailles were events with an understandable
impact. A book about the teaching of geography recommended in 1923 that in
order to promote “spiritual contact with the violently separated parts of the
German territory,” each classroom should have a map with the old boundaries of
Germany.”” The 1920s saw the rise of a real Raum frenzy in Germany in which
the concept of space became a magic wand, a kind of social physics that not only
seemed to integrate the most diverse fields of knowledge but also exposed the
Allied powers and their “dictate” of Versailles as averse from knowledge about
geopolitical laws.* The Earth, not Germany, would seek revenge. It was a German
formula that mobilized the minds of the people in a direction that pointed to
future war. The loss of Alsace and Lorraine had inspired similar but less explicit
expectations about “natural” order in France, but these were rather couched in a
sociological discourse on the inclination of people to choose for freedom and the
kind of “synergy” that only the cultural variety of France could provide. God has
often been invoked to bolster the morale of soldiers, but naturalization of the
territory is a more modern intellectual device for inspiring faith in the outcome
of a war.

In spite of all ambiguities around cultural similarity, there are numerous cases
where “ethnic” minorities and the ethnic majority in a neighboring state consider
themselves mutually similar: Hungarians in Romania, Russians in Ukraine, Roman
Catholics in Northern Ireland, Slavic groups in Greek Macedonia, Armenians in
Azerbaijan, Austrians in Italy (Tirol), and so on. Usually the sacred principle of
state sovereignty guarded by the international state system is a sufficient guarantee
against “irredentism,” the outbreak of war motivated by “lost” territories, but guer-
rilla warfare or terrorist violence can be less easily suppressed (Northern Ireland,
South Tirol, Basque country). The greatest opportunity for ethnically motivated
war crops up during the emergence of a power vacuum like the rapidly weakening
centripetal force of the Ottoman Empire at the beginning of the twentieth century
(the Balkan Wars) or the collapse of the Yugoslav Republic and the Soviet Union.
The wish to unite all Serbs from Croatia and Bosnia within one Greater Serbia
constituted the main motive for the Serb (more properly “Little Yugoslavian”)
regime to wage war or to support local Serbian military units elsewhere. It is
precisely the weakness of the state identities that arise in such cases that promotes
the appearance of paramilitary groups (militias) and warlords and causes a high
number of atrocities that do not seem to serve any military purpose. Nationalism
is often particularly blamed for such atrocities.

Many commentators have been puzzled by the nationalist hate and craving
for mutual extermination that emerged in Yugoslavia in the 1990s even between
neighbors who only a few years before had still looked at each other as nationally
equal. Michael Ignatieff, in talking with a Serbian soldier in a Croatian village
that was cut in two by the Serb-Croat war in 1991-1992, tries to discover the nature
of the cultural difference and why it is so insurmountable. The soldier first suggests
that they smoke different brands of cigarettes over there (“Croatian cigarettes”) but
soon realizes that this cannot be the essential point. “Look, here’s how it is. Those
Croats, they think theyre better than us. They want to be the gentlemen. Think
they're fancy Europeans. I'll tell you something. We're all just Balkan shit.”' The
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paradoxical fact is that the argument ends with a statement about similarity: in-
ferior Balkan stock. It echoes the widespread tradition of people in eastern and
southeastern Europe to consider their neighbours to the east or south as just lo-
cated outside the circle of (Furopean) civilization and themselves inside. Croats
looked in this way at the Serbs, but the Serbs did the same with the Albanian or
Muslim population. But did this start war? The quotation rather suggests that
denial of similarity is a cause of war.

Ignatieff assumes that there is a conflict in this soldier between his personal
experience of the similarity of all villagers and the civilizational images that the
nationalist media and politicians impose on him. This contradiction is unsolvable
unless one gives oneself up to the reality of war, which introduces its own simple
logic of dividing people into friends and enemies. There is, however, an alternative
explanation that suggests that killing and atrocities like rape were intended to
deprive the other of his/her identity (or rather “pedestal”) and reduce everyone,
including oneself, to “Balkan shit.”*? Finally, one may assume that violence, once
set in train, provides its own motivation since any death, particularly if it strikes
one’s own family, demands revenge. Moreover, the treatment of minorities in the
newly formed states of the former Yugoslavia understandably added fuel to fears
about civil rights.

“Postmodern” ethnic war has called up indignant commentary on the sav-
agery, shallowness and perversity of its “nationalist” arguments and the blindness
with which the warriors destroy both the enemy and their own reputation.?* But
didn’t we already encounter wild speculations about the enemy (stereotypes) and
the most senseless mutual destruction during World War 1 or the period that
preceded it?** Have wars attributed to classic nationalism been more benign? The
number of war victims in both world wars does not seem to justify such a conclu-
sion. As mentioned earlier, nationalism increasingly involved the entire population
and its economic resources in the war effort. Since the power of a state no longer
depended on military resources of a sovereign but became a matter of “infrastruc-
tural power,” hitting factories, transport facilities, or urban agglomerations seemed
to have become a rational war aim. Yet at the same time movements tried to
civilize war by means of international agreements (or law) that prohibited the
targeting of civilians and that provided some leeway for neutral organizations like
the Red Cross. This is one of the many paradoxes that fit with Nairn’s description
of nationalism as a “modern Janus.” We already met this double face in nation-
alism’s propensity to propagate a universal civilization and yet to cling to the idea
that our nation will always stay the leader in this process.*® Did the ultimate wish
to improve the world disappear in “postmodern” ethnic war?

Wiriters like Ignatieff and Enzensberger group contemporary ethnic wars in
the class of civil wars. “Disintegration of the state comes first, nationalist paranoia
comes next. Nationalist sentiment on the ground . . . is ... a response to the col-
lapse of state order and the interethnic accommodation that it made possible.”*
Since there was no profound tradition of ethnic separation in territories like the
former Yugoslavia, so the argument seems to run, nationalist visions are instant
and malignant and are intended to stir up hate instead of providing enduring tools
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for building a community, as “civic” nationalism did. This idea demands a three-
fold qualification.

First, classic nationalism also divided people who for a long period had shared
a common identity. In border regions like the Pyrenees, Spanish and French
identities emerged centuries after the boundary had been fixed.*” Initially, how-
ever, people in regions like the Cerdanya started to use their new national affli-
ation as merely a tactical tool to enforce their claims in traditional quarrels with
neighbors about land and rights. Only after local men had been conscripted for
the war with Germany in 1870 did feelings of solidarity with the wider French
nation evolve.

Second, we already encountered the notion of a “European civil war” as a
designation for what happened in 1914-1918.* The idea behind this specification
is that the war was boosted by similar values on both sides of the dividing line,
actually by values of a class—the middle class —that had more to lose than to win
in the way the conflict was fought. This class still carried the nationalist conviction
that individual economic prospects and the dignity ensuing from acting as good
and responsible citizens—the composure of the gently born—were narrowly
linked. Now they caught signs of disrespect at the international stage that aroused
old sensibilities. But the subsequent war could not end in the same kind of equal
rights that nationalism had achieved earlier within the framework of a nation-state.
The war destroyed economic assets and human lives and actually stripped Europe
of its world power.

Third, ethnic cleansing was already a major objective in the Balkan Wars of
1912-1913. In the first Balkan War Serbia, Greece, and Bulgaria first joined efforts
against the Ottoman Empire, which they as good as destroyed in Europe. In the
second Balkan War the victors turned toward each other, and now Bulgaria be-
came the loser. It particularly lost its newly acquired Macedonian territory. As
historian Stevan Pavlowitch notes: “All participants had behaved in such a way as
to show their aim in Macedonia was not only to acquire territory, but to get rid
of rival or antagonistic ethnic groups, at least culturally or statistically. All sides
had destroyed villages or quarters, killed civilians, practised extortions and forced
assimilation, caused violence and bitterness.”

Can we now more precisely outline the specificity of “postmodern” ethnic
war, or do we have to conclude that there is nothing new under the sun? The
shallowness of nationalist (“instant”) arguments is nothing new, and the big Fu-
ropean wars may be called “civil” wars from a certain point of view. Ethnic cleans-
ing was neither something new in the Balkans nor in the center of European
civilization (Auschwitz). The most distinguishing feature of postmodern ethnic war
is the absence of an established state with its political order, national tradition,
and vision of national progress.* This clears the way for a range of obscure com-
batants —warlords, militias— that exploit the fears of the civilian population with-
out being able to offer the prospect of a viable political future. The nationalism
unleashed in these circumstances pivots on the nation as a “chosen people,” on
cultural and war heroes of the past, and on geopolitical paranoia. In terms of
constructing the world, there is no distinction with nationalism in established and
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powerful states. The only difference is the lack of time and stamina to let these
constructions develop in a way that is feasible as well: building trust and boosting
cooperation in a territory. This, rather than the nature of the nationalism involved,
defines the “savage” war of the late twentieth century.

Postmodern War 2: The Empire and the War Theater

Wars have varied from a single battle to a protracted fight along a spatially moving
frontier or against an intangible enemy (guerrilla war). The contiguous “modern”
territorial state that emerged from the Middle Ages is most characteristically as-
sociated with territorial expansion or loss at the border and later on with extended
battle frontiers. Empires—Chinese and Roman as well as European colonial —
fought single battles to suppress a mutiny far from the center, but they also waged
war against barbarians to expand their territory or to increase security in the em-
pire. During all these operations military strategists had to struggle not only with
the logistics of war but also with the attitudes of the local population. Of course,
an army has the means of coercion. It can simply confiscate cattle, crops, or means
of transport, but this raises the specter of a second war behind the front line and
it may also destroy resources that could be useful in the future or even the thing
the war actually was about. Moving in friendly territory infinitely simplifies the
logistics and informational tasks of a war. In some cases empires have tried to solve
the problem by means of population policies at the frontier. From the end of the
seventeenth century on, the Hapsburg Empire offered belligerent Serbian fugitives
from the Ottoman Empire the possibility to settle in the Krajina or “military fron-
tier” (and this created the ethnic problems that have caused so much human
misery in the last decade), and the Chinese Han (221 B.c.—A.D. 220) tried to pop-
ulate the nomadic frontier with farmer-soldiers, but this plan pitifully failed.*!

Colonial empires and their successor states have most clearly experienced the
limits of coercion in an area that is touched by the virus of nationalism. In In-
donesia it facilitated the advance of the Japanese and hastened the fall of Dutch
rule. In Vietnam it weakened a regime that had thrown in its lot with the United
States in spite of the people’s doubts about Communism. Guerrilla war shifted
the tactics of war in Vietnam in a way that could not be answered by U.S. troops
simply because of their cultural distance from the indigenous population. This is
not to say that guerrilla armies do not use coercion or do not violate human rights,
but they are better able to apply such methods in a measured way and to involve
the people in their own control.

The enormous advance in technical means— the possibility of reconnaissance
and destruction from the air with pilotless planes, aircraft carriers, satellite com-
munication, cruise missiles, and cybersoldiers—has not eliminated the reliance
on the political and social environment of the war theater. In the Gulf War and
in Afghanistan cooperation of local states (Saudi Arabia, Pakistan) was necessary
not only to provide an operational base for small military units that execute secret
operations in hostile territory but also to close the boundaries of the target state
so as to eliminate any help or movement of terrorist units across the boundary. It
can now be concluded that the latter failed completely in Afghanistan (2001-2002),
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particularly because Pakistan’s alliance with the United States had no positive
meaning for its population or local tribes. There is another problem with an enemy
that has become increasingly identified as terrorist. Terrorist retribution does not
select a fixed theater for its operations, but hits U.S. or Western representatives or
symbols wherever they appear. It is only the assumption that such operations need
a central territorial base that feeds the evolving military campaign against “rogue”
states. One may seriously doubt if this approach is sufficient to combat terrorism.

Again the historical comparison that urges itself upon us is not the one of
battles between national states but of empires with the rest of the world. The term
“empire” has been recently used to denote a historical shift in the world order
from a system of sovereign states more or less dominated by one hegemonic state
to a situation where the entire world is dominated by a global system of exploi-
tation.* Contrary to this conception, I will use the term to clarify the experience
of the world (the geopolitical vision) in states that have followed a particular course
in history with regard to their international relations. Such states have not really
incorporated the Westphalian model of multilateral recognition, although they
formally endorse international law that originates in this model.

Let me illustrate this point of view with a comparison of the United States
and traditional China. Their empires, although keen on drawing sharp demarca-
tion lines, both knew that they could never reconcile security needs with the ideal
of a sharp line. The Great Wall never stopped the barbarians (it actually was an
expression of the military weakness of the Ming), nor did the Iron Curtain check
the extension of Communism. The world order as perceived in empires is rather
a number of zones that extend from the center where the emperor is located, to
the wilderness outside. The Chinese distinguished the Domain of the Sovereign,
the Peace-Securing Domain, the Wild Domain, and several more, each connected
with certain strategies and rituals at the center. The United States has used dis-
tinctions based on the geographical notions Mainland, Western Hemisphere, the
West, and Axis of Evil. In each zone different actions were required, and one
always had to be prepared for the moment when some inconspicuous action in
the periphery would assume a threatening dimension and could never be sure
that the enemy had not already entered the territory. Ritual expressions of loyalty
(greeting the flag or paying tribute to the emperor) neutralize barbarian elements
that might have entered the core territory. Accommodation with the enemy is
always possible but is soon abused by the barbarians to cheat the empire out of
extreme tribute. The nomads in China’s borderlands needed grain, metal tools,
wine, and silk, and their greediness sometimes became unbearable. The United
States buys consent with missiles, money, or tolerance of human rights violations
but is never sure that such means will not be used against it. In China military
campaigns failed when the army entered the plains where horsemen with camp-
sites ruled instead of cities and property rights on land. They pursued the fleeing
enemy until their lines of supply failed, and then the enemy turned on them and
massacred the Emperor’s army. The best of all times had been when an open
exchange system carefully balanced the needs for essential goods that both sides
could not produce themselves.®

Of course, the postnational era does not completely revive the vicissitudes of
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a Chinese empire. Today ideas about mission and identity abound, newspapers
and television have extended war to cultural and psychological spheres, the Inter-
net creates new communities “without propinquity,” and holy places have become
more rather than less pervasive. This new concoction creates identifications that
do not always coincide with the nation-state but that share a number of important
features with nationalism: educational zeal, historical myopia, and a degree of
selflessness. The willingness to die for the common cause seems even stronger
than in the national state. In this situation the empire has put its money on the
strong state for suppressing these movements and the security risks they produce.
This is the second leg of a strategy that starts with an attack on the dens of terrorism
with all the available means of postmodern war, which each time amounts to a
new milestone in the separating of (foreign) soldiers and events in the war theater.

A new and stable —not necessarily democratic —state should be the outcome
of a procedure that is liable to some serious contradictions. The first is that empires
and states do not go together very well. A world of stable states is dependent on
symmetric recognition of countries in an international system, but the empire itself
is often the greatest spoilsport in this system with its snubbing of the UN or pro-
posals for regulation of the global environment. Second, the operational mode of
a postmodern war—distant and safe in terms of soldiers” lives — offers great diffi-
culties in switching to a period of transition in which local forces are not strong
enough to safeguard the new political order. As American military interventions
after the Karzai regime was set up in Afghanistan have shown, it is not always easy
to distinguish friend and foe. Third, the legitimacy of such regimes often depends
on paying tribute to (Islamic) values that at the same time strongly deny the
authority of the state. The idea of combating terrorism by bolstering the political
strength of states as such seems sensible. This requires the stimulation of (civic)
nationalism, and we should certainly not overestimate the obstacle posed by fun-
damentalist Islam to the emulation of this ideal if a new state elite can credibly
instill a dose of national pride and produce some economic progress. War fatigue
among civilians may in the long run play a role as well but this has also been
responsible for the Afghans reconciling themselves with the “stable” Taliban re-
gime.

There is another way in which we can say that the war against terrorism does
not rely merely on military aims. On the eve of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait (July
1990), Saddam Hussein made a chilling remark to a visitor, U.S. ambassador April
Glaspie: “Yours is a society which cannot accept 10,000 dead in one battle.”** It
was a misjudgment of the chance of American military intervention but a reason-
able assessment of the general political constraints in the West on going to war
for the sake of a stable world order. One might call this the strength but also the
basic weakness of democracies in this world. This assessment, repeated by many
non-Western voices, can be seen as a factor that has actually encouraged terrorism
and the violation of international law by “rogue” states. An argument like this may
underlie the George W. Bush administration’s foreign policy as well. The aim is
to massively upgrade military interference with the rest of the world if necessary,
but foremost to dispel the image of democratic softness. It is a symbolic or psy-
chological war as well. This, rather than the lack of material support, explains
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irritated American reactions to Furopean aloofness. The symbolic and psycholog-
ical frame has always been taken care of by nationalism in European history, but
European integration after 1945 has eroded the nationalist war reflexes in France
and Germany. Moreover, the structure of these reflexes does not fit a war on
terrorism. Nationalism was a way to boost the performance of states in a game of
mutual emulation and transcendence.” The war on terrorism lacks such identifiers
and challenging models. The mobilization of support in the United States does
not rely on these sentiments but on the fear of intangible enemies that character-
izes the postmodern condition, empires, and disintegrating states.

Nationalism and War: A Contingent Relationship

The issue of a link between nationalism and war arises in diverging contexts that
depend on the implicit frames activated by authors or discussants. If we see na-
tionalism as a period in FEuropean history in which the relations between the
classes became redefined in terms of a common national enterprise and culture,
the changed role of the soldier is a crucial item to focus on. The soldier became
a representative of the nation who identified both with its war aims and with
progress on other frontiers. National armies made a deep impression on officials
in prenational states by their sheer size but also by the military capability (auton-
omy and motivation) of the individual soldier. However, those who want to suggest
a simple causal relationship between this historical transformation and the inci-
dence of war or its scale of destruction will encounter difficulties in disentangling
the complex relationships between the emerging awareness of national identity,
the development of military technology, and the increasing infrastructural power
of states in history. Both state disintegration and infrastructural power have been
facilitated by this (civic) nationalism, but its result was benign modernization and
stability as well as war capability. Neither the lingering of a war after its enraptured
opening movements, as in World War [, nor the dogged attitude of soldiers in the
face of death can be reduced merely to nationalism. Such facts follow the logic
of war or the social psychological mechanisms of small groups that are thrown
together in a struggle for life. What nationalism certainly has brought is a demand
for respect on the international scene and the widespread commitment to decision
making about peace and war. I will elaborate on this point in some remarks later.

Another frame for discussing nationalism and war ensues from the conception
of nationalism as manipulation by political leaders who are looking for public
consent. This may indeed involve the creation of an atmosphere of fear, the con-
struction of external enemies, or even the provocation of war acts by other states.
War may easily start unintentionally under these conditions, as events after the
seizure of the Falklands/Malvinas illustrate. From the part of the Argentine junta,
it was a correct assessment of the public sentiment but a miscalculation of the risk
of war. Nationalism in this case means either the process in which an enemy is
constructed or the aroused (territorial) sentiments of the public. Apart from that,
an unintentional effect of playing the national card is that one not only acquires
public consent but also rouses dormant public sentiments in the country of the
adversary.
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Finally, the term “nationalism” (or ethnonationalism) is applied to situations
where an ethnic group in an encounter with other ethnic groups aims at territorial
purity by redrawing political boundaries, turning members of other groups into
second-class citizens, or executing mass deportations or killings. There is a ten-
dency in the media to equate nationalism, now and in the past, with this pattern.
In 1990 Time magazine, for example, devoted an issue to the prospects for the new
Fastern Europe with the cover title “Old Demon.”* The cover illustration showed
a map of Eastern (or central) Europe with names of capitals and places with an
unpleasant historical resonance: Warsaw, Berlin, Munich, Budapest, Trieste, Za-
greb, Belgrade, and Bucharest. The designer had curiously overlooked the most
ominous name, Sarajevo, perhaps to avoid the accusation of historical determin-
ism. It was clearly a composite map, selective and geometrically unfaithful but
also dishigured in such a way that it represented a sad mask with the word “Na-
tionalism” in its mouth. As the leading article explained, Eastern Europe was at
the crossroads of democratic liberty and “belligerent nationalism.” Notwithstand-
ing the rise of conservative nationalisms,*” most places and countries shown on
the Time cover did not experience war after 199o.

Whatever the frame is that is evoked by such discussions, nationalism always
implies a personalization of the nation. A nation can be offended or mutilated
like a person, but national identity and culture are also part of the individual
personality and of private life. In the development of civic nationalism, represen-
tations of the collective body are somewhat more obvious than the reverse per-
spective. The difference is nicely visualized in pictures of war. War is initially
represented as a battle between heroes and only later as a violation or expression
of dignity in the private sphere. The German soldiers in Werner’s painting from
the Franco-Prussian War preserve their national culture (songs) “in the rough and
wild times of war and in the midst of an irreconcilable enemy,” but in the picture
the threat significantly comes from refined furniture. Nationalism justifies and
defends an order of things, indeed including furniture, which is essential to per-
sonal dignity. This involves much that cannot be illustrated easily in a picture:
equal rights, freedom of movement in a territory, property, codes for communi-
cating with others or access to institutions and support, and so on. The entire
national territory (infrastructure) may become, in a way, the extension of the per-
son, and this explains the personal character of any infringement on this system.
Conversely, any breach in a previously shared identity (as in ethnic conflict be-
tween neighbors) is experienced as war and may become a war if there is no strong
state to reassure a group.

The paradoxical feature of classic nationalism is that it always looks for reas-
surance by other states. The Other is (ab)used to inflate our self-esteem but is
ultimately required as an authoritative institution that recognizes our collective
existence. In the international system this mechanism puts a restraint on war, but
if war nonetheless breaks out, it evokes a (reluctant) matching of identities, some-
thing that, as a manner of speaking, can be represented within the frame of a
painting. This relation with the environment is absent in an empire or in a post-
modern world without strong states since these do not know the principle of sym-
metric recognition. External dangers may still (be used to) generate a “national-
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istic” mood, and the adversary may deliberately offend basic principles or symbols
of an empire or of another culture, but there is no real accommodation in the
sphere of the human lifeworld. This will result in an uncontrolled evil hunting
that in the end may even destroy the cohesion and solidarity of the offended group.

Nationalism in one or another meaning continues to play a role in wars, but
there is no causal relationship that offers the prospect of eliminating war by ban-
ning nationalism. Postmodern conditions and increased mobility have in principle
offered an incentive for people to mix, to know each other, or to indulge in
cultural relativism. Yet at the same time fears have been stirred up because we
live in an age in which “big changes are produced by small symbolic multipliers,
through action carried by ‘active minorities.” " The struggle has become more
rather than less cultural, and this sustains nationalism in its classical or in one of
its postmodern shapes: imperial or ethnic.

Notes

Keisch, “Anton von Werner,” 456—457.

. Steiner, Language and Silence, 15.

. Keisch, “Anton von Werner,” 456—457.

“[DJas Gutartige und Gemiithvolle des Volkscharakters [ . . . |, das sich auch in den
rauhen wilden Zeit des Krieges und inmitten eines unversshnlichen Feindes nie ganz
verleugnen konnte.” Keisch, “Anton von Werner,” 457.
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5. “Les attitudes des soldats rustauds aux allures bravaches, leurs lourdes bottes crot-
tées, sont en complet contraste avec le raffinement de 'ameublement. Les vainqueurs se
comportent un peu comme des vandales. A droite a I'entrée, la bonne, avec laquelle un
officier parait vouloir plaisanter, est accompagnée de sa fille qui a du mal a cacher sa
crainte.” J. Gauchet, “La guerre de 1870,” Histoire de Brunoy (Essonme). The quotation
is seemingly from a French exhibition catalog.

6. Tombs, France, 1814-1914, 1.

7. Posen, “Nationalism, the Mass Army, and Military Power.”

8. Duroselle, Idée de I'Europe dans I'histoire.

9. Anderson, Imagined Communities. An early version of this point of view can already
be found in Renan’s famous 1882 lecture “Qu’est ce qu'une nation?” (What is a nation?),
of which a translation is included in many readers, for example, Bhabha, Nation and
Narration, 8—22.

10. Flacke, Mythen der Nationen. See also Dijkink, “On the European Tradition of
Nationalism and Its National Codes.”

1. Kroll, “Belgien.”

12. [Chesney], Battle of Dorking.

13. Childers, Riddle of the Sands.

14. In Chesney, Battle of Dorking, German soldiers put their “dirty legs” on English
tables. Even in World War 11, writers on military affairs still believed that German soldiers
used to deposit their excrement on the tables in the houses where they had been billeted.

15. Wells, War of the Worlds.

16. Many novels about Communism or Americanism after World War II illustrate this
theme.

17. Jones, Art of War in the Western World, 387—389.

18. Gramsci, “Notes on Italian History,” 87.
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19. Struve, Voices from the Ming-Qing Cataclysm.

20. Hay, “Suspension of Dynastic Time.”

21. Ousby, Road to Verdun, 19q.

22. Eksteins, Rites of Spring, 184—18s.

23. In order to denote its special nature, the French soldier Jean Norton Cru invented
the label “antipatriotism” in a retrospective from 1929. A more recent source (Antoine Prost)
uses the term “patriotic pacifism.” See Ousby, Road to Verdun, 262. The latter term ac-
knowledges the fact that this attitude did not really lead to soldiers’ deserting or protesting.
The very isolation of life at the front line is perhaps the most basic explanation of this
situation. Protest and even desertion need an audience or receptive community.

24. See Hemingway, Farewell to Arms, for an impression of the disorder and disap-
pointment among soldiers in the rear of the front during World War [ in Italy.

25. Nationalist feelings may be deemed responsible for support for war efforts in the
rear (the logistic field and the home front), but they may in some cases also thwart such
efforts when the war is perceived as a betrayal of the people.

26. Mosse, Nationalization of the Masses, 13.

27. Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, 1.

28. Dijkink, National Identity and Geopolitical Visions.

29. Filipp, Germany Sublime and German Sublimations, 3.

30. Murphy, “ ‘A Sum of the Most Wonderful Things.””

31. Ignatieff, The Warrior’s Honor, 36.

32. Port, Gypsies, Wars, and Other Instances of the Wild.

33. Enzensberger, Civil Wars.

34. See note 10.

35. Nairn, Modern Janus. In Nairn’s book the Janus feature is particularly connected
with the fact that nationalism mobilizes people with the prospect of a great future, whereas
it searches for arguments by looking deep into the past.

30. Ignatieff, Warrior’s Honor, 45.

37. Sahlins, Boundaries.

38. Eksteins, Rites of Spring.

39. Pavlowitch, History of the Balkans 1804-1945, 199—200.

40. Kaldor, New and Old Wars.

41. Jelavich and Jelavich, Establishment of the Balkan National States, 1804-1920 Bar-
field, Perilous Frontier, 54, states, “The whole frontier was garrisoned with conscripts, often
convicts, who manned the walled defenses and who were expected to be partially self-
supporting by establishing farming colonies.”

42. Hardt and Negri, Empire.

43. For China’s territorial order see Barfield, Perilous Frontier; Fairbank, Chinese
World Order; and Waldron, Great Wall of China.

44. “The Glaspie Transcript: Saddam meets the U.S. Ambassador (July 25, 1990)”
quote p. 125, The Gulf War Reader.

45. By “transcendence” I mean the inclination of nations to reformulate the qualities
they envy in other nations in such a way that their own qualities (or rather deficiencies)
reemerge as a superior form of what the strengths of the Other at first sight seemed to be.
The French envied the English their system of popular sovereignty but declared it deficient
in terms of culture and spirit, which they considered more important for the unity and
strength of a state. For the prerevolutionary role of the French nobility in this process, see
Greenfeld, Nationalism, 145-172.

46. Time International, August 6, 1990.
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47. Tismaneanu, Fantasies of Salvation.
48. Melucci, Challenging Codes, 18s.
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LORRAINE DOWLER

Amazonian Landscapes

Gender, War, and Historical
Repetition

The word “Amazon” is thought to be derived from the ancient Greek
words a mazon— “breastless.” According to legend, each Amazon seared
off her right breast so it would not interfere with the use of her bow.
Opver the centuries Amazons came to represent a nation of women war-
riors. Their home territory moved from place to place depending on
the teller, but always Amazons were portrayed as inhabiting a region
just beyond the border of the known world, and in this sense their story
is a variant of the familiar tale about a distant land where everything is
done the wrong way round.

—Cynthia Enloe, Does Khaki Become You?

It has been speculated that legends and myths are usually born out of everyday
life. Surprisingly, it could be argued that the legend of the Amazons mirrors con-
temporary life in that women who actively participate in warfare are considered
“out of place” with the normative landscape. As Enloe argues, the Amazonian
world is a place apart, where gender roles are inverted, or worse, “what is wrong
about the Amazons is not only that they are women who fight using military
equipment and tactics, but that they live without men.”! However, unlike the
Amazons, Western societies are comforted by men being the soldiers, warriors,
and heroes of war, while women are either victims or seraphic icons of war.? As
a society, we are consoled by nurturing images of women in the role of nurses on
the battlefield or, most important, as champions of the home front. Cock contends
that when people go to war, they do so specifically as men and women, rather
than in nationalist solidarity. She argues that the military, as a masculine power
structure, actually magnifies how masculinity and femininity are defined within
society.?

This seems to hold constant even in the exceptional case of the Amazons.
Many feminists argue that throughout history representations of these female war-
riors have been dichotomous in nature. On the one hand, Amazonian images
mark women’s emotional and physical strength while simultaneously rendering
them erotic, thereby reinforcing men’s virility.* As Kleinbaum argued, “As surely
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as no spider’s web was built for the glorification of flies, the Amazon idea was not
designed to enhance women.” In his book War and Gender Goldstein details
some popular representations of the myth to illustrate this point. In the 1931 play
The Warrior’s Husband, Katharine Hepburn’s portrayal of the warrior queen An-
tiope radically challenged contemporary understandings of gender roles of her
time. However, the play’s reviews overlooked these questions of identity in favor
of essentializing Hepburn’s body with such statements as the play where “she first
bared her lovely legs.”® Similarly, a more pop icon, Xena, who was once hailed
as “Madeleine Albright’s role model,” has been described as “the tall, strong, ath-
letic beauty with gloriously blue eyes, who is togged out in boots, leather miniskirt
and metal breastplates that do her breathtaking body no harm at all.”” In this view
the Amazon warrior becomes a mix of sex object and power whereby her strength
stems from her sensuality. Interestingly, there is little historical evidence that an
Amazon society ever existed or of any community in which women were primarily
responsible for the violent actions of war. In fact, there is no evidence of any
society that was “exclusively populated or controlled by women, nor one in which
women were the primary fighters.”

Amazonian society does provide interesting material for the analysis of culture
and myth. However, it is interesting that although social processes vary across
culture, the gendering of war roles remains universally generalized and in oppo-
sition to these myths.” Across all cultures the fighters are usually male, with the
exception of fewer than 1% of all the warriors in history.'® However, women’s roles
as noncombatants vary across cultures in such roles as “support troops, psycholog-
ical war-boosters and peacemakers,”"! whereas men’s war roles are consistently
connected with war fighting.

Today twenty-three million soldiers serve in uniformed armies, of whom ¢7%
are male.” Only in 11 of 200 nations do women make up more than 5% of the
military forces.®> Most of these women in the military forces worldwide occupy
traditional women’s roles such as typists and nurses.'* It is important to state that
these statistics do not address the roles of women in revolutionary movements such
as those in Nicaragua and El Salvador. However, as Enloe points out, the number
of women combatants is significantly larger in revolutionary forces than in uni-
formed service, but, these women are often relegated to more domestic roles after
the revolution. She argues that public images of women in war versus those of
men are powerful manufactured symbols of resistance:

A popular symbol of the many liberation armies in Asia, Latin America, and Africa
is the woman with a rifle over one confident shoulder and a baby cuddled in her
protective arms. The picture conjures up images of the can-do-everything “super
woman.” It also seems to imply that the process of revolutionary warfare, on the
one hand, can transform women’s role and sense of self-worth, while on the other
hand, sustain the social order that in the past has ensured the reproduction and
nurturing of the next generation.”

Uniformed combat forces today almost totally exclude women, and the entire
global military system has very few women, which in turn makes many of its most
important settings all-male.'® Most important, these settings are certainly public,
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which creates a gendered dichotomy of space whereby women are denied access
to powerful political spaces such as the battlefield.’” The creation of all male
spaces in the public sphere serves to reinforce difference in terms of the power
of men." Goldstein argues that the gendering of warfare is a strategy of war
whereby

killing in war does not come naturally for either gender, yet the potential for war
has been universal in human societies. To help overcome soldiers’ reluctance to
fight, cultures develop gender roles that equate “manhood” with toughness under
fire. Across culture and through time the selection of men as potential combatants
and of women for feminine war support roles has helped shape the war system.
In turn the pervasiveness of war in history has influenced gender profoundly —
especially gender norms in child-rearing."

Nature versus Nurture

Goldstein’s argument that gender roles are strategic to warfare illustrates what has
commonly been referred to as the social constructivist point of view. There has
been a long, ongoing debate among feminists about the role of nature versus
nurture in the construction of violent identities. However, it is important to state
that all feminists stand against the most fundamental principle of the nature ar-
gument that male superiority is biologically determined. There are two schools of
thought in terms of issues of gender and violence, of which the more prevalent is
the social constructivist, which contends that violent behavior is not gender spe-
cific, but is the result of environmental forces, such as societal norms. The bio-
logical feminist position argues that women are biologically incapable of violence
and are the “natural” peacemakers of a society. lustrative of this would be the
“old wives™ tale” that if a woman were the president of the United States, there
would simply be no more wars, because a woman would never send her son or,
more symbolically as the mother to a nation, her nation’s sons into battle. Clearly,
if we examine the role of other women leaders, such as Margaret Thatcher, this
is simply not the case. Biological determinists would also argue that due to sci-
ence’s increasing ability to control genetics, we may someday “end war by getting
rid of aggressive genes.”?

However, these arguments do not take into consideration the influence of
human culture on biology. For example, adolescents are now going through pu-
berty younger than a few generations ago— “perhaps as the result of exposure to
‘grown-up’ influences in teenage culture, or possibly even of higher stress.”! In-
terestingly as long as there has been warfare, there have been women who have
challenged the biological determinist nature of the system. For example, the first
“unofficial” female in the U.S. Marine Corps was Lucy Brewer, who, by taking
the name George Baker, served in the Marine Corps on the USS Constitution
during the War of 1812. Similarly, Loretta Janet Vasques fought for the Confed-
eracy at Bull Run under the name of Lieutenant Harry Buford. Cathay Williams,
a former slave, served as Private William Cathay until her sex was discovered due
to an illness.?? Biological determinists would refer to the actions of these brave
women as an anomaly. Yet the problem is that not one of the biological expla-



136 Geographies of War

nations is sufficient to explain the conundrum of gendered war roles. Goldstein
argues that “biology provides a partial explanation by showing why war would tend
to involve mostly men. It does not however provide a sufficient explanation to the
puzzle of why war is virtually all-male.”

A Case of Historical Repetition

As a point of entry to the gendering of identities in war, I will present two case
studies, one historical and one contemporary, that will demonstrate how women’s
identities are molded and manipulated to serve the needs of war. Most important,
I will demonstrate how this political landscape or masculine way of seeing is
constructed from antiquated notions of public and private space. In the first case,
I will detail how the images of women in the Irish Revolution were constructed
as helpmates to the male heroes of the revolution. The Irish Revolution is often
heralded as a joint resistance where men and women stood side by side in Irish
solidarity. However, despite these images of public cohesion, it is important to
examine how the identities of women were relegated to the protection of their
immediate environment of the home. Most important, women who challenged
the notion of the male warrior by participating in more public roles were simply
written out of the political landscape.

The second case study will focus on the gendering of the heroic images of
firehighters, police officers, and other rescue workers at the World Trade Center
after the attacks of September 11, 2001. Not surprisingly, by juxtaposing this with
the historical case of the gendering of women’s identities in early twentieth century
Ireland, we find that not much has changed in the early-twenty-first-century Amer-
ican political landscape. The case of Ground Zero presents similar discursive issues
to those in revolutionary Ireland. First, the definition of warrior is fixed in the
public sphere and does not include everyday acts of bravery such as giving aid to
the wounded or simply raising a family in the face of the uncertainty of war.
Second, society is uneasy with the notion of women being active soldiers and
warriors, and although firehighters are not considered uniformed combatants, fire-
fighting has always been considered an act of defending one’s community. Since
the early 1900s firefighting units have been organized in a parallel fashion to
military units, complete with uniforms, ranked officers, battalions, division com-
manders, and fire commissioners.?* The role of a firefighter as defender of the
hearth and protector of the nation is unpredictable and is a responsibility that, like
a war, can erupt any place, any time.”> Most important, the masculinazation of
firefighting is one of the spillovers of the nurture versus nature debate that limits
women’s participation in more violent or action oriented professions. An exami-
nation of women rescue workers at Ground Zero not only details the gendering
of roles during violent conflict but points to how these roles can be transferred to
other all-male settings such as policing and construction work. For this reason,
the thrust of this examination will be on the interdependent relationship between
the moral landscape and the appropriate actions of men and women in a time
of war.
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Warrior Landscapes: Morality as Dictated
by Public and Private Space

Till has argued that the reputedly dichotomous relationship between public and
private space can shed some light on the processes that have aided in the rendering
of landscapes as a masculine way of seeing.?® Traditionally, private spaces have
been associated with the home and designated as feminine, whereas public spaces
(or spaces outside the home) have been designated as masculine. Feminist theo-
rists have explored alternative definitions of the public and private by analyzing
the public in relation to the private.?” Rosalyn Deutsche points to an interdepen-
dency between public/private distinctions and morality. She argues that definitions
of public space are connected to the kind of political community we envision.?
In a world that values continuity, resistance most likely will be ignored, which
will create a distinction between what is recognized in the public realm and what
must be hidden out of view. It is this distinction between what is viewed and what
is swept away that establishes the fundamental codes in the creation of the moral
landscape.?” Therefore, in order to understand the reactions to the events during
the Irish revolution and September 11, 2001, it is critical to understand the ways
in which morality is exemplified and acted out in practices associated with land-
scape, especially the gendering of public and private space.

Hannah Arendt argues that in any discussion of the construction of power,
political theorists both left and right agree that violence is nothing more than the
most flagrant manifestation of power.*® For this reason, if nations are invented via
gendered identities that (re)inscribe a power imbalance between men and women,
it would be beneficial to examine how war reinforces these identities. Despite the
burgeoning interest in the intersection of gender with nationalism, we have paid
almost no attention to war as a factor for shaping human societies.>!

Revolutionary Landscapes: Moral Codes
of Irish Solidarity

Margaret Ward, a feminist historian, maintains that we need not just rewrite Irish
women into history but to understand the motives of why they were left out. Was
it just an oversight, or was it a deliberate attempt to keep us in the dark about
how history might have otherwise transpired? She contends: “Women have been
so marginal in the consciousness of those who have researched events, their sig-
nificance has remained hidden within historical records, waiting for the under-
studying of someone who wants to know what women did, what they thought, and
how they were affected by the upheavals of the past century.”*?

In this study I will argue that one explanation for the absence of women in
the history of the Irish Revolution is that Irish women have never been considered
soldiers for the reason that their identities have been erased from the political
landscape, which was indeed a masculine way of seeing. Most important, the
production of a masculine political landscape is interdependent with the main-
tenance of the domestic landscape. More specifically, Nash argues that in the
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historical case of Irish nationalism the exclusion of women from the public arena
promoted a gendered relationship to place whereby the political arena was defined
as masculine.”

In 1914, the formation of Cumann na mBan was the first organized political
undertaking by the women of Ireland. The creation of this organization enabled
women not only to resist British colonialism but also to write women into the
political landscape. Not surprisingly Irish men clearly defined the role of this
organization as the gunman’s helpmate.** The women of Cumann na mBan were
relegated to the traditional roles of women in the domestic sphere, ones of support
and nurturing such as stretcher bearing, nursing, and fundraising.’* Although
women tried to assert themselves in more “masculine” ways such as acting as
couriers and bearing arms, for the most part in the early years, Cumann na mBan
remained in the eyes of the male volunteers a shadow organization. However, in
1920 there was a radical displacement when Cumann na mBan took an unprec-
edented political stand that denounced partition, whereas the Irish Republican
Army (IRA) itself as a whole was badly split over the treaty, which would leave
the northern counties under British sovereignty.

The treaty was negotiated in 1920 by five Irish delegates, Arthur Griffith, Mi-
chael Collins, George Gavan Duffy, Robert Barton, and Famonn Duggan, who
met with British prime minister David Lloyd George in London. These men were
appointed by the Dail (the Irish parliament), and many members of Cumann na
mBan were outraged by the absence of a woman, in particular, Mary MacSwiney.*
MacSwiney was a founding member of Cumann na mBan and president of the
Cork Branch, for which she was interned after the 1916 Rising. Today historians
concur that the course of Irish history might have been drastically altered by the
inclusion of this unyielding Republican. The following is an excerpt from a two-
hour-and-forty-minute speech MacSwiney made to the Irish Dail:

You men that talk need not talk to us about war. It is the women who suffer the
most of the hardships that war brings. You can go out in the excitement of the
fight and it brings its own honor and its own glory. We have to sit home and
work in the more humble ways, we have to endure the agony, the torture of
misery and the privations which war brings, the horror of nightly visitations to
our houses and their consequences. It is easier for you than it is for us, but you
will not find in Ireland a woman who has not suffered, who today will talk as the
soldiers here today have talked, and I ask the Minister of Defense, if that is the
type of soldier he has, in heaven’s name send the women as your officers next
time.*”

MacSwiney’s words expanded the traditional understanding of a soldier by
including acts of warfare that occurred in the private spaces of the home. She
argued that the home was not the protected and nurturing place that men have
determined it to be. Most important, she obscured the boundary of public and
private space within the political landscape when she argued that those very same
women who endured the hardships in the home front would make better soldiers
than the men who had reaped the glories of the battlefield.

During the weeks of argument and counterargument on this treaty in the
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Dail, the six women deputies remained unshakable in their opposition to the
treaty. The memories of dead sons, husbands, and brothers were used in justifi-
cation of their stand.* The united front presented by the women of the Dail gave
great credence to their claim to represent the views of the majority of Irish women.
The sanity of the female Dail members was attacked by some of the male mem-
bers, who argued that these women had experienced such terrible personal losses
that, they claimed, they were incapable of evaluating political issues. These same
men asserted that the women were being motivated solely by emotion and stub-
born determination to vote the way their dead husbands and sons would have
wished. This debate created a political boundary whereby it was deemed that
women could not see beyond the borders of their immediate homes. In other
words, women were incapable of rationality once they left their homes and entered
the public sphere. This was a double-edged sword, for women were not given
equal credit for the hardship that war brings, and yet their burden was argued to
be so deep that they could not possibly detach themselves from it. The final vote
in the Dail was sixty-four to ffty-seven to ratify the treaty. After the ballot count
was announced, Mary MacSwiney declared that she “would have neither hand,
act nor part in helping the Irish Free State to carry this nation of ours, this glorious
nation that has been betrayed here tonight into the British empire.”’

Although the treaty had been ratified, there was still one last possibility for a
rejection of partition. The Dail had been elected by those individuals who resided
on the island of Ireland, including citizens of the north, which was no longer part
of the Republic. Therefore the existing Dail was not representative only of the
provisional government of southern Ireland.* Consequently, Eamon de Valera,
the current president, called for a new election and the viability of the treaty would
now be dependent on whether the new elections would support a pro- or antitreaty
Dail.

Ironically, women had been given the right to vote several years earlier, and
members of Cumann na mBan felt strongly that women should have the ballot,
but it was contrary to their most basic beliefs to seek to elect a British parliament.
Tragically, the majority of women were not registered to vote, and in hindsight
many now feel that by putting the separatist goal before that of the feminist one,
they cut themselves off from the possibility of voting for a richer independence.”
In order to include those women who were not listed, a motion was made in the
Dail by the six women deputies for a new registration, but it was blocked by a
majority of the male deputies, which resulted in the severe underrepresentation
of women in this election.* Ironically, the members of the Dail who were uneasy
with a parliament that was inclusive of the northern state were not concerned by
the exclusion of a sizable proportion of the voting population: the votes of women.
This twist of fate demonstrates the exclusionary nature of the political landscape
as a masculine public realm that, to use the ideas of Deutsche, simply swept the
dissension of the private realm out of view.*

Cumann na mBan decided to register a more active protest when it began a
series of raids on the Irish flag whenever it appeared on protreaty platforms. For
its members, this flag now symbolized the grossest of betrayals.* By a very small
margin a protreaty parliament was elected, and a bloody civil war broke out that
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lasted for six months. When the war ended, four of the six counties of Ulster, once
part of the Republic of Ireland, now formed the new province of Northern Ireland.

The benefit of Cumann na mBan’s evolution as a separate organization from
the male volunteers was that it both allowed many women the space in which
they could make a valuable contribution to the military struggle against British
rule and also enabled the women to develop their own political strategy and debate
the political issues of the day. Interestingly, despite its support to the IRA, Cumann
na mBan was not banned by the Free State government as was the IRA in 1936.
The reason is obvious: women in this revolution were simply not considered po-
litical actors.

However, some women were celebrated in the public sphere for their revo-
lutionary actions. One of the most famous women in the resistance was Countess
Constance Markievicz, who was known for her bravery and military might. How-
ever, juxtapose the words of Sawyer describing Markievicz’s accomplishments with
the photograph (see Figure 7.1) that was one of the most celebrated images of
women in resistance in Ireland:

Not content to cook and nurse, Countess Markievicz had been second-in-
command of the contingent which occupied Stephen’s Green until it had to
retreat to the College of Surgeons. She had discharged her pistol frequently, but
she was Citizen’s Army, and others of that select band who were not of her [social]
class also had their moment of glory: ten men and nine women all armed with
revolvers were detailed to attack the virtually undefended symbol of British power,
Dublin Castle. The women were given arms for self-protection. Nevertheless,
when it came to launching an assault on the Castle, both women and men took
part in charging the gates. But their equality as combatants was short-lived. Having
been repulsed, they moved on to the City Hall, where they reverted to the tra-
ditional role for women in war; they went to the furthest point from conflict and
organized canteen and hospital facilities.*

Contrary to the documented actions of Markievicz, the representation of this
“heroine” had been skillfully molded to demonstrate to a world theater a proper
blend of femininity and status, in contrast to militancy and aggression. This cel-
ebrated iconographic image presents her tentatively poised with her pistol and
does not reflect the panache of the countess, who kissed her revolver before sur-
rendering it to the British commander.* It is also not representative of the woman
whose husband, when asked why he ended his marriage to the countess, lamented
that the last straw came when she took to hiding guns under the marital bed.*” It
most certainly does not demonstrate the bravery of the woman who cried when
her death sentence was commuted to life imprisonment because of her gender.*
Markievicz’s tears were not symptomatic of relief, but rather of disappointment
because she was not executed alongside her male comrades from the Easter Rising.

Instead, this photograph provides a model for accepted behavior of women in
war. 'This posed reflection of Markievicz shows a woman of status, by the use of
lavish props, and one of femininity, by her feminine posture and plumed head-
dress. The backdrop of a pastoral landscape that implies a sense of calmness,
refinement, and hominess (the garden as an extension of the home) is not com-
patible with the image of Markievicz storming Dublin Castle. Instead, this image
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FIGURE 7.1 Countess Markievicz. Source: Courtesy of the National Library of Ire-
land. Lawrence Collection.

promotes a softer, more palatable image of fighting Irish women. This reproduc-
tion is not indicative of the woman who fought side by side with men and women
of lesser status. Finally, Markievicz’s trigger finger remains extended, as if she is
not prepared to fire her beloved pistol. The countess who was quite comfortable
with a firearm is portrayed as uneasy, as if she were being forced to be a soldier.
This image of Markievicz is one the male-dominated movement found acceptable
to promote to a world theater. It exaggerates accepted norms of femininity that
are skillfully cultivated, whereby the powerlessness that is associated with this fem-
ininity becomes a weapon of solidarity.* Jacklyn Cock elaborates on this type of
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male manipulation of powerlessness when she states, “[PJower is like the disease
of hemophilia. It is transmitted by females but only manifests in males.”

Ground Zero

Mustrative of the powerlessness of women that fuels the power of men in a time
of war is the media’s attention to the wives left behind after the attacks of Septem-
ber 11, 2001, such as Lisa Beamer, whose husband was one of the publicly ac-
claimed heroes of downed Flight 93. Although she has been lauded in the press
as a hero and virtually saintlike, her identity has been relegated to that of a victim-
ized mother and wife. The resulting image of Lisa Beamer has had the same affect
as the images of the women in Afghanistan: reasons to go to war.

Therefore, for the purpose of this inquiry I will focus on several points. First,
the creation of masculine superheroes is dependent on the domestic landscape.
For example, would the words “Let’s roll,” uttered by Todd Beamer shortly before
downing Flight 93, have become such a powerful image of nationalist solidarity
without the Madonna-like icon of Lisa Beamer, a pregnant mother who was
mourning the courageous act of her husband? Second, the actions of women who
take a more active role in warfare, for the purpose of this chapter, women fire-
fighters and police officers, were for the most part ignored in the recording of the
events of September 1. Last, the erasure of these women from the landscape
creates a public space that is imbued with the characteristics often associated with
the domestic landscape, such as nurturing and healing. Therefore, actions such
as crying by male firefighters and police officers are considered appropriate. In the
absence of women they have created a brotherhood, a public family to mourn. In
this specific case the nation was moved to solidarity by an action that was so
heinous that pregnant mothers were made widows and superheroes actually
cried.”!

It is important to state that the purpose of this inquiry is not to refute any of
the courageous acts that were undertaken by many individuals on September 11,
2001. Instead, the intent is to launch a preliminary inquiry on how after the attacks
on the World Trade Center the New York City landscape was rendered masculine
as a way of demonstrating how formidable the city was in the face of the attacks.
As a point of entry into this discussion, | will analyze the establishment of the
moral landscape of New York City by way of popular images released shortly after
the tragedy. I will also rely on discussions of the attacks from more feminist view-
points such as Firework: The News-letter of Women in the Fire Service, Inc.’* These
firefighters are concerned that there is a tendency to assume that the heroes of
the attacks are all men and ignore the contributions of women firefighters, police
officers, and rescue workers who also risked and in some cases lost their lives on
September 11. This has led to an even deeper masculinization of the New York
City Fire Department, with the revitalization of such designations as firemen
rather than firefighters and blood brotherhood. Historically, the challenging of the
notion of the male warrior would be deemed unpatriotic. However, in the case of
the attacks on New York City, it is important to ask why women’s actions are being
ignored in the recording of the events of that day and what type of moral codes
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have been rendered by their absence. Most important, is the historical treatment
of the identities of women in war simply being rewritten into the contemporary
political landscape?*?

Towering Heroes

One of the most popular images after the attacks on New York City was a cartoon
titled “Our Towering Heroes” that likened the images of the World Trade Center
to the bodies of a male firefighter and police officer. The masculinization of the
actual landscape is evident. However, how can this image and the images of fire-
fighters hugging and crying work simultaneously in building a national solidarity?**

In the case of men who are publicly displaying emotion, it is clear that there
is a deep bond that developed in the face of this tragedy, but there is also a sense
of power that, as argued earlier, stems from their powerlessness.”® For example, a
New York Times article titled “When The Hero Wept” argued: “We've seen brave
firemen crying; other men can, too ... The warm and human responses to the
losses of Sept. 1 show us the reality: tears can reveal strength, not weakness;
compassion, not fear; maturity, not loss of control. The urge to cry when emotion
becomes overwhelming is a part of us and there is nothing noble about denying
it.”>¢ In this case characteristics that are commonly associated with the home, such
as compassion and emotion, are brought into the public sphere; however, these
traits are translated into strength and maturity as acted out by men in the public
realm.

Although there were female heroes at Ground Zero, as mentioned earlier, the
acceptable “heroines” of this conflict seem to be white, heterosexual Christian
mothers who have been left without a husband. This of course is a tragedy, and
nothing justifies the plight of these women; however, it is interesting that they
have risen as the moral icons of this conflict, while other women have been
ignored.

The point of this argument is not to take away from the courage these women
have shown in the face of incomprehensible sorrow, but rather to ask why we
have not included other women in this category of iconic hero, such as Moira
Smith, a New York Police Department (NYPD) officer who was killed on Septem-
ber 11, 2001. Smith was among the first to respond to the attack at the World Trade
Center and was last seen evacuating people out of Tower Two, saving hundreds
of lives. She was described by the Daily News as having “the face of an angel and
the heart of a lion.”” The angelic packaging of Smith may make it easier for some
to accept that she was posthumously awarded the NYPD’s Medal of Honor, the
department’s highest honor. Then there was Yamel Merino, an emergency med-
ical technician, of Dominican ancestry, who while tending to the wounded was
killed when Tower Two collapsed. She was a single mother who left behind an
eight-year-old son, Kevin, and yet there was very little attention paid to this child
who now is going to be raised by his grandmother. Finally, there was Katy Mazza,
who was the first female Port Authority officer killed in the line of duty. Mazza
was killed while evacuating people from Tower One of the World Trade Center.
Her body was recovered exactly five months after the attack.’
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This raises the question, were there other women who acted bravely, and why
are they not proclaimed as heroes of that day? Lieutenant Brenda Berkman had
the day off, but like many other firefighters, when she heard of the disaster, she
went to the nearest firchouse and jumped on a truck to go to Ground Zero. She
worked endless hours at Ground Zero, then returned to her firchouse to grab a
meal or a few hours rest, counsel other firefighters, and help plan funerals. In a
quote from the Minneapolis Star Tribune, “I knew fighters were heroes before
o/11,” she said:

But it hurts that women rescuers who stood shoulder to shoulder with the men
at Ground Zero have been so roundly ignored by the media that the term fireman
has returned to vogue. Women were down there from the time the first plane hit
the first tower, she said. Women were trapped in the rubble. Three women rescue
workers were killed that day. I don’t think it is patriotic to show just one group
of people on the job.*

Brenda Berkman showed unprecedented bravery that day. However, she, like
many women, has had to go to war to gain access to the political landscape, and
certainly she and they are heroes of that war. She was hired by the New York City
Fire Department in 1982 as a result of her class-action lawsuit that forced the
department to hire her. She became the first woman hired by the department,
one of forty to join after the suit. Since then, that number has dwindled to 25
women out of 11,500 firefighters in the department.®® When she talks about her
early days on the job “she explains how oxygen was drained from her air tanks,
death threats were left on her answering machine and her few supportive male
colleagues had their tires slashed. Most in her firchouse refused to talk, train, or
eat with her. Worst of all, she never knew if male colleagues would watch her
back in dangerous fires as they did each other.” The experience of Brenda Berk-
man points to how women who seek access to the political landscape engage in
combat every day.®?

Conclusion

When Markievicz learned that she was not to be executed with her male comrades,
she berated the British, asserting, “I do wish your lot had the decency to shoot
me.”®* Markievicz was questioning the moral codes of this war which denied her
the right to make a last nationalist gesture: to publicly die for Ireland. Instead, she
argued against the immorality of locking herself and seventy other Irish women
away in solitary confinement. In this way, public martyrdom was a place reserved
for men, while women’s sacrifice was placed out of view and relegated to private
spaces, such as the home. Part of the establishment of gender roles in conflict is
to dictate what type of sacrifice is morally acceptable in terms of gender. For
example, it is permissible for women to suffer in the roles of mothers but not as
public warriors. In this way, domestic images of women as powerless empower
public images of men as warriors and thereby construct the political landscape as
masculine.

The point of juxtaposing the historical case of revolutionary Ireland with the
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attacks of September 11, 2001, is to demonstrate that the contemporary political
landscape remains a masculine way of seeing. For example, images of women as
victims, mothers, and widows were liberally utilized to legitimate the bombing of
Afghanistan. The heroes of September 11 were the firefighters and police officers
and other rescue workers, who were presumed to be men. Ironically the rescue
dogs received more media coverage than the women at Ground Zero. As in the
case of the Amazons, women who transgress the boundaries of the political land-
scape are viewed as foreign and out of place. Most important, these two cases
demonstrate the effects that war can have on the gendering of societies. For ex-
ample, how would Ireland’s history have been different if the points of view of
women had been included in such a momentous political decision as partition?
Similarly, would the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan have been different or even
encumbered if images of women, whether Lisa Beamer or veiled Afghan women,
had not been such a powerful reason to go to war?

Perhaps the words of Markievicz best describe the dual nature of public and
private space during war: “The first road to freedom is to realize ourselves as Irish-
women—not as Irish or merely as women, but as Irishwomen doubly enslaved and
with a double battle to fight”** These words, albeit nation and period specific,
ring true to all women regardless of culture, race, or class when they try to rewrite
the political landscape as a way of seeing for both men and women. The experi-
ence of Brenda Berkman is not unlike that of Mary MacSwiney almost a century
earlier. Both Berkman and MacSwiney wanted women to “be counted,” whether
in a national election and movement or in a response to a national tragedy. Both
women risked their lives in acts of service to their respective nations. However,
and most important, both women challenged patriarchal systems when they re-
wrote women into the political landscape during a period of conflict.
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ROGER W. STUMP

Religion and the
Geographies of War

Religious meanings and concerns have had a prominent role in a wide variety of
political conflicts in recent decades. After the Six-Day War in 1967, for example,
religious Zionists interpreted Israel’s victory in explicitly religious terms and saw
Israeli occupation of the ancient lands of Judea and Samaria in the West Bank
and of the Temple Mount in Jerusalem as evidence that the divine redemption
of the Jewish people was at hand. Muslims, in contrast, saw Israeli occupation of
the Old City of Jerusalem as a threat to al-Haram al-Sharif, the sacred compound
atop the Temple Mount and one of Islam’s most revered sites. Radical Islamists
have cast many other conflicts in religious terms, including the war against the
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan during the 198os, the civil war in Bosnia in the
early 1990s, and the conflict between Chechen separatists and Russia that started
in the mid-199os. Interpreting these conflicts as attacks on the global Muslim
community, radicals from various Muslim countries took up arms in Afghanistan,
Bosnia, and Chechnya in defense of Islam. Out of these contexts, al-Qaeda
emerged in the late 1980s and 199os as a transstate terrorist army that focuses on
more dispersed, symbolic targets in its war against Western antagonists.

On a regional scale, tensions between India and Pakistan have contained an
overt religious dimension since independence, exacerbated by the rising influence
of Hindu and Muslim fundamentalisms in the region. This religious dimension
found symbolic expression in the late 1980s and 199os through military nomen-
clature, with Pakistani missile systems that bore names linked to the early Muslim
conquests of northern India (Ghauri, Ghaznavi), and India’s deployment of missile
systems named after principal Vedic deities (Agni, Surya) and a Hindu hero in
the wars against Muslim conquest (Prithvi). In Africa, political violence has arisen
in various states out of postcolonial competition among traditional animists, Mus-
lims, and Christians. In Sudan, for example, conflict between the Muslim majority
in the north and animist and Christian minorities in the south has provoked a
devastating civil war.

These examples illustrate the persistent complexity of the intersection of re-

149



150  Geographies of War

ligious meanings and war. In recent centuries, the rise of modernist and rationalist
worldviews and the spread of secularist and pluralist political structures clearly
have not led to the displacement of religion as a potent political force. Interactions
between religion and war have taken on new forms in the contemporary world,
but such interactions continue to have widespread effects. This chapter examines
the nature and consequences of such interactions, particularly as they relate to the
geographic dimensions of war. The discussion focuses specifically on two themes:
the relationship between geographic context and the religious discourses that have
informed the causes or motivations of war, and religion’s role in the territorial
concerns and spatial strategies of combatants who are pursuing religiously signif-
icant objectives. Together, the themes of contextuality and spatiality reveal the
complex relationship between religion and the geographies of war and provide a
basis for differentiating religiously motivated wars from other forms of conflict. In
addition, they illustrate important changes in religious warfare over time and offer
insights into why connections between religion and war continue to exist in con-
temporary settings.

Before I proceed to a detailed examination of these themes, some preliminary
words on religions themselves are in order. A religion is interpreted here as a type
of cultural system, an integrated assemblage of meanings and behaviors shared by
a community of adherents.! Religion differs from other types of cultural systems
in its concern with beliefs and practices that ultimately relate to superhuman
entities, such as deities, natural spirits, venerated ancestors, or perfected individ-
uals, who are believed to possess powers beyond those of ordinary mortals. Beliefs
about the superhuman are an essential part of a religion’s worldview, its adherents’
understanding of reality and the forces that shape it, and of a religion’s ethos, the
values and emotions that underlie adherents’ thoughts and behavior relative to
reality and the superhuman. Religions thus resolve basic ontological questions of
existence and authority, rendering specific beliefs and practices especially com-
pelling to adherents and often producing concepts of religious obligation. While
adherents conceive of their religion as a set of fixed, eternal truths, however, a
single religious tradition may take diverse forms as adherents reproduce it in dif-
ferent local circumstances. As cultural systems, religions thus contain inherent
tensions between received traditions and the contexts of everyday life in which
these traditions are enacted, interpreted, and adapted. The mutability of religions
as cultural systems is central, in turn, to the interactions between religion and war,
as they are addressed in the remainder of this chapter.

Contextuality

Despite the values of compassion and reconciliation inherent in many of the
world’s religions, religions as cultural systems have played a significant role in
human warfare.? At the most basic level, many ancient and tribal religions have
identified particular deities with war, and adherents have often taken divine action
to be a crucial force in specific conflicts. In the Iliad, to cite a notable example,
Homer thus describes the gods’ participation in the Trojan War: “So did the
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blessed gods spur on the two hosts and in warfare pitted them, causing to break
out among them a furious conflict.” Within such contexts, adherents have seen
tribal or national deities as essential allies and have construed victory as evidence
of the superiority of the victors’ gods. The belief that deities, ancestors, or spirits
provide support to combatants in wartime has in fact appeared in countless settings
up to the present day. Echoes of this view appear in President George W. Bush’s
declaration to Congress after the attacks of September 11, 2001, that “freedom and
fear, justice and cruelty, have always been at war, and we know that God is not
neutral between them,” and even more overtly in the contemporaneous videotaped
assertion by Osama bin Laden that “here is America struck by God Almighty in
one of its vital organs, so that its greatest buildings are destroyed.” Reference to
divine influence in war reflects a totalizing view of religion as a source of meanings
relevant to all aspects of human existence. In this sense, any war involving adher-
ents can acquire religious connotations.

In many contexts, however, religious concerns have been more immediately
related to the occurrence of war and have served as a primary impetus for conflict.
In such cases religious discourses become central to the conduct of war and not
merely provide abstract justifications but actually shape the objectives and strate-
gies of combatants. Such conflicts are the principal focus of this chapter. Reli-
giously motivated warfare has taken varied forms, of course, and specific conflicts
necessarily reflect concerns related to and articulated in particular settings. The
contextuality of such conflicts thus represents one of their essential traits and a
principal geographic dimension of the relationship between war and religion. Con-
textuality, as the term is used here, refers to the intersection in a given place of
various processes that are organized at different scales and yield a distinct set of
social conditions, relations, and meanings.” From this perspective, religion be-
comes involved in war through the interaction of diverse political and cultural
forces, including local reproductions of religious tradition, that acquire concrete
form and meaning in specific settings.

Religious motives for war have traditionally developed in contexts where basic
issues of religious authority are contested by competing groups. In many cases the
rationale for war arose, at least in part, from the role of the state as the agent of
the one “true” faith. Along with that role, the state acquired the mandate of ad-
vancing the true faith, which in certain contexts led to warfare with others who
held different beliefs. The rapid expansion of the Islamic empire in the seventh
and eighth centuries c.E. illustrates such a pattern of conquest, justified by reli-
gious certainty rooted in an Islamic worldview. The goal of spreading Christianity
likewise served to justify colonial wars between European powers and indigenous
peoples. The contesting of religious authority has also informed conflicts between
Christians and Muslims along the boundary between their traditional spheres of
influence, including the Christian expulsion of Muslims from Iberia during the
Reconquista and the recurrent wars in southeastern Europe between the Ottoman
Empire and various Christian states. The latter reached a climax in the failed
Ottoman siege of Vienna in 1683 and the subsequent formation of a Holy League
by Poland, Austria, and Venice to turn back the advance of Islam. Combatants
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on both sides conceived of that conflict in overtly religious terms. Ottoman sultans
acted with the title of Warrior of the Faith, and Christian rulers as papally des-
ignated Defenders of Christendom.

The spatial intersection of contrary understandings of religious legitimacy has
also contributed to internecine warfare within religious traditions. The doctrinal
fragmentation of Western Christianity brought about by the Protestant Reforma-
tion, for example, contributed to a political context in Europe fraught with both
internal and international conflict.® The French Wars of Religion during the six-
teenth century had diverse social and economic causes, but largely centered on
discord between Protestant Huguenots and Roman Catholics. The contempora-
neous revolt of the Netherlands against Spanish rule correspondingly pitted Dutch
Calvinists against Roman Catholics. England’s support for this rebellion and its
broader role as a source of Protestant influence in part led to Spain’s attempted
invasion of England, which was thwarted by the defeat of the Spanish Armada in
1588. In the following century, conflicts between Roman Catholicism and both
Calvinist and Lutheran forms of Protestantism played a key role in the Thirty
Years” War in central Europe, while discord between Anglicans and Catholics on
one side and the predominantly Calvinist Puritans on the other triggered civil war
in England.

Similarly, contested notions of religious authenticity in Islam first led to con-
flict in the seventh century c.E. within the context of the original Islamic state
when sectarian strife arose over the proper succession of leadership after Muham-
mad’s death. This conflict ultimately led to the division between Islam’s Sunni
and Shi’ite branches. In more recent centuries, violent conflicts within Islam that
have focused on religious authenticity have continued to develop in specific con-
texts. Perhaps most significantly, the emergence of the orthodox Wahhabi move-
ment in Arabia during the 1700s and its subsequent association with the Saud
dynasty resulted in various conflicts with surrounding Muslim tribes and rulers.
To the Wahhabis these conflicts took on the character of a jihad against deviations
from orthodox Islam, such as the worship of saints. With the Saudis they occupied
Mecca and Medina in the early 18ocs, but were driven back into the Arabian
interior by Egyptian and Ottoman forces. The Saudis led a second Wahhabi jihad
early in the twentieth century, however, and extended Wahhabi dominance
throughout the new kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

An important example of this pattern beyond the hearth of Islam was the jihad
led by Uthman Don Fodio during the early 18oos in a region that extended across
northern portions of present-day Nigeria and Cameroon. As an orthodox Muslim
scholar, Uthman led a vigorous campaign against syncretistic forms of Islam and
the survival of animistic practices. In response to opposition from local leaders, he
ultimately instigated an Islamic rebellion that replaced various tribal states with
the orthodox Caliphate of Sokoto. A number of similar jihads that began in the
sixteenth century occurred elsewhere in the complex cultural context of West
Africa.’

While propagation of a “true” faith has historically played a key role in reli-
giously motivated warfare, such violence has in some past contexts focused on
other issues. War has emerged, for example, in contexts where minorities have
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resisted the hegemony of a dominant religious system. Minority resistance in such
cases has often focused less on asserting the authority of the group’s own religion
than on ensuring its survival in hostile surroundings. The Jewish rebellions against
the Roman Empire exemplify this pattern. Many Jews saw the Roman conquest
of Judea as a threat to their survival as a people. Inspired by belief in the messianic
restoration of a Jewish kingdom, the Zealots and similar Jewish sects ultimately
rebelled against Roman rule in 66 c.E. This rebellion’s failure led to the destruc-
tion of the Jerusalem Temple in 70 and to the mass suicide of nearly the entire
population of the last Zealot stronghold at Masada. Subsequent Roman suppres-
sion of Judaism, for example, by banning Sabbath observances and by erecting a
shrine to Jupiter on the site of the Jerusalem Temple, provoked a second rebellion
in 132, again motivated by concern for the Jews” survival. Roman victory in this
war ended hopes for a Jewish kingdom. As Jews dispersed across the empire, how-
ever, Jewish religious traditions did in fact survive in the more decentralized forms
of Rabbinic Judaism.

An analogous context developed in South Asia’s Punjab region in the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, where the Sikh population faced intense perse-
cution from Mughal leaders who sought to impose orthodox Islam within their
empire. The persecution caused a mass migration during the 1600s from Punjab
into the Himalayan foothills, where the Sikh leader Guru Gobind Singh formu-
lated a distinctly martial religious discourse that redefined Sikh identity in terms
of the Khalsa, or “pure,” a community committed to the realization of divine
power and justice symbolized as a double-bladed sword. Under this new identity,
Sikhs engaged in a series of wars during the 1700s with the declining Mughal
Empire that resulted in the formation of a Sikh empire in Punjab by the early
1800s. In the process, however, the Sikhs did not attempt to impose their religion
on others; their primary objectives focused on preservation of the Khalsa.

The control of holy places represents a further source of conflict in contexts
where the intersections of political and sacred space have been contested. Con-
cerns over sacred space have obvious links to larger questions of religious authority,
but they have also provided a distinct motivation for war. The Crusades, during
which Christian princes backed by the pope sought to reclaim the holy land of
Christianity, followed this pattern. The Crusades were not solely a religious en-
deavor; many political and economic factors contributed to the crusader cam-
paigns carried out between the eleventh and fifteenth centuries. In terms of the
religious discourses used to justify them, however, the Crusades reflected a specific
aspiration to establish Christian rule over key sacred spaces. Control of Islamic
sacred sites has similarly been a source of conflict among Muslims. In the cam-
paign led by the Saud dynasty at the turn of the nineteenth century, the Wahhabis
saw the control of Mecca and Medina as a crucial religious objective because they
denied the religious authority of the Ottoman Empire and thus rejected its right
to rule over Islam’s holiest sites.® Likewise, during the expansion of the Saudi
kingdom in the twentieth century, the Wahhabis fought to reclaim control of
Mecca and Medina from Sharif Husayn, who with British support had established
rule over the surrounding Hijaz region during World War 1.

A common motif that runs through historical examples of religious warfare is
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the idea of war as a religious obligation, for example, to spread the true faith or
to defend adherents or sacred places from external threats. This perspective goes
beyond the concept of the “just war,” broadly defined as a conflict that can be
legitimized in moral or religious terms. Instead, it characterizes warfare itself in
certain contexts as a religious act, as a direct articulation of the received beliefs
that it promotes or defends. Perhaps the most widely recognized expression of this
perspective is the Islamic concept of jihad, although it must be recognized that
jihad has been interpreted in many different ways, not all of them involving war.!
In many Islamic traditions, jihad commonly refers to a personal struggle between
religious commitment and temptation or doubt. In addition, the representation of
war as a religious obligation has clearly not been limited to Islam. Religious and
secular leaders in medieval Europe repeatedly characterized the defense of Chris-
tendom against the spread of Islam and the reclamation of the Christian holy land
from Muslim control in terms of religious duty. This aspect of the medieval Chris-
tian ethos also found institutional expression in military religious orders like the
Teutonic Knights, who played a crucial role in the conquest of pagan areas in
eastern Europe.!! The development of a martial ethos within Sikhism in response
to Mughal persecution and the Zealots” rebellion against Roman rule represent
other interpretations of the relationship between religious duty and war.

Despite obvious differences in the specific forms that they have taken, how-
ever, premodern conceptions of war as a religious obligation shared certain crucial
features. Most important, such conceptions were generally rooted in largely un-
reflexive understandings of religious absolutism. Accepting the truth of their belief
system as indisputable, adherents in diverse contexts also accepted the “natural-
ized” obligation to preserve or promote that system, even through warfare, as an
inherent part of their religious ethos. Within such contexts, religious warfare has
typically been understood as an obligation that is defined in broad social terms
and engages the resources of entire communities, institutions, or states. Individual
leaders often played a central role in this process, but the sense of obligation on
which they acted was more communal than personal and was based on widely
accepted religious certainties.

In the modern era, and particularly during the past century, the overt con-
testing of religious legitimacy by competing absolutisms has declined in impor-
tance as a factor in religliously motivated wars. This trend in part reflects the
influence of secular political discourses across the modern state system and a
corresponding secularization of international relations and foreign policy. Saudi
Arabia, for example, has established alliances with the United States and other
secular states even though it maintains a strict form of Islamic orthodoxy domes-
tically. At the same time, cultural transformations that have arisen within the
broader context of modernity have undermined the unreflexive acceptance of re-
ligious absolutism characteristic of earlier religious conflicts. Wars waged to assert
the absolute authority of a religious system or to enlarge the territorial domain of
the “true” faith have thus given way in contemporary settings to conflicts motivated
by more complex, and typically more reflexive, religious concerns. Accordingly,
the geographic contexts of religious warfare have changed as well. In particular,
such warfare has become associated with settings where intersecting cultural and
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political factors have caused religious issues to acquire compelling symbolic im-
portance, often in connection with other forms of political discourse. In these
contexts, religious issues in effect provide a focus for the ideological mobilization
of broader political actions, including those that relate to war.

The intersection of religious identity and nationalism has played a major role
in the emergence of such contexts of war. Through its strong ties to ethnic identity,
religious affiliation has obviously been a key factor in marking the boundaries
between warring peoples in the past. Its political role has been transformed in
contemporary contexts, however, by the more reflexive character of nationalist
ideologies within the modern state system. In such contexts, discourses of religious
identity have become central to the legitimization of nationalist aims and the
conflicts that arise from them, often by addressing the nature of national identity
itself. In Sri Lanka, for example, Sinhalese nationalists have sought to define the
modern state’s identity in terms of its Buddhist traditions, particularly as expressed
in the Mahavamsa, a fifth-century epic that includes accounts of miraculous visits
made by the Buddha to the island. On the basis of this narrative, Sinhalese na-
tionalists have promoted the centrality of Buddhism as a unifying element within
Sri Lankan identity. This ideology has been opposed, however, by ethnic Tamils
and other non-Buddhist minorities. Resulting tensions led to the outbreak of civil
war in the 1980s, an event that strengthened Sinhalese nationalism as a political
force in the years that followed.!?

A comparable movement emerged on a broader scale among Hindu funda-
mentalists in India, who have advanced an ideology of national identity grounded
in India’s indigenous religious heritage. A primary focus of their nationalist dis-
course is the concept of Hindutva, which unifies into a single community those
who trace their ancestry, culture, and religion to the Indian subcontinent. Hin-
dutva, in other words, represents the common identity of those who recognize this
region as both their “fatherland” and their “holy land.”"* This interpretation of
Hindu national identity reveals a distinctly modern, reflexive view of national unity
in a region that had been highly fragmented historically. At the same time, this
concept clearly separates those who share in that identity, including Buddhists,
Jains, and Sikhs as well as all varieties of Hindus, from those who do not, including
Muslims, Jews, and Christians. The rise of a Hindu nationalist movement based
on this concept thus contributed to often violent conflict between Hindus and
Muslims both before and after the partition of British India. Within the secularly
constituted state of India, moreover, Hindu fundamentalists have continued to
advance Hindutva as the foundation of Indian nationalism, especially since the
rise to power of the fundamentalist Bharatiya Janata Party in the early 1990s. The
religious dimensions of this nationalist discourse have in turn played a significant
role in the recurring eruptions of communal violence between Hindus and Mus-
lims in India, as well as in ongoing tensions between India and Pakistan.

Discourses of religious identity have been used as well in contexts where a
minority seeks to legitimize violence directed against the hegemony of a larger
society. Such a pattern appeared in the radical Sikh nationalist movement that
emerged in the early 1980s. The primary objective of this group was the creation
of a sovereign Sikh state in India’s Punjab, where Sikhs represented a majority.
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Many Sikhs had supported the goal of greater autonomy within India since the
latter achieved independence because they believed that they faced economic,
political, and cultural disadvantages within Indian society. The concerns that had
motivated this broader support for Sikh autonomy did not focus solely on religious
identity, however, and indeed addressed some decidedly secular issues such as
water rights and economic development. The radical movement that emerged in
the 1980s, on the other hand, adopted an explicitly religious discourse in promot-
ing the cause of Sikh nationalism and used that discourse to validate its terrorist
campaign against the Indian government, Hindus, and Sikh moderates. At the
heart of the radicals’ discourse was a fundamentalist conception of religious iden-
tity that drew on the martial traditions of Sikhism but that at the same time recast
the unity of the Khalsa in modern, nationalistic terms that focused on the creation
of an independent Khalistan.' Radical terrorism provoked military action from
the Indian government, however, that resulted in 1984 in an assault by the Indian
army on the Sikhs™ chief temple compound in Amritsar, where many of the rad-
icals had taken refuge. Damage done to that site and the killing of radical leaders
provoked a new round of violence, including the assassination of Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi by two Sikh bodyguards. That event in turn provoked Hindu riots
in which thousands of Sikhs were killed. Escalating violence in the years that
followed produced more than 25,000 deaths, but government action against the
radical Sikh movement led to its effective suppression by the mid-19gos.

The interactions between religion and nationalism discussed in the preceding
examples primarily reflect discourses of group solidarity in which religion provides
a coherent foundation for a shared identity. In some instances, however, the as-
sociation between religion and national identity has been reinforced by equally
powerful discourses of opposition to a common enemy. Such a pattern emerged
in the 1990s among Orthodox Serbs in Bosnia-Herzegovina following the breakup
of Yugoslavia. Militant Bosnian Serbs considered Bosnia-Herzegovina to be part
of the territorial domain of the Serbian nation, a position supported by neighboring
Serbia. Serbs therefore sought to consolidate their control over territory within
Bosnia-Herzegovina to create a distinct Serbian district that could eventually unite
with Serbia proper.”” They faced a major obstacle in the intersecting spatial dis-
tributions of Serbs and Muslims in Bosnia, however, and thus adopted a brutal
strategy of ethnic cleansing to remove the Muslims who were interspersed among
Serb-dominated areas. This caused a civil war that cost 200,000 lives and produced
more than 2 million refugees.'® A key factor in the strategy of ethnic cleansing was
the religious discourse asserted by militant Serbs, which focused not only on the
role of religion in Serbian nationalism but also on Bosnian Muslims as a wholly
“other” religious foe. The nationalist aspect of this discourse was expressed in the
ideology of Christoslavism, which asserts that Slavs are intrinsically Christian and
that Muslim Slavs have thus forsaken the essence of their heritage. Radical Serbs
promoted a parallel discourse, however, based on the martyrdom of Saint Lazar,
a Serbian prince who was killed by invading Ottoman forces at the Battle of Kosovo
in 1389. For Serbs, Lazar’s death symbolized defeat by the Ottoman Empire. Ser-
bian nationalist narratives in turn depicted Lazar as a mythic, Christlike figure
and his opponents, including Serbs who betrayed him, as “Christ killers.” In the
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1990s, radical Serbs defined the Muslims in their midst in the same terms, as
Christ killers, and used this discourse to legitimize the atrocities that they com-
mitted against Muslims in the areas they sought to control.'” This militant con-
struction of Serbian nationalism also informed Serbia’s actions in Kosovo during
the 199os, as is discussed in the following section.

Like the assertion of national identity, the process of defining the political
character of the state has also incorporated religious factors into contemporary
contexts of war. Such factors’ effects have been most evident in Muslim contexts
where the idea of the Islamic state has been contested. The concept of the Islamic
state is rooted in early Muslim history and is based on the model of the polity
established by Muhammad in 622. Within this original model, religious and sec-
ular authority were united and the state itself encompassed a unified Muslim
community. With the decline of European imperialism and the dismantling of
the Ottoman Empire after World War 1, Islamic fundamentalists in various con-
texts sought to adapt this historical model to the modern state system. Such efforts
proved to be problematic, however, for several reasons. Conservative Muslims of-
ten rejected discourses that supported the creation of an Islamic state in nation-
alistic terms and asserted that state-based nationalism was incompatible with and
would undermine Muslim unity. Muslim traditionalists in South Asia thus op-
posed the creation of Pakistan as an Islamic state at the time of partition. In other
settings, Muslim modernists opposed the idea of the Islamic state on the basis of
the conviction that the separation of secular and religious authority was more
appropriate within the context of a modern state. The idea of the Islamic state has
also been opposed in various contexts by non-Muslim minorities who are secking
a voice in national affairs.

Because of such opposition, fundamentalist efforts to define modern states in
explicitly Islamic terms have in various contexts led to civil war. These state-
centered conflicts have taken diverse forms, however, depending on local circum-
stances. In Egypt a small coalition of radical Islamists who see themselves as a
revolutionary vanguard apart from society has in recent decades carried out a
sporadic campaign of violence directed at various secular and government targets,
including the assassination of Anwar Sadat in 1981."8 In contrast, broader support
for an Islamic state in Algeria has pitted radical Islamists against the Algerian
military in a more widespread civil war. This conflict was triggered by the military’s
cancellation of elections in 1992 because of an expected fundamentalist victory
and by most estimates has caused more than 100,000 deaths. Still another type of
conflict has emerged in Sudan, where both the military and the ruling political
party have supported the creation of an Islamic state. This process began in the
early 1980s when the government tried to impose Islamic law, but became more
fully realized after a military coup in 1989. The effort to create an Islamic state
greatly exacerbated tensions between Sudan’s Muslim majority and its Christian
and animist minorities, however, and contributed to a civil war that has caused 2
million deaths during the past two decades.

Transstate religious discourses have also been implicated in modern warfare,
again most clearly in relation to radical Islamism. Discourses of this type have
historical precedents. Papal calls for European cooperation during the Crusades,
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for example, assumed a common loyalty to the interests of Christendom that tran-
scended traditional political divisions. Within the milieu of Islamic fundamental-
ism, however, transstate religious discourses in support of political violence have
taken distinctly contemporary forms. Most important, such discourses have been
articulated primarily by radical groups who have organized outside of the conven-
tional political structures of the state system. Radical Islamists have also used these
discourses to focus reflexively on their distinctive identity within the larger Muslim
community as holy warriors or revolutionaries. By relating their goals to pan-
Islamic concerns, many radical groups have been able to obtain the backing of
sympathetic states or Islamic charities. In the process, radical Islamists have di-
rected their religious discourses toward diverse ends, both to mobilize support in
specific conflicts and to legitimize broader, symbolic assaults on perceived threats
from the non-Muslim world. Nonetheless, despite their significant impacts in var-
ious settings, these militants largely remain on the fringes of the Muslim societies
in which they have emerged.

An early expression of transstate discourses of religious solidarity arose from
the ideology of Islamic renewal articulated by the Muslim Brotherhood, a fun-
damentalist group organized in Egypt in the late 1920s." The diffusion of the
Brotherhood’s ideology to other Arab states promoted a sense of common cause
among like-minded Islamists who were opposed to European imperialism and
Zionism. The discourses of Islamic and Arab solidarity that arose from this process
intersected with armed conflict in the Palestinian uprising from 1936 to 193§,
during which volunteers from Egypt and Syria joined the local Arab revolt against
British rule and Zionist settlement.?’ A decade later, Muslim Brothers from Egypt
organized a paramilitary unit to fight alongside Egypt’s regular army against the
creation of a Jewish state during the Arab-Israeli War. After the war, this paramil-
itary group brought arms and military experience back to Egypt, where it engaged
in domestic terrorism against British imperialism and what it saw as a failed Egyp-
tian regime. Perhaps more important, it reorganized in the early 1950s to join the
guerrilla war against British control of the Suez Canal.?! This action set a signif-
icant precedent for future conflicts that involved radical Islamists by mobilizing
veterans of one war as an armed force in other contexts.

That pattern became especially pronounced after a resurgence of radical Is-
lamism in the 1970s, as radicals from diverse origins joined the Afghan war against
Soviet occupation. The holy warriors or mujahideen who fought in Afghanistan
in effect became an informal army that has subsequently taken part in widely
dispersed conflicts. In doing so, these fighters have applied a common transstate
Islamist discourse to a series of wars in distinct contexts since the early 199os. In
the Algerian civil war, so-called Arab Afghans who had fought in Afghanistan were
a key group on the radical Islamist side that dominated the extremist Armed Is-
lamic Group, which has carried out a brutal war against both government and
civilian targets.?? Experienced “Afghans” and other foreign radicals also joined the
conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina and provided the first significant source of external
support for the Muslims involved in that conflict. They appear to have played a
similar role in the Chechen civil war, often with the backing of Muslim states
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and charities. Other locations in which they have become involved in political
violence during the past decade include Palestine, Kosovo, Kashmir, and Eritrea.

The involvement in these conflicts of radical Islamists from diverse origins
has produced among them a common culture of violence that focuses on a martial
construction of the concept of jihad. Through their participation in that culture,
radicals have constructed a distinct religious identity within the larger Muslim
community, which they themselves recognize in their self-characterization as mu-
jahideen or in their narratives of martyrdom. This identity in turn provides the
foundation for a politics of authenticity through which they claim to speak and
act on behalf of a larger Muslim constituency. Their commitment to war in this
sense derives not from unreflexive communal obligation, as in many traditional
religious wars, but from a political self-awareness that reflexively draws on religion
for its ideological legitmacy. Similar patterns have appeared among religiously
motivated combatants in other present-day contexts. Among radical Islamists, how-
ever, the authentic identity that they have claimed incorporates an inherent trans-
state discourse that results in the spread of their activities across conflicts in diverse
settings. In addition, this transstate discourse has shifted in emphasis in recent
years to focus on a broader assault on the perceived enemies of Islam. The growing
influence of al-Qaeda in the 199os exemplified the latter trend as its leadership
sought to cultivate a terrorist network that reached from Southeast and central Asia
to the Middle East and North Africa, and into non-Muslim regions as well. The
result of that effort has been a war of terror that has been conducted simultaneously
on many fronts and has focused both on targets of local significance and on more
dispersed targets of largely symbolic importance, as is discussed under the theme
of spatiality. These actions reflect a conception of religious warfare oriented toward
the expression of fundamental enmity rather than the achievement of immediate,
conventional objectives. Such actions represent a form of “prestige” terrorism that
serves to aggrandize its perpetrators within the culture of violence in which they
participate.

In all of the contexts discussed so far, religious issues have served as a source
of motivation or validation for combatants. Contemporary interactions between
religion and war have also developed in contexts where conflict is instigated by
secular opponents of religious activity. Religion in such cases becomes the target
of aggression rather than its inspiration. One notable expression of this pattern has
occurred in the conflict between China’s secularist government and the Buddhist
population of Tibet. Since China’s military invasion and annexation of Tibet in
1950, the Chinese government has persistently sought to eliminate Tibetan Bud-
dhism as a source of authority in the region. The destruction of Buddhist mon-
asteries, the imprisonment of monks and nuns, and other assertions of Chinese
control provoked sporadic guerrilla warfare during the 1950s and ultimately incited
a popular rebellion in 1959, during which the Dalai Lama, Tibetan Buddhism’s
primary leader, fled to northern India to establish a government in exile. China’s
violent containment of the 1959 rebellion was followed by a more widespread
suppression of Tibetan culture, including all religious activity perceived by Chi-
nese authorities to be linked to political dissent or Tibetan nationalism.
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Similar conflicts have emerged in other settings where secular combatants
have viewed religious groups as potential threats or obstacles. The Maoist Khmer
Rouge waged a massive campaign of violence against Buddhism as it took control
of Cambodia in the late 1970s, for example. By the time Vietnam overthrew its
regime in 1978, the Khmer Rouge had killed most of the country’s Buddhist monks
and nuns and destroyed most of its Buddhist temples; by most estimates it had
also killed well over half of the country’s Muslim population. On a smaller scale,
during its insurgency in Peru in the 1980s and early 1990s, the Sendero Luminoso
(Shining Path) rebel group frequently targeted evangelical Protestants and Roman
Catholic activists, motivated by its Maoist opposition to religion generally and its
antagonism toward evangelicals as symbols of U.S. imperialism.

The intersection of religious meanings with acts of war has thus taken place
in a great variety of contexts. Some common themes have appeared in both his-
torical and contemporary settings, such as concerns for group survival or the con-
trol of sacred space. In contemporary contexts, however, the naturalized, unques-
tioned absolutism that underlay traditional religious wars has been replaced by
more deliberately politicized religious discourses that focus on issues of identity,
power, nationalism, and the state. Religious absolutism remains an important part
of such discourses, but it has generally been more reflexively integrated with po-
litical meanings. In contemporary conflicts, religious absolutism thus provides a
foundation not only for faith but also for ideology. The rise of secular ideologies
that reject religious absolutism has led to violent conflicts as well. The contem-
porary transformation of the relationship between religion and war has also recast
associated discourses of religious duty in more ideological terms, not as a broad
social concern but as a calculated form of political expression. The relationship
between religion and war has increasingly taken on compelling symbolic dimen-
sions that have been reflected both in the specific concerns of combatants and in
their consequent actions. These symbolic dimensions are of particular interest
from a geographical perspective because of their implications for the spatiality of
war, the topic to which the discussion now turns.

Spatiality

The preceding analysis of the contextuality of religious warfare reveals that such
conflict has involved diverse territorial concerns and spatial strategies. In some
ways these concerns and strategies resemble those found in other kinds of war,
but ultimately they are distinguished by their relationship to the ontological cer-
tainties of religious worldviews, through which adherents ascribe transcendent
meanings to human actions. Such certainties cover a great many themes: the
nature of reality and divine agency, the transcendent modality of sacred space, the
struggle between good and evil, and eternal rewards and punishments for worldly
actions. It should be noted that these certainties can find expression as well in
opposition to war. Nonetheless, the articulation of religious certainties has had
crucial effects, in both traditional and contemporary contexts, not only on the
occurrence of war but also on its spatiality. Religious meanings have informed the
territorial objectives of combatants with regard to both secular and sacred space



Religion and the Geographies of War 161

and have legitimized the spatial strategies used in pursuing those objectives. In
the process, religious discourses have also influenced the scales at which war has
been enacted.

Interactions among religious meanings, territoriality, and war have taken var-
ied forms. The historical contesting of territory by religious groups often involved
areas that lacked any intrinsic sacred significance. Nonetheless, religious discourses
played a role in such conflicts by providing absolute legitimacy for political con-
quest. Religious discourses have often supported offensive strategies, for example,
by expressing a naturalized understanding of the obligation of rulers or states to
spread the true faith. The conquests of Spain, Portugal, France, and Britain during
the first wave of FEuropean colonialism incorporated this idea into the broader
discourse of empire, as did the earlier expansion of the Islamic empire out of its
Arabian hearth. Offensive strategies have also focused on the reclamation of ter-
ritory considered to be a rightful part of a religion’s traditional domain, as in the
efforts of medieval Christian states to push back the boundaries of Islam in Iberia
and southeastern Furope. Similar discourses have also supported defensive strat-
egies. The Battle of Tours in 732, in which the Franks halted the Moors™ invasion
of Christian Europe, acquired significance in European histories as a decisive
event in the preservation of Christendom. Medieval Poland, Hungary, and Croatia
each acquired similar status at various times as Christian “bulwarks” against the
advance of Islam in eastern FEurope.

The integration of religion, nationalism, and territorial identity has added a
further layer of meaning to the spatial expressions of war. Associations between
religious and territorial identities were commonplace and largely unquestioned in
traditional settings and arose from the cultural sedimentation of dominant religious
systems. As a factor in warfare, however, connections between territory and reli-
gious identity have taken on particular significance in modern contexts where they
have been linked by combatants to more reflexive and politicized discourses of
nationalism. In such cases, territory is not necessarily construed as possessing an
intrinsic holiness; rather, it derives its significance at least in part from its role in
the fusion of the religious and national identities of a particular group. The ter-
ritory acquires religious meaning, in other words, because group members under-
stand it in mythic terms, as a place where their national origins and aspirations
attained transcendent validation. The control of such territory can thus be repre-
sented as both a nationalistic objective and a religious duty.

That pattern has characterized Serbian nationalist attitudes toward Kosovo for
more than a century. After Serbia achieved independence from the Ottoman
Empire in the 18c0s, control of Kosovo became a major concern of Serbian na-
tionalists which led to Serbia’s annexation of Kosovo in 1912. Serbian nationalist
discourses persistently represented Kosovo in overtly religious terms as the site of
the martyrdom of Lazar, as the hearth of the Serbian Orthodox Church, and as a
sacred landscape of Orthodox churches and monasteries. Thus in 1939, in com-
memorating the ssoth anniversary of Lazar’s death, one Orthodox bishop said of
Kosovo that “beside the name of Christ, no other name is more beautiful or more
sacred,” and another described the region as “our national Golgotha and at the
same time our national resurrection.”? This religious discourse played a major
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role in the resurgence of Serbian nationalism during the collapse of Yugoslavia,
as was seen in the relocation of Lazar’s relics from Belgrade to a monastery in
Kosovo in 1989 and the circulation of his relics among Serbian villages in the
early 1990s. Moreover, this discourse defined the ideological basis for militant
Serbs to oppose the efforts of Kosovo’s largely Muslim Albanian majority to merge
with Albania in the early 19qos. In the late 19gos, that militant opposition escalated
into the Milosevic regime’s genocidal war against the Albanian Kosovars, which
caused the deaths of thousands of ethnic Albanians and the destruction of hun-
dreds of Kosovar mosques before it was halted by NATO intervention.

The territorial concerns that arise from linkages between religious identity and
nationalism clearly have a more precise spatial focus than those related to the
more traditional goal of expanding a religion’s hegemonic domain. At the same
time, the integration of religious and nationalist meanings also lends specific ter-
ritories considerable symbolic value. The complex symbolism of place that
emerges in such contexts often has clear political implications, for example, by
informing a state’s raison d’étre. In the previously cited case of Sri Lanka, Sinhalese
nationalists have sought to define the modern state not simply as the hearth of
Sinhalese identity but as a sacred domain where, according to the Mahavamsa,
Buddhism will endure in its purest form.?* By defining the state in this manner,
Sinhalese nationalists have addressed the issue of Sri Lanka’s postcolonial identity
from a fundamentalist perspective rooted in an ideological commitment to a tra-
ditional religious worldview. Religious interpretations of national territory have
significant repercussions for warfare, then, by rejecting the legitimacy of compro-
mise with regard to territorial control, which becomes a matter of sacred necessity
and right. Issues of territoriality thus acquire a strong potential of being triggers
for conflict and provoking responses reinforced by religious conviction. In some
cases, such responses have in turn involved the characterization of opponents as
evil in a religious sense and have led to the use of extreme violence against civilian
opponents, as in the ethnic cleansing of Muslims by radical Serbs in Bosnia and
Kosovo.

The intersection of religious meanings, nationalism, and territorial objectives
reveals the significance of the state as a spatial focus of religiously motivated war-
fare in contemporary contexts. The importance of the state appears as well in
conflicts that arise from the political definition of a state’s identity. As discussed
earlier, efforts by religious fundamentalists to define modern states as theocracies,
ruled according to specific religious principles, have generated conflict in diverse
settings. "Through such efforts, religious groups have attributed transcendent mean-
ing to the state itself as an expression of religious authority or law. The concept
of the Islamic state represents perhaps the most important contemporary manifes-
tation of this pattern, although again this concept has had different implications
in different contexts.

In terms of the spatiality of conflict, efforts to impose theocratic rule have
taken diverse forms. In states where religious fundamentalists wield significant
political power, the territorial focus of their concerns is the state in its entirety.
These concerns are expressed in war through strategies aimed at achieving terri-
torial control over the state or, once the group is in control, by suppressing op-
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ponents who contest the theocratic definition of the state. Conflicts of this type
include the aforementioned civil war in Sudan, the Islamic Revolution in Iran in
the late 1970s, and the Taliban’s war against various sources of opposition in Af-
ghanistan in the 1990s.? Where advocates of theocracy lack the power to rule the
state, their strategies have been quite different and have often focused on symbolic
violence instead of territorial control. Radical Islamists in Egypt, for example, have
attacked secular targets that violate Islamic laws, such as nightclubs and liquor
stores. Islamic extremists have also carried out attacks to demonstrate the inability
of the government to prevent violence, as in the killing of foreign tourists at Luxor
in 1997 or the targeting of civilians and foreigners by the Armed Islamic Group
in Algeria in the 1990s. Conflict has developed in some pluralistic societies where
religious groups have tried to form theocratic structures at more local scales, as in
the communal violence that has resulted from efforts to impose Islamic law in
parts of Nigeria in recent years. The civil war waged in the southern Philippines
by Islamic separatists reflects a similar concern with local religious territoriality.

The religious potency of territorial meanings in contemporary contexts of war
has not been defined solely by discourses of nationalism and state identity, how-
ever. Such meanings have also been derived from the sacredness attributed to
particular spaces within the worldview of a religious tradition, a central concern
in many traditional contexts of war as well. The biblical account of the Israelites’
conquest of the promised land of Canaan offers an ancient archetype of this pat-
tern. Within the context of European culture, the Crusades exemplify the tradi-
tional power of religious discourses of war that focus on religious authority and
sacred space. Although more recent conflicts that have involved sacred space have
generally occurred on a more limited scale, they reveal similar concerns with the
intersection of religious legitimacy and territorial control. As discussed earlier, the
Wahhabi aim of controlling Mecca and Medina emerged not as an overt mani-
festation of nationalism but as part of a broader discourse of strict Islamic ortho-
doxy. In asserting control over Islam’s holy cities, the Wahhabis sought to bring
religious legitimacy to the custody of sacred space. In some conflicts, of course,
the significance of contested territory encompasses both nationalistic and religious
meanings. The radical Sikh movement of the 198os, for example, combined the
nationalist objective of creating a Sikh state with the more fundamental religious
concern of preserving the sacred meaning of the hearth of Sikhism.

The intersection of political conflict and sacred space has found especially
complex expression in the Isracli-Palestinian conflict. During the past century, the
religious meaning of Zionism and the founding of Israel has been strongly con-
tested by different Jewish groups. Secular Zionists, who dominated the creation of
the state, have depicted Israel in nationalist terms as a modern state with the raison
d’étre of providing a national homeland for the Jewish people. Many ultra-
Orthodox Jews have rejected this view, in some cases to the point of denying the
legitimacy of Israel itself, on the basis of the belief that a true Jewish state can
only be formed through divine action. From this fundamentalist perspective, hu-
man efforts to create a Jewish state represent a blasphemous usurpation of divine
authority. Religious Zionists, who represent a different branch of Jewish funda-
mentalism, have adopted a third view that characterizes the formation of Israel as
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a divinely guided process linked to the prophetic redemption of the Jews.? That
discourse was strongly reinforced by the Six-Day War, during which Israel gained
control of all of Jerusalem and the ancient regions of Judea and Samaria. Religious
Zionists interpreted this outcome as a part of a divine plan to reshape the bound-
aries of Israel to correspond more closely to those of the biblical promised land
and heralded these territorial gains as the beginning of the process of redemption.
The Yom Kippur War of 1973 heightened the concern of religious Zionists that
Jewish control over this sacred space be maintained. In response, religious Zionists
led the campaign for Jewish settlement in the West Bank, primarily through the
Gush Emunim organization, hoping by their presence to retain control over ter-
ritory also claimed by the Palestinians. The continued expansion of Jewish settle-
ments in the West Bank has in turn provoked recurring conflict between Israelis
and Palestinians since the 1970s.

Palestinian actions in this conflict have focused more on national territorial
claims than on sacred space. The emigration of Palestinian Christians after the
founding of Israel and the rise of radical Islamist groups in recent decades have
contributed, however, to the power of religious discourse on the Palestinian side
of the conflict as well. With regard to the issue of sacred space, Palestinian con-
cerns have centered more on local sites than on larger regions. Chief among these
sites is al-Haram al-Sharif, the sacred compound that contains the Dome of the
Rock, which according to Muslim belief marks the spot from which Muhammad
miraculously visited heaven, and al-Aqsa Mosque, one of Islam’s earliest com-
munal mosques. Muslim concerns about the site increased sharply after its capture
by Israeli forces in 1967, even though the compound itself remains under Muslim
supervision. These concerns have been reinforced by the avowed intention of
religious Zionists to erect a third Jerusalem Temple in the compound’s place atop
the Temple Mount. The compound’s role as a spatial focus of Palestinian protest
has also led to repeated incursions by Israeli security forces. As a result, this site
has taken on great symbolic importance for both sides in the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, and concerns over its future remain a significant issue. Similar impor-
tance has been attached to the Tomb of the Patriarchs in the West Bank city of
Hebron. Jewish and Islamic traditions both identity this site as the tomb of Abra-
ham, the first patriarch in each tradition. The medieval Ibrahimi Mosque that
stands on the site had traditionally been used only by Muslims, but after Israel
captured Hebron in the Six-Day War, authorities opened the site to Jews as well.
Access to the site has subsequently become a contentious issue, especially after a
Jewish settler killed twenty-nine Muslims who were praying there in 1994.27 The
establishment of a Jewish settlement in Hebron, in part to preserve access to the
site, has contributed as well to the conflict over the Jewish presence in the West
Bank.

Again, as the examples in Jerusalem and Hebron suggest, the relationship
between war and sacred space has often focused in contemporary settings on local
sites rather than on larger territories. In such cases, however, the compelling sym-
bolic importance that combatants have attributed to specific sites has often played
a key role in the articulation of broader conflicts. Thus while the territorial dis-
courses of combatants may be highly localized, the resulting symbolism of place
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can relate to concerns defined at a wider scale. The dispute over the Tomb of the
Patriarchs in this sense reflects a nested set of issues that range from access to the
immediate site to the issue of Jewish settlement in the West Bank and ultimately
to the entire Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This symbolic interaction between local
sacred sites and larger conflicts is an important expression of the reflexive integra-
tion of religious and political discourses in contemporary settings. Through such
processes, combatants represent the meanings of specific sacred sites in overtly
ideological terms as a means of legitimizing and mobilizing support for their cause.

A notable example of this pattern has developed around the site of the Babri
Mosque in the northern Indian city of Ayodhya.?® The mosque takes its name
from the Mughal ruler Babar who ordered its construction in the early 1500s.
Hindu tradition maintains that the mosque was built on the site of a Hindu temple
destroyed by the Mughals, a practice that they apparently used elsewhere in north-
ern India to assert their dominance. Hindus nonetheless continued to worship at
the site, which they believed to be the birthplace of the god Ram, one of the
incarnations of Vishnu. The meaning of the site was thus contested into the co-
lonial period, but mostly at a local scale. After partition, however, the site acquired
increased symbolic importance. Attempts by Hindus to reclaim possession of it in
1949 led to widespread violence between Hindus and Muslims that forced the
government to close the site to both religious groups. With the rise of a militant
Hindu fundamentalist movement in the 198os, the site became the focus of re-
newed controversy. Fundamentalists now called for the destruction of the mosque
and its replacement with a new temple to Ram, a key figure in their ideological
fusion of nationalism and religion. As the goal of building such a temple became
increasingly central to the political discourses of militant Hindu fundamentalism,
the contesting of the site came to represent tensions between Hindu militants and
both the Muslim minority within Indian society and all those who supported
India’s constitutional secularism as a modern state. The plan for a new temple
further came to symbolize the fundamentalists” ultimate goal of establishing Ram-
rajya, or the rule of Ram, across India as a Hindu nation. The fate of the Babri
Mosque thus became a highly contentious national issue during the 1980s and
1990s that provoked repeated episodes of communal violence. The violence
reached a peak in the wake of a massive demonstration by Hindu fundamentalists
at the site in 1992 during which militants destroyed the mosque, established a
makeshift shrine to Ram in its place, and then destroyed a number of other
mosques in Ayodhya as well. Thousands died across India in the ensuing violence,
which also spread to Pakistan, where Islamic militants attacked or destroyed dozens
of Hindu temples in retaliation. Although a decade later the issue of control of
the site remains unresolved, the creation of the Ram temple continues to be a key
objective in the nationalist discourse advanced by Hindu fundamentalists.

The contesting of the site in Ayodhya illustrates a number of key points about
contemporary intersections of sacred space and violent conflict. The attack on the
Babri Mosque on one level mirrors traditional strategies, such as those used by
the Mughals themselves, that symbolically target specific sacred sites. In contem-
porary contexts, however, such sites again take on especially compelling meanings
through which they become ideologically linked to broader conflicts. Discord over
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the building of a Ram temple at Ayodhya thus refers not just to the use of that
particular site but also to the larger issue of India’s national identity. Conflicts over
local sacred sites, like those that involve more extensive sacred territories, can
therefore serve as triggers for widespread patterns of violence. That violence may
contribute to conventional forms of political friction. The situation in Ayodhya
significantly increased tensions between Pakistan and India, for example. Pakistan’s
government strongly denounced the mosque’s destruction and declared a day of
mourning to commemorate the event, while India accused Pakistan of supporting
retaliatory attacks against Indian sites by terrorists. At the same time, in contem-
porary settings the intense symbolism of sacred sites has also provoked postmodern
forms of warfare that are not expressed as traditional military conflict between
opposing states.? The widespread communal violence that broke out in India
following the destruction of the Babri Mosque exemplifies this sort of warfare
between nonstate combatants.

Spatial strategies that focus on sacred sites have in fact been adopted by a
variety of nonstate combatants. A failed 1979 rebellion carried out by Islamic ex-
tremists in Saudi Arabia, for example, involved seizing control of the Great
Mosque in Mecca.’® These extremists adhered to a form of Mahdism, the belief
that history will end with the return of a Mahdi or messiah who would reinstate
a pure Islamic state. This particular group maintained that the Saudi regime had
become tainted by modernization and Western influence and that it therefore
lacked the authority to serve as the guardian of Islam’s holy cities. The extremists
deliberately focused their revolt on the Great Mosque as Islam’s most important
sacred site and occupied the complex that surrounds the mosque for two weeks
as they publicized their demands. Slowed by concerns for hostages and the mosque
itself, Saudi security forces eventually overcame the insurgents, whose leaders were
later executed.

In the case of Jerusalem, messianic expectations have also been implicated in
plans by radical religious Zionists to attack Islamic sacred sites. A number of such
plots emerged in the 1980s, the most extreme of which involved radicals who were
arrested by Israeli authorities after having stockpiled explosives to be used to destroy
the mosques within al-Haram al-Sharif. Violence that focuses on this site has
continued as the Temple Mount Faithful, a religious Zionist group, has stated its
intention to lay the cornerstone there for a new Jerusalem Temple. Rumors that
this action is imminent have led to repeated protests by Palestinian Muslims that
often have ended in violence.’! Through its compelling symbolism, the Temple
Mount has thus become an important trigger for hostilities between civilian com-
batants within the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The military assault
on the temple compound in Amritsar served as a similar trigger for radical Sikh
violence. In Sri Lanka, on the other hand, Tamil radicals have used violence
against sacred sites in a symbolic strategy of demoralization, particularly in attacks
against the Temple of the Tooth, a key Buddhist shrine in Kandy that contains a
relic of the Buddha.

The narrow spatial focus of religious concerns expressed in the contesting of
sacred sites has an important parallel in the local scale of religiously defined ac-
tions used by combatants in contemporary contexts. Along with symbolism of
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place, such symbolism of action provides a crucial means of introducing religious
meanings into political violence. The local spatiality of religious action finds its
clearest expression in the concept of martyrdom. This concept of course has a
long history in many religious traditions and has often been integrated into dis-
courses of war. Within Christianity, for example, papal guarantees of eternal sal-
vation for those who died in battle while defending the faith appeared as early as
the ninth century. In contemporary settings, however, martyrdom has acquired
added dimensions of political meaning. The act of martyrdom in such contexts
represents not simply an outcome of war but a reflexive strategy adopted to pro-
mote specific political ends, such as mobilization of support for the martyr’s cause
or the demoralization of antagonists through the terrorist violence made possible
by suicide attacks. The suicide bomber represents a key expression of contemporary
martyrdom, the capability of enacting extreme violence against local targets, but
in modern contexts martyrdom has taken quite different forms as well. To cite
one contrasting example, the self-immolation of Buddhist monks in Vietnam dur-
ing the 1960s, first to protest religious discrimination by the regime of Ngo Dinh
Diem, a Roman Catholic, and later to protest the Vietnam War, represented
an extreme form of political expression that did not involve violence directed at
others.

Because of its intense symbolic potential, martyrdom has become a significant
strategy in varied expressions of contemporary warfare. The adoption of such a
strategy typically draws on a religion’s historical tradition of martyrdom for its moral
legitimacy. In their conflict with Sri Lanka, radical Tamil separatists have thus
constructed a discourse of martyrdom that recasts Hindu and Tamil traditions in
the context of Tamil nationalism.’> Nonetheless, this discourse reflects a political
reflexivity not found in more traditional uses of the concept. A similar politiciza-
tion of martyrdom characterizes its contemporary use by Islamic militants. The
Islamic Resistance Movement, or Hamas, a Palestinian outgrowth of the Muslim
Brotherhood, has made extensive use of suicide attacks to support its goal of cre-
ating an authentic Islamic state in Palestine. This strategy has been used specifi-
cally to target the local, routine spaces of daily life in Israel, such as restaurants,
nightclubs, and bus stops. A similar strategy has been used by al-Aqsa Martyrs’
Brigade, a paramilitary offshoot of the Fatah party, although its primary goal is the
creation of an independent Palestinian state, not a strict Islamic polity. Both
groups, though, have drawn on religious understandings of martyrdom and its
rewards in recruiting Palestinian youth to carry out suicide attacks and in secking
support from other radical Islamists. On a broader scale, Iran’s Islamic militants
have made extensive use of Shi’ite imagery of martyrdom, particularly in the 198os
during the Iran-Iraq War, when the discourse of martyrdom became essential to
the recruitment of volunteers as Iran’s casualties rose. As a result of its symbolic
power, the concept of martyrdom has also been appropriated by secular regimes,
as in Saddam Hussein’s call for “martyrdom attacks” against U.S. forces during
the war in Iraq early in 2003.3

Although it is realized at local scales, symbolism of action, like symbolism of
place, derives much of its importance in contemporary contexts from its connec-
tions to wider scales of conflict, as the preceding examples suggest. The broader
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implications of religiously defined actions have developed particular significance
within the complex spatialities of the transstate network of radical Islamist move-
ments. These movements have made extensive use of concepts of religious action
such as jihad and martyrdom to marshal support and recruit members and have
constructed discourses that articulate a close relationship between war and indi-
vidual matters of religious duty and spiritual reward. In this sense, these move-
ments have supported distinctly postmodern forms of warfare in which irregular
forces rather than formal, state-based armies use violence to promote symbolic
objectives linked to issues of identity and culture.** For radical Islamists, such
issues focus specifically on the authenticity of their religious identity. That focus
has important implications, in turn, for the spatiality of the violence such groups
commit. Much of this violence does not have immediate, clearly defined objec-
tives such as the control of a sacred site or a national homeland. Instead, it pri-
marily serves to express the radicals’ discourse of sacred legitimacy. Radical Islam-
ists have sought to demonstrate their religious authenticity, for example, by
carrying out terrorist actions against challenging military targets. Such actions in-
clude the bombings of U.S. military barracks in Lebanon in 1983 and in Saudi
Arabia in 1996, the suicide attack on the USS Cole in Yemen in 2000, and the
attack on the Pentagon in 2001. By defining their own actions in explicitly religious
terms, as those of martyrs and mujahideen, radical Islamists have also sought to
legitimize massive attacks against undefended civilian targets, as in the bombing
of two U.S. embassies in Fast Africa in 1998 and the destruction of the World
Trade Center in New York City in 2001. Again, as is typical of many expressions
of postmodern warfare, these attacks have not focused in an immediate sense on
territorial objectives per se, but have used particular targets for their broader sym-
bolic value.

At a different level, however, territoriality continues to play an important role
in the discourses of violence espoused by radical Islamists, primarily in reference
to the defense of Islam. This concern provides a crucial link, for example, between
the symbolic role of the mujahideen and specific conflicts that involve Muslims
in dispersed locations, such as Afghanistan, Chechnya, and the Balkans. Although
national identity may play a role in such conflicts for local combatants, the trans-
state force of radicals that joins in these conflicts is motivated by a broader interest
in advancing radical Islamism as the foundation of Muslim unity. Indeed, the
latter objective has in some places created tensions between local Muslims and
outsiders. In Bosnia during the 19gos, for example, many local Muslims resisted
the promotion of radical Islamism by foreign mujahideen who had come to fight
on their side.® The territorial concerns of the transstate mujahideen thus go be-
yond specific issues of nationalism and focus instead on the relationship between
radical Islamism and the global Muslim community.

Terrorism directed at the United States and other Western interests by al-
Qaeda follows a similar pattern. Again, the attacks on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon did not reflect territorial objectives of the kind found in con-
ventional warfare. Nonetheless, as symbolic acts they were discursively linked to
concerns that have distinct territorial elements. The grievances outlined in al-
Qaeda’s 1998 manifesto “Jihad against Jews and Crusaders,” for example, are ex-
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plicitly territorial in nature: the U.S. military presence in Saudi Arabia, the impact
of the Gulf War and subsequent international sanctions on the people of Iraq,
and the existence of a Jewish state in the Middle East.*¢ These situations are
depicted as aggression not just against Muslims but against Islam itself. An im-
portant feature of these grievances is their sharply contrasting interpretation by the
different parties involved. Policy decisions in the United States, for example, have
presumably not been conceived as an assault on Islam. An asymmetry exists as
well in the capabilities of al-Qaeda and its Western antagonists that forces it to
wage war at a symbolic level by choosing targets to demoralize its opponents and
enhance its own prestige. This strategy has ultimately resulted in a disconnection
between the location of symbolic acts of terror and the actual territorial concerns
of al-Qaeda, a pattern that is typical of many terrorist groups.

Religiously motivated warfare has, in sum, taken diverse spatial forms in both
historical and contemporary contexts. In historical settings, the concerns of com-
batants have for the most part focused on relatively straightforward issues of reli-
gious territoriality that involve the assertion of a particular religious system’s he-
gemony or the control of especially important manifestations of sacred space.
Combatants in such instances have understood their territorial concerns and ob-
jectives as intrinsically legitimate, based on naturalized assumptions grounded in
their worldview. The spatiality of religious warfare in contemporary settings, in
contrast, has been made more complex by the reflexive mixing of religious signif-
icance with other sorts of meanings. In articulating the importance of controlling
certain political regions, for example, combatants have fused religious conceptions
with ideological constructions of nationalism or state identity. Similarly, specific
sacred sites have played a central role in certain conflicts by providing a symbolic
focus for the legitimization of political discourse or the mobilization of political
support or by serving as the symbolic object of intended or actual violence.
Through the fusion of their religious meanings with ideological objectives, local
sacred sites have thus achieved broader significance in discourses of war. The
spatiality of contemporary warfare also encompasses politicized forms of religiously
defined action, which again forge a symbolic link between localized violence and
conflicts that are occurring at wider scales. The rise of religious discourses that
embrace the use of terrorism represents an especially devastating expression of this
pattern in recent decades, and it is in the context of such discourses that religion
and postmodern forms of warfare have become most closely joined.

Conclusion

The preceding discussion has focused on the diverse connections between religion
and the geographies of war. Religious belief of course has profound implications
as well for opposition to war. The worldviews and ethical teachings of the world’s
major religious traditions place much emphasis on the values of compassion and
reconciliation and have given rise to diverse and very powerful pacifist traditions.*”
Religious motives have thus played a significant role in the political pursuit of
peace. The life of Ashoka, an emperor of India’s Mauryan dynasty who ruled in
the third century B.C.E., provides a well-known early example. As is recorded in
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one of his so-called rock edicts, narratives carved in stone at various sites through-
out his empire, Ashoka had waged a bloody war of conquest to expand his empire
in eastern India that had resulted in hundreds of thousands of deaths through
battle or famine. His later remorse at the widespread devastation he had caused,
according to the traditional account, led to his conversion to Buddhism and his
subsequent renunciation of conquest by force in favor of pacifist rule according
to Buddhism’s moral teachings.’® In recent times, religious discourses have been
central to the development of pacifist ideologies and antiwar movements in re-
sponse to various conflicts, from the political tensions in Europe before World
War 1 to the nuclear arms race of the Cold War, the Vietnam War, and other
postcolonial conflicts.

Nonetheless, religious beliefs remain an important component of many dis-
courses of war. This recurrent association between religion and war in particular
contexts essentially reflects the reality of religions as cultural systems. While the
basic doctrines of a religion may incorporate principles that are seemingly incon-
sistent with waging war, religions as cultural systems involve more than a set of
theological abstractions. They instead represent a synthesis of beliefs and practices
that also derive much of their meaning from the specific contexts in which they
are articulated by adherents. In the process, religion, like any system of cultural
meanings, can become implicated in diverse aspects of human experience, in-
cluding political conflict. Thus in settings where war provides an accepted means
of achieving political ends, warfare will inevitably interact with patterns of religious
belief and practice as contextualized expressions of culture. Religious meanings
will take on political importance and, in turn, provide a basis for marshaling
support for armed conflict. Moreover, the cataclysmic upheavals of war and, most
important, the mortal dangers that it poses for combatants and noncombatants
alike motivate those who are involved to construct transcendent explanations of
its ultimate meaning. Religious systems provide a source of legitimacy for such
explanations by defining the consequences of violence and personal sacrifice in
terms of a larger structure of rewards and obligations through which human and
superhuman dimensions of existence interact. Religion in essence can offer assur-
ance of supernatural forms of compensation for actions that offer little in the way
of immediate personal benefits and that typically involve violence at scales far
beyond those of ordinary experience.*® Religion’s various roles in warfare therefore
result not only from its cultural inseparability from the concerns and contingencies
of specific places and times, but also from its use by adherents as a source of
reference in addressing the essential enormity of war.
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CARL DAHLMAN

Geographies of Genocide
and Ethnic Cleansing

The Lessons of Bosnia-Herzegovina

During this period Goran Jelisic presented himself as the “Serbian
Adolf” and claimed to have gone to Brcko to kill Muslims. [...] He
allegedly said to the detainees at Luka camp that he held their lives in
his hands and that only between 5 to 10% of them would leave there.
[...] Goran Jelisic remarked to one witness that he hated the Muslims
and wanted to kill them all, whilst the surviving Muslims could be slaves
for cleaning the toilets but never have a professional job. He reportedly
added that he wanted “to cleanse” the Muslims and would enjoy doing
so, that the “balijas” had proliferated too much and that he had to rid
the world of them. Goran Jelisic also purportedly said that he hated
Muslim women, that he found them highly dirty and that he wanted
to sterilise them all in order to prevent an increase in the number of
Muslims but that before exterminating them he would begin with the
men in order [to] prevent any proliferation.

— Prosecutor v. Jelisic

The “Serbian Adolf” figures as one of many parallels between the Nazi aggression
of World War II and the more recent wars in Bosnia (1992-1995). Though many
recognized and drew attention to the atrocities committed against Bosnian civil-
ians, the stories and images of deportation, mass murder, and concentration camps
failed to stir an effective response from the international community of states,
which had, fifty years before, promised to defend civilians from such abuses. This
occurred despite clear signals that the Serb leadership meant not only to run an
expansionist campaign to divide Bosnia with Croatia but also to destroy the Bos-
nian Muslim population.! Instead, there were arguments about whether or not the
Serb campaign in Bosnia was genocide, and if it was not genocide, whether it
required intervention by other governments, especially by the Western powers.?
This is to say that although the experiences of World War II produced institutions
to limit the excesses of war, especially as it affects civilians, this experience does
not seem to have significantly changed the narrow political calculus of most states.

174
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In fact, the ideals enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations or the
international law that applies to the conduct of modern warfare, such as the Ge-
neva Conventions, are often viewed as outside or antithetical to the “reality” of
international politics. It is more productive for the purposes of explanation to
recognize that principled institutions, such as the UN or international law, are as
much a part of world politics as are the interstate norms of sovereignty or national
security. Yet while the institutions that are designed to promote collective security
and provide relief from the vagaries of the international state system have gained
in the postwar world, they are still beset with the contradictions of those same
vagaries, namely, that states must both submit to and enforce the principles that
would constrain them. The failure to intervene in Bosnia, at least on behalf of
the civilian population if not also for the state of Bosnia itself, is a case in which
governments that should have championed principles of international law found
it more convenient to demur, despite an international awareness of the war’s ex-
cesses.’

The difficulties of finding champions of principled justice vis-a-vis the terri-
torial ambitions of Serbia and Croatia was compounded in the West by a miscon-
ception of the Balkans as characterized by an “atomistic fractiousness and insub-
ordination of the Oriental within™ or what Secretary of State Warren Christopher
termed a “centuries old” hatred, “a problem from hell.”> Some who believed that
historical patterns of violence in the region reflected primordial and involuntary
hatred, discounted the value of intervention and tacitly adopted a model of inex-
orable regional violence fueled by an apparently telescoping ethnic memory of
vengeance. Such a mind-set ignores the fact that the violations of human rights
and international law in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo were conducted in a con-
temporary European society. Further, government officials in the United States
and elsewhere were willing to draw equivalence between the Serb program of
widespread ethnic cleansing and territorial expansion with the equally horrific but
largely uncoordinated and less common abuses committed by Croats and Mus-
lims.® That the parties to the conflict might have shown an equal capacity in the
extremes of their cruelty is not the same as the conclusion drawn by some that
the extent and intention of their crimes somehow cancel each other out or even
justify inaction. Far less convincing are the consequences of this equivocation,
that the excesses of governments and combatants suspended the need for moral
opprobrium and intervention on behalf of civilians trapped by the conflict. Such
a conclusion, though it was the tacit platform of the Western governments, could
only be maintained with the most impoverished view of humanity, in which im-
puted ethnicity entails collective guilt and damnation. To cry “A plague o’ both
their houses,” as one might in walking away from a conflict, is to forget that this
judgment is Mercutio’s, a victim, not an observer, of the conflict in Verona.

The politics of indifference that seem so clear—and so clearly wrong—in
hindsight require that greater attention be paid to the confusion that surrounded,
some might say enabled, the failure of the international community to stop the
wars in the former Yugoslavia. Therefore, this chapter focuses on the concepts of
genocide and, by necessity, ethnic cleansing as ideas necessary for comprehending
contemporary conflict and, moreover, as ideas that intersect with geographic ap-
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proaches to explaining conflicts and postconflict society. In considering the war
in Bosnia, the problems of identifying genocide and defining ethnic cleansing
demonstrate the centrality of sociospatial constructs in geopolitics and interna-
tional law. Among other fields of social inquiry, geography must address these
issues as a contribution to improving their conceptual veracity and the institutions
of peace that depend on them for practical action in support of human rights.
Genocide and ethnic cleansing elicit extensive and intensive geographic themes:
the constitution of spatial identities, the geopolitical imagination of territorial pu-
rity, the spatial practice of genocidal campaigns, and the construction of interna-
tional legal jurisdiction for the relevant protections and the geopolitics of inter-
vention. By necessity, this chapter will address only a portion of these concerns,
largely as they relate to the war in Bosnia between 1992 and 1995 and the inter-
national effort at prosecuting crimes committed in that war. The next section
provides a summary account of the war in Bosnia and describes the process of
ethnic cleansing and genocide that accompanied it. In the following section, we
review the conceptual and legal basis of genocide and consider the debate over
its meaning in explaining ethnic cleansing in Bosnia. The last section examines
the prosecution of these crimes in Bosnia, with emphasis on the spatial aspects of
international law and its enforcement as itself a geopolitical practice.

The Geopolitics of the Former Yugoslavia

Bosnia was rather unique within the former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia be-
cause as it had three constituent peoples, Croat, Muslim, and Serb, none of them
a majority, whereas the other republics comprised one constituent group. The
constitutional recognition of peoples in the republics of the former Yugoslavia
provided for recognition of traditional cultural communities, but it did not, how-
ever, mean to legitimize or propel nationalist territorial claims. While ethnic or
national identity had been anathema to the Yugoslav Communist movement, na-
tionalist political agitation began to appear after Tito’s death in 1980. As Yugoslavia
moved toward multiparty elections within the republics, along with much of the
rest of Eastern Europe after 1989, nationalist politicians sought to take power away
from the Communist Party by appealing to “suppressed” identities and by claiming
special rights based on both historical and mythical grievances.” More important,
the nationalists in the republics began to assert claims to their republics’ territories
and at times made competing historical claims for land in neighboring republics.
This was particularly so in Bosnia, where significant communities of Croats and
Serbs were seen by nationalists as members of irredentist communities trapped
beyond the Croatian and Serbian republics. As the newly elected nationalist parties
made political demands against the Communist regime in Belgrade, political sen-
timents in some republics began to favor independence. As the dissolution of
Yugoslavia became apparent, Serbian nationalists, especially Slobodan Milosevic,
sought to “recover” Serb populations and Serb land as part of a “Greater Serbia”
project that had broad support from Serb minority enclaves in Croatia and Kosovo
as well as from Serbian political and intellectual figures.®

After Slovenia and Croatia declared and attained independence from Yugo-
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slavia, the people of Bosnia-Herzegovina voted in a February 29, 1992, referendum
to leave Yugoslavia and establish an independent state. However, the leaders of
the newly established state of Croatia and the rump Yugoslavia, Franjo Tudjman
and Slobodan Milosevic, along with their coethnic allies in Bosnia, had plans to
effectively partition the country between them and leave a small area of central
Bosnia for the Bosnian Muslims.” Complicated by a Serbian boycott of the inde-
pendence referendum, the declaration of a breakaway Serb Republic within
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Serb attacks on Muslim towns, the political future of a
Bosnian state was by no means certain when the European Union and the United
States formally recognized the Republic of Bosnia on April 6, 1992. Soon after,
the former Yugoslavian National Army, local Serb police, and Serbian paramilitary
units backed by Belgrade together conquered territory claimed by the Bosnian
Serb leadership, notably Radovan Karadzic. This campaign began in earnest in
eastern Bosnia in the cities of Bijeljina and Zvornik before it spread throughout
an area that formed an arc from Gorazde in the southeast north through Brcko
and included a large portion of western Bosnia. The strategy of the combined Serb
forces was to partition by force those areas of Bosnia claimed as Serb land and to
remove all non-Serbs who lived there. By the time world attention was trained on
the events in Bosnia, the Serb tactics were already known by the name given them
by some Serbs themselves, etnicko ¢iséenje, or ethnic cleansing.

In Bosnia, ethnic cleansing was primarily a policy of territorial domination by
the Serbs, although the Croats followed to a lesser degree a similar policy in
southern Bosnia, as did Croatian forces, later, against Serbs in Croatia. The Serb
tactics largely remain the focus of explaining what happened in Bosnia since it
was the Serb political leadership that is alleged to have directed and organized the
campaign that led to territorial gains, massive civilian casualties, and an enormous
humanitarian disaster.’ In a matter of weeks in 1992, Serbs established military
domination in large parts of eastern and western Bosnia and emptied the con-
quered territory of non-Serb inhabitants, many of whom were murdered, raped,
deported, or sent to prison camps where many more were tortured and died (Fig-
ure ¢.1).!! Moreover, places that had been multicultural or had been home to
Muslim or Croat communities were suddenly emptied, and the cultural landscape
that bore witness to its former inhabitants was razed. Besides schools, churches,
and mosques, individual homes belonging to non-Serbs were systematically de-
stroyed, along with infrastructure, to ensure that they would not return (see Figure
9.2).

The practice of ethnic cleansing was marked by a fairly methodical attack
against each town or rural area that was taken by the Serb paramilitary or regular
army. Typically, there was a sudden evacuation of Serb civilians from the area,
after which non-Serb residential areas were fired upon by artillery and small arms.
Serb paramilitaries, including those sent from Serbia, would then enter the area
to round up or kill Muslim or Croat community leaders and terrorize the other
members of the community through random killings, rapes, and wanton destruc-
tion. The Serb combatants forced many to leave or sent them to prison camps,
often after they were forced to surrender their property. Finally, control of the area
would be transferred to local Serb authorities who would constitute wartime com-
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FIGURE 9.1 Serb-operated prison camps in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1992-1995. Source: United
Nations, Final Report of the United Nations Commission of Experts, Established Pursuant to Se-
curity Council Resolution 780 (1992), Annex VIII, UN Document S/1994/674, December 28, 1994;
Frontline, PBS, 1998.

mittees that would create laws designed to consolidate and formalize the results
of ethnic cleansing.’? Those former residents who were able to flee typically sought
refuge in Croatia, especially Croats living near its borders, or in central Bosnia,
where large areas of Muslim communities remained and were protected by the
Bosnian armed forces. From a prewar population of more than 4.4 million, the
war in Bosnia killed more than 200,000 people, mostly civilians, displaced more
than 2 million, and rendered uninhabitable more than one-quarter of the homes
in the country. Furthermore, torture and rape warfare were routinely practiced as
part of ethnic cleansing, especially in the more than 8oo prison camps, and af-
fected as many as 20,000 women and 50,000 torture victims.!> Not only had much



FIGURE .2 A newly built and still unconsecrated Orthodox church
sits upon the ruins of a mosque in Divic in eastern Bosnia. The
town had been almost entirely Muslim before ethnic cleansing by
Serb forces in the spring of 1992. Source: Carl Dahlman.
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of the multiethnic landscape of Bosnia been violently transformed, but many com-
munities” sense of place and memories of home now bore the less visible marks
of trauma and fear, as had been intended by the policy of ethnic cleansing.

In Washington, London, and other capitals, however, the debate within gov-
ernments focused on whether what the world was witnessing was genocide or
something else. In the case of genocide, there had always been a presumed moral
imperative to intervene and stop the perpetrators, but other crimes, it seemed, did
not merit the same concern. Although the UN General Assembly had equated
ethnic cleansing with genocide, as had members of the world press and other
observers, the United States and other Western powers did not see a role in stop-
ping what they saw as anything but genocide.

Defining Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing

As words in common use, genocide and ethnic cleansing have become important
to contemporary world affairs, though their use and meaning are often imprecise
or vague. They represent the most serious offenses to humanity and human rights
and capture in a phrase our imagination of the unimaginable. Despite being terms
invented in the twentieth century that apply to relatively specific acts and events,
both terms have diffused through popular and academic writing to the point that
critics claim that they have lost any useful rigor, either as concepts that describe
human cruelty or even as legal definitions." In popular usage, these terms often
paper over the complexities of human experience they denote and replace the
messy reality of conflict with relatively neat categories that impart a sense of moral
certainty. In some ways, this conceptual diffusion has stretched both concepts to
their meaningful limits while, at the same time, they have entered contemporary
consciousness as the extreme of cruelty and injustice.”” But as we shall see in the
case of the war in Bosnia, the conflation of the terms went so far as to confound
genocide as a category of international law with ethnic cleansing, a less precise
description of a violent policy of territorial aggression that nonetheless includes
genocide.

Genocide is a term that literally means “race murder” and was coined by the
Polish jurist Raphael Lemkin, who is largely responsible for the development of
an international legal sanction on the form of systematic killing witnessed in Nazi-
occupied Furope, namely, the Holocaust.!® In addition to the Nazi atrocities
against civilians and minority groups in Europe, Lemkin was also troubled by the
failure of international bodies to punish mass murder conducted by governments
against their own populations, as witnessed in the Turkish massacres of Armenians
in 1915. Prevailing international norms on sovereignty at the time meant that gov-
ernments were not accountable to international bodies for crimes committed
against their own citizens in their territory. The postwar emergence of the United
Nations provided Lemkin an important organization in which to lobby the world’s
delegates for an international legal instrument that would present an imperative
to states to stop and prosecute regimes that were conducting organized and dis-
criminatory mass murder regardless of where the crime took place or the nation-
ality of the victim. The resulting 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
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ment of the Crime of Genocide was adopted by the United Nations General
Assembly and was its first treaty that established human rights protections.!” Article
2 of the convention defined genocide as

any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part,
a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such:

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

Article 3 of the convention enumerated punishable acts as

) Genocide;

) Conspiracy to commit genocide;

) Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
) Attempt to commit genocide;

)

The convention thus established any of the above acts as a crime, provided
that the acts were intended to destroy all or part of a protected group. The re-
quirements to prove intent and to show that the attack targeted a protected group
because of the innate characteristics of its members distinguish genocide from
other categories of crimes, although there is some overlap between war crimes,
crimes against humanity, and genocide.

War crimes, are perhaps best recognized as those enumerated by the 1949
Geneva Conventions and their Additional Protocols, which are often called inter-
national humanitarian law. These conventions are intended to provide protections
to noncombatants during conflicts and to provide minimal protections to com-
batants in certain circumstances, such as prisoners of war. Crimes against human-
ity have been defined in eleven different international legal texts, each time some-
what differently, though they have in common basic proscriptions against mass
murder, extermination, enslavement and deportation, and now, in the statute that
established the tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, imprisonment,
torture, and rape.'® Unlike the standard of “intent” in the Genocide Convention,
for which the perpetrators must have exhibited some coordination in their attempt
to destroy one of the protected groups, charges of crimes against humanity have
a lower standard that requires only that the perpetrators conducted “widespread
and systematic” acts against any identifiable group for whatever purpose. The sig-
nificant difference is that the charge of genocide only applies when an intentional
campaign of destruction was launched against individuals in a protected group
because of their membership in that group “as such,” for example, because they
were Muslims or because they were Armenians. Charges of genocide therefore
require prosecutors to show that the perpetrators were trying to destroy some por-
tion of a protected population, while the defense typically argues that the murders
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were politically motivated or militarily necessary."” Another difference is that the
persecution of persons because of their political affiliation is not grounds for the
charge of genocide but is covered under crimes against humanity. Crimes against
humanity and genocide do share an important similarity: both are distinct from
war crimes in that prohibitions against them provide specific protection of civilians
regardless of whether the victims were nationals or nonnationals of the accused
party, which means that states have no implied privilege of sovereignty in com-
mitting these acts against their own population.?

The crime of genocide is a concept that receives considerable scrutiny as to
its provisions and significance because it is a charge that has become frequently
leveled but rarely prosecuted. Despite the genocidal campaigns in Cambodia and
Iraq in the decades after the convention, some governments, such as the United
States, were reluctant to ratify the treaty for fear that its obligation would run
counter to their other interests. In fact, after the convention was signed in 1948,
it was 5o years before an international conviction for genocide was handed down
by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda in 1998. Although meaningful
prosecution under the convention was lacking for decades, academic studies have
documented genocidal practices by governments and have expanded the concept’s
ambit well before and after the Holocaust.?! Others have argued and still argue
that genocide is an exceptional case for which the Holocaust remains the only
contemporary example. Nevertheless, the Bush and Clinton administrations were
well apprised of the nature of ethnic cleansing, and their staffs recognized it as
genocide. Yet when Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel publicly confronted Clinton
with the genocide in Bosnia, Clinton duplicitously responded that the Holocaust
was “on a whole different level . . . without precedent or peer” and shied away
from campaign promises to intervene.?? Ethnic cleansing, it seemed, was not quite
as dire.

The term “ethnic cleansing” was made known during the war in Bosnia and
has since become entangled in the debate over genocide and intervention. Like
genocide, it has also become a term of moral opprobrium and has been applied,
however imprecisely, to times and places beyond the war that first named it.?* In
the former Yugoslavia, the terms etnicko ¢iséenje, or ethnic cleansing, and ¢iséenje
terena, or cleansing the terrain, had been used by Serbian media to describe the
effort of forming a Greater Serbia. Therefore, the emergence of the term in Yu-
goslavia during the 1980s had militaristic connotations that were expedient for
nationalist efforts to claim territory within a society made increasingly paranoid by
propaganda that equated ethnic difference with potential violence.?* Furthermore,
the term described a wide array of actions against non-Serbs that ranged from the
enforcement of employment quotas, discrimination, limits on mobility, or the
suspension of political activities by rival parties to deportation, imprisonment, rape,
and murder.”> While many of these acts violated both Yugoslav national law and
international law, by which Yugoslavia was bound, there remains no specific legal
definition of “ethnic cleansing” per se. Although the term was an apt description
for a policy of territorial conquest by ethnic violence, its very lack of precise
definition made it the perfect dodge for governments that were seeking to avoid
intervention in Bosnia.
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Approaching War Crimes in Bosnia

In trying to understand the chaotic events that unfolded in Bosnia, observers now,
as then, are limited to the grounded and institutional perspectives that serve as
windows on the conflict. Among the interpretations of the war are media accounts
and policy perspectives, which are important for appreciating much of the practical
reasoning of geopolitical actors at the time. International print and television jour-
nalists reported extensively on the events as they unfolded and drew parallels be-
tween the ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and the Holocaust as they made clear that
this was a war waged against a civilian population.?® Meanwhile, interpretation of
the conflict by policy makers, at least in Washington, took the form of a debate
over whether the conflict was a “Balkan Vietnam,” as maintained by the Pentagon,
or a “Furopean genocide,” the common view in the U.S. State Department.”
Besides media and policy interpretations, the United Nations established a Com-
mission of Experts charged with investigating war crimes in the former Yugoslavia.
Its reports have largely informed both scholarly considerations and legal proceed-
ings aimed at assessing what happened in Bosnia. Toward the end of the war and
immediately after, a number of scholarly treatments of the question of genocide
raised the question of what constitutes genocide —an important debate since, at
that time, there were no convictions for genocide to provide judicial precedent.
The remainder of this section describes the emergence of a war crimes tribunal
for the former Yugoslavia based on the UN investigations’ findings, as well as the
scholarly debate on the question of genocide in Bosnia.

Despite the confirmation by Western governments of the media reports from
Bosnia, the major powers viewed a limited humanitarian intervention in the Bal-
kans as preferable to what they perceived as a potentially protracted “quagmire.”
The governments of Britain and France viewed their contribution of troops to the
UN humanitarian force (UNPROFOR) as a pretext for remaining neutral on the
issue of aggression and genocide and avoiding the question of intervention —to
intervene would require taking sides and would put the humanitarian mission at
risk. The George H. W. Bush administration was likewise uninterested in getting
involved in the conflict and moved from events in Iraq to Somalia. And though
candidate Clinton had sounded tough on stopping genocide during the 1992 cam-
paign, he became increasingly reticent once he was in office: the Clinton admin-
istration obscured the question of intervention by equivocating on the issue of
aggression and blame. In time, the Clinton administration promoted the idea of
justice by tribunal and effectively skirted the responsibility of intervention, as one
writer puts it, “law became a euphemism for inaction.”?

In the United Nations, Security Council resolutions from July and August
1992 had affirmed the obligations of the parties in conflict to uphold the Geneva
Conventions and other protections under international law and had further stated
that these violations required the United Nations to consider action according to
Chapter VII of its Charter.” Though this opened the door for the legitimate use
of force to stop the conflict, the reluctance among the major powers gave mo-
mentum to an effort in preparation for a future tribunal. In Resolution 780 in
October 1992, the Security Council established the Commission of Experts to
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collect and analyze evidence related to the violation of international humanitarian
law, the international community’s first examination of events on the ground in
the former Yugoslavia. By February 1993, the Commission of Experts delivered its
first report to the secretary-general, which provided evidence of widespread atroc-
ities and concluded that the United Nations was the competent body to establish
an ad hoc international tribunal to investigate and prosecute war crimes committed
in the former Yugoslavia.*

As taken up by the special rapporteur to the United Nations and, later, the
Commission of Experts, ethnic cleansing was understood as the elimination of an
ethnic group from an area under the control of another group. Interestingly, such
an operational definition leaves out the question of home or homeland but rather
focuses on the practice of territorial homogenization. In its lengthy report to the
United Nations, the Commission of Experts described ethnic cleansing as “ren-
dering an area ethnically homogenous by using force or intimidation to remove
persons of given groups from the area” and as comprised of practices “contrary to
international law.”*' The report describes the practices of ethnic cleansing as wit-
nessed in the former Yugoslavia, which included “murder, torture, arbitrary arrest
and detention, extra-judicial executions, rape and sexual assaults, confinement of
civilian population in ghetto areas, forcible removal, displacement and deportation
of civilian population, deliberate military attacks or threats of attacks on civilians
and civilian areas, and wanton destruction of property.”*? Finally, the report holds
that, over and against equivocations of equally guilty parties, ethnic cleansing was
primarily a “policy conducted in furtherance of political doctrines relating to
‘Greater Serbia.” ”** The Commissier of Experts found that although Croats in
Bosnia and Croatia employed ethnic cleansing practices against Serbs and Mus-
lims, and that Bosnian government forces (representing both Muslims and other
ethnic groups) violated the Geneva Conventions, neither had a policy of ethnic
cleansing in support of a larger territorial campaign.

Two weeks after the Commission of Experts submitted its interim report, the
Security Council adopted Resolution 808, which provided for the establishment
of an international tribunal “for the prosecution of persons responsible for serious
violations of international humanitarian law committed in the territory of the for-
mer Yugoslavia since 1991,” which became known as the International Criminal
Tribunal for Former Yugoslavia (ICTY).> The secretary-general’s report of May 3,
1993, provided the framework for the tribunal’s legal competency and its jurisdic-
tion over persons, the territory and time period to be considered, and basic inves-
tigative and procedural standards, which were formalized in the statute for the
tribunal and contained in UN Security Council Resolution 827.>* By the time
the ICTY was established, Serbs had at least 70% of Bosnia under their control;
the ethnic cleansing of these areas was largely complete, with only a few remaining
“safe area” enclaves that the Serbs would take just before the end of the war in
1995. Frustrated by the limits placed on its powers by Western governments, the
ICTY spent its first three years trying to establish its working quarters in The Hague
and fighting for the necessary budget while establishing procedural rules and pre-
paring indictments.*

After the Srebrenica debacle in 1995, in which UN troops failed to stop Serb
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atrocities against Muslim civilians, the Western governments, particularly the Clin-
ton administration, changed position on the Bosnia conflict and called for NATO
strikes on Serb positions. The end of the war was precipitated by the U.S. shift to
an interventionist policy that produced the Dayton Peace Accords, which included
provisions for arresting war criminals and transferring them to the ICTY. However,
the implementation of the peace by NATO forces conspicuously lacked arrests,
which were seen as potentially destabilizing the security situation on the ground.
In time, the changing political situation in Bosnia, particularly after the war in
Kosovo, brought greater legitimacy to the work of the tribunal, aided, no doubt,
by its twin, the Tribunal on Rwanda.’” By March 2003, the ICTY had brought
eighty-three indictees before the court, including Slobodan Milosevic and several
high-ranking political and military leaders.

Toward the end of the war, a number of scholarly works took up the question
of genocide in Bosnia.® This literature represents an important interpretation of
the genocide question in Bosnia in the absence of any actually existing case law
that applied the Genocide Convention in an international court. Of course, the
decisions of the tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda are not necessarily
the final interpretations of the Genocide Convention, but as the first positive
adjudications of the convention, they will set a course for subsequent prosecutions
and will necessarily inform a broader consideration of the genocide concept.
Among the many contributions on the topic during this period, two are selected
here as examples of important interpretations of genocide in Bosnia.

The first is a 1996 article by Robert Hayden in Slavic Review that was discussed
by Susan Woodward and Paul Wallace and followed by a rejoinder from Hayden.
Hayden, a professor of anthropology and of law, develops an exceptionalist argu-
ment to ethnic cleansing in Bosnia that draws a distinction between the organized
killing of the Holocaust and the historically more frequent violence that accom-
panied partition: “genocide, after all, was exceptional. Bosnia may not be.”* Hay-
den is not alone in defining genocide as both an exceptional crime and one
separate from ethnic cleansing.* In part, Hayden’s position appears to be predi-
cated on a formalized interpretation of ethnic cleansing as population removal of
the sort that characterized nation building in central and Eastern Europe after
World War II. For him, ethnic cleansing occurs during partition and, though it
may involve intercommunal violence, is distinct from plans to exterminate pop-
ulations, that is, genocide. Of course, to differentiate “ethnic cleansing,” which is
a description of a policy that encompasses a variety of acts, from other specific
criminal categories, such as breaches of the Geneva Convention or genocide,
provides the former with a conceptual and legal specificity it does not have. In
any case, Hayden’s argument that Bosnia is merely another example of partition
as witnessed in the Punjab or Cyprus does not necessarily preclude the question
of whether there was genocide in Bosnia.

What Hayden appears to be most concerned about is that the prosecutions of
genocide presuppose collective guilt: “the defendant is the collective for whom
the individual is said to have acted, which cannot be defended.”*! While the
collectivization of the victim of genocide is an important aspect for mobilizing
genocidal campaigns, Hayden’s objection to the charge in Bosnia addresses a con-
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cern over the effects of collective guilt of an aggressor as the grounds for future
retribution.® This is somewhat similar to an argument made by genocide scholar
Helen Fein on the intergenerational cycles of collective guilt and retribution in
Bosnia.”” But Fein’s argument is based on an appreciation of the construction of
collective guilt through transgenerational projection and propaganda, all of which
are acts of political interpretation in the present and which can be intermediated.
Hayden’s argument, however, draws from authors like Franz Kafka and Milan
Kundera in predicting that retributive cycles emerge from selective amnesia. In
other words, the failure to remember that the last wrongdoing was the act of only
a few might compel the next generation of Bosnians to blame the Serbs as a
collective. Unlike Fein’s argument, Hayden’s fails to regard such “forgetting” as
always a contemporary political act—the past is always given meaning in the pres-
ent—and therefore Hayden appears to presume a latent group psychologism that
flirts uncomfortably with the primordialist idea of race memory or ancient ethnic
hatred.

In sharp contrast to Hayden’s interpretation, Norman Cigar’s Genocide in Bos-
nia: The Policy of “Ethnic Cleansing” argues that ethnic cleansing is genocide,
but that their apparent distinction contributed, in part, to a convenient dodge for
governments and observers who wished to maintain either an exceptional inter-
pretation of genocide or who simply did not want to commit to a military inter-
vention.* In arguing that the acts carried out under a policy of ethnic cleansing
constitute genocide, Cigar, a former Pentagon analyst, maintains that the
ideological-political conditions created by Serb nationalists in Yugoslavia provided
for the rationalization and mobilization of systematic murder. That the territorial
campaign of ethnic cleansing fulfilled a popular vision of a “Greater Serbia”
among Serb nationalists only serves to satisfy the legal requirement that genocide
is a purposive campaign of killing. For Cigar, genocide is not exceptional; rather,
its recognition is exceptional because it depends upon international political pro-
cesses that allow states to easily evade convention responsibilities. His view has
recently been given added credibility in Samantha Power’s lengthy historical study
of U.S. foreign policy on genocide and its aversion toward an often cited, but
rarely acted upon, responsibility to intervene and prosecute genocide.*

These perspectives on and interpretations of the conflict are important to
understanding both the international failure to respond to the civilian crisis in
Bosnia and the limits of international law, especially the Genocide Convention.
The debates within Western governments, at the United Nations, and among
scholars over the war in Bosnia did not, in and of themselves, answer the question
of what ultimately constitutes genocide. The Commission of Experts, the United
Nations, and the community of concerned scholars were debating a crime that
had not been prosecuted under existing law, which enabled a certain amount of
ethical and political turbidity. But neither did these debates lay to rest the problem
of stopping ethnic cleansing per se, largely because the policy of ethnic cleansing
is a much wider ranging bundle of specific crimes, including genocide, and other
less codified acts of cruelty and violence. Certainly the Genocide Convention
provides sanctions against the destruction of a people, but international law does
not map the entirety of a geopolitical campaign predicated on the erasure of both
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a people and their cultural landscape, as effected by the policy of ethnic cleansing.
The following section examines the work of the International Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia to understand how it interprets genocide and ethnic
cleansing, and how its interpretation is underwritten by a particular spatial epis-
temology that is becoming part of the emergent case law on these crimes and
which will change our understanding of the terms.

Prosecuting War Crimes in Bosnia

Though we may be dissatisied with the foregoing interpretations of the atrocities
in Bosnia, it is important to examine the manner in which these acts, especially
genocide, have been defined by the international legal process that began with
the establishment of the ICTY. In so doing, we must remember that criminal
categories within international law are also made meaningful through the act of
prosecution and adjudication, which thereby establishes a basis in judicial prece-
dent that may change the way we understand and recognize these crimes as they
are happening in the future. In fact, our understanding of the crime of genocide
has already begun to change in the last few years because of its enforcement
through the tribunals for crimes in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. The pros-
ecution of genocide in Bosnia is therefore an important geopolitical practice, in
and of itself, that is creating interpretations that will shape the subsequent terms
that are brought to bear on conflict and the decision to intervene.

Among the contributions of the ICTY to the prosecution of genocide and
other war crimes is the development of substantive and procedural rules for an
international tribunal. The tribunals for both the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda
have had to set precedents on issues that range from the composition of judicial
panels to the handling of witnesses and evidence. Importantly, the tribunals have
also heard cases and ruled against individuals charged with criminal acts under
the courts’ jurisdiction. In hearing cases and establishing judicial standards in the
process, the justices are reshaping the significance that will be given to various
elements of these war crimes in the future. The prosecution of the crimes that
constitute ethnic cleansing, especially genocide, also imparts a particular spatial
epistemology, one that begins to inform an understanding of how the law both
interprets and produces geopolitical space. While several authors address the pro-
gress of the tribunals in general, the remainder of this section seeks to identify the
spatial epistemology —the geographic categories —brought to bear by the ICTY in
adjudicating the crime of genocide in Bosnia.* The purpose is twofold: to rec-
ognize jurisdiction of the tribunal as geopolitical space and to identify how the
crime of genocide is interpreted by the court as part of the geopolitical policy of
ethnic cleansing. In doing so, we can identify two primary elements of interest
among the rulings of the ICTY thus far. The first concerns the establishment of
the court’s jurisdiction; the second addresses the jurisprudence on the spatial con-
tingencies of genocide, especially as they relate to the geographic definition of a
protected group.

An important part of understanding the geography of genocide and ethnic
cleansing is the particular elements of jurisdiction implicit in the treaties and
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statutes that make prosecution possible.*” International legal protections and sanc-
tions that relate to atrocities are the jurisdictional responsibility assigned to all
states by treaty. Though states are expected to take primary responsibility for the
prosecution of such crimes committed within their sovereign territory, many war
crimes and atrocities may be poorly prosecuted if prosecution is left to the domestic
jurisdiction of the country where they took place. Typically, crimes such as geno-
cide would, at best, be prosecuted as murder under most national legal systems,
and this would fail to address the larger legal responsibility of those in command
authority for widespread and heinous campaigns against civilians as provided for
in the Genocide Convention. Moreover, many national legal systems, especially
those in postwar societies, are unprepared and untrained to conduct such prose-
cutions. In some situations, the officers of the court may lack the political will to
put powerful figures in the dock. Therefore, most international law treaties, in-
cluding the Geneva Conventions that relate to international conflicts, as well as
crimes against humanity, provide for the authority of another state’s courts or an
international tribunal to try those so accused. If a state cannot or will not try an
accused individual on its territory, then it must extradite the suspect to a govern-
ment capable of prosecution, which can try the suspect on the basis of universal
jurisdiction. In the case of violations of the Geneva Convention that relates to
international conflict, states are further expected to search for and try or extradite
the accused, even if this means that a state that does not recognize universal
jurisdiction must change its laws to fulfill this requirement.

In the case of genocide, however, universal jurisdiction is not implied in the
convention. Instead, the convention provides for prosecution by a “competent
tribunal of the State in the territory of which the act was committed, or by such
international penal tribunal as may have jurisdiction.” The clearest examples of
genocide prosecution has been provided by ICTY and the International Criminal
Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR).* These two tribunals, located in The Hague, were
established by the United Nations Security Council as territorial war crimes courts
with territorial and temporal jurisdictions limited to the conflicts in question.* In
the case of the ICTY, the court has jurisdiction over the territory of the former
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia beginning on January 1, 1991. The subject-
matter jurisdiction of the ICTY includes four areas of customary international
humanitarian law: grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, violations
of the laws or customs of war, crimes against humanity, and genocide.’! The
domestic laws of the former Yugoslavia have no hold on the tribunal’s subject
matter except in sentencing.” Instead, by establishing the tribunal’s jurisdiction,
the Security Council has reorganized geopolitical space and has displaced the
jurisdiction of local courts by applying international law to the events of a partic-
ular time and space. Consequently, it is the interpretation of the events that led
to the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia that often serves as a defendant’s chal-
lenge to the court’s jurisdiction.” With its jurisdiction solidly established, the tri-
bunal has considered the prosecution of and challenges to the criminal charges,
to which we turn next.

Under the statute that established the ICTY, no provision was made for con-
sideration of ethnic cleansing per se because as it has no separate treaty or cus-



Geographies of Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing 189

tomary basis in international law. Instead, ethnic cleansing was discussed as com-
prising crimes against humanity in the secretary-general’s advisory report that
provided the rationale and framework of the tribunal’s statute. The secretary-
general also included under crimes against humanity additional criminal acts that
reflected the nature of ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia, namely, rape,
sexual assault and enforced prostitution, and torture.’* Because the proscriptions
on crimes against humanity do not meet the full term of ethnic cleansing as
witnessed in Bosnia, the ICTY statute is unable to address a considerable aspect
of what makes the practices unique, namely, that ethnic cleansing was a policy
intended to create an ethnically homogeneous territory as part of a Greater Serbia.
Further, in the case against Dusko Tadic, the ICTY ruled that the charge of crimes
against humanity only pertains to acts carried out in geographic proximity to an
armed conflict as an operational part of that conflict; that is, crimes against hu-
manity do not cover actions outside of combat or crimes conducted by noncom-
batants.” The effect of these judgments, therefore, narrows the legal basis for
prosecuting ethnic cleansing by unbundling specific acts from the broader policy
and excising those practices that are considered separate from the conflict itself.
That nearly all the practices of ethnic cleansing as witnessed in Bosnia could be
prosecuted separately under the statute’s provisions nevertheless fails to weigh fully
the injustice of ethnic cleansing as a geopolitical policy.

With regard to Hayden’s objection that the charge of genocide in Bosnia
automatically imparts a collective guilt against the Serbs, the actual prosecution
of war crimes in the ICTY presents a very different case. Hayden’s objection is
based on theoretical interpretations of the crime, not least because, at the time of
his writing, there existed no jurisprudence or procedural standard for prosecuting
genocide, which was developed subsequently in the ICTY and ICTR. When Hay-
den claims that the charge of genocide already presumes its factuality and instead
secks to lay collective guilt, he is wrong on both counts when we take into con-
sideration the case law that is emerging from the ICTY and the ICTR ¢ In terms
of assigning collective guilt, the statute of the ICTY provides jurisdiction over
“natural” persons and not “juridical” persons such as organizations or groups.”’
That is, the statute of the ICTY has jurisdiction to put on trial individuals with
criminal responsibility for war crimes but cannot try political parties, governments,
or an ethnic group. The prosecution must show evidence of both the material acts
and the necessary personal intent or willfulness to satisfy the charges against each
defendant. Even for charges of genocide, the ICTY prosecution must present a
complete case against each person so accused, and, pace Hayden, there is no
presumed “fact” of genocide. Several of the charges for which the tribunal has
competency, including genocide, provide for the prosecution of those with com-
mand responsibility over individuals who commit such crimes on their orders. In
fact, the charge of genocide as prosecuted successtully requires that the accused
have some command authority so as to prove that the murders were conducted
as part of an intentional destruction of a protected group.”® For the same reasons,
political and military commanders attempt to create plausible denial by distancing
themselves, at least officially, from the actual perpetrators. Milosevic attempted to
provide such an excuse for himself when he released the Jugoslovenstia Narodna
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Armija or Yugoslov People’s Army (JNA) troops and arms to the Bosnian Serbs at
the beginning of the war even though he continued to exercise direct command
responsibility over Serb paramilitary units in Bosnia and had influence over and
gave material support to Bosnian Serb politicians and their forces.

A second important aspect of the emerging spatial epistemology of the tribunal
relates to the interpretation of the Genocide Convention’s requirements that the
persecution be intentionally aimed at destroying a protected group as such. The
matter of intent has typically been understood as requiring a systematic and or-
ganized plan to destroy a group. Before the tribunal’s work began, the Holocaust
represented the exemplar of such a program, and some have argued that more
recent genocidal campaigns lacked the premeditated and extensive organization it
displayed. Further, the court had to determine the extent, numerically and geo-
graphically, of a group’s destruction that distinguishes genocide from crimes
against humanity. While the convention required that prosecutors show the “intent
to destroy, in whole or in part,” there was uncertainty as to how much of a pop-
ulation must be destroyed in order to show intent. On the issue of a protected
group, the court’s interpretation of “national, ethnical, racial or religious” was fairly
straightforward: Muslims and Croats in Bosnia were identifiable as separate and
distinct communities and therefore constituted protected groups. Nevertheless,
genocidal intent is contingent on the geographical and numerical definition of a
protected group, as the court ruled in the case of Goran Jelisic and General
Radislav Krstic, among others.

In the prosecution of Goran Jelisic and others, the court had to determine
whether the accused had intended to destroy a protected group as a separate and
distinct community, and not just members who happened to be in a protected
group. Further, it had to determine whether his intent to destroy that group ex-
tended geographically “to every corner of the globe” or “whether genocide may
be committed within a restricted geographical zone.” The court faced the same
issue in several cases and ruled that the “exterminatory intent” could be limited
to a relatively small geographic zone, such as a municipality.®® The court also had
to decide the numerical extent of the intent to destroy; that is, if a defendant
intended to destroy only part of a local population of Bosnian Muslims, was this
sufficient to prove genocide? The court considered all of these arguments before
handing down its first genocide judgment against General Radislav Krstic for his
role in the attack on the Srebrenica enclave in 199s. In its decision, the court
weighed these issues together in determining that

a campaign resulting in the killings, in different places spread over a broad geo-
graphical area, of a finite number of members of a protected group might not
thus qualify as genocide . . . because it would not show an intent by the perpe-
trators to target the very existence of the group as such. Conversely, the killing of
all members of the part of a group located within a small geographical area,
although resulting in a lesser number of victims, would qualify as genocide if
carried out with the intent to destroy the part of the group as such located in this
small geographical area.®!

In the Krstic case, the court found that the perpetrators had intended to kill
all the military-aged male Bosnian Muslims in Srebrenica, which constituted in-
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tent to destroy “in part” the Bosnian Muslim group as considered within the con-
text of several related issues. First, the intent to destroy the Bosnian Muslim pop-
ulation in Srebrenica, as a limited geographical zone, meant the intent to destroy
“in part” the larger Muslim population of Bosnia, which is the protected group as
such. Second, the destruction of a large number of adult men in a “traditionally
patriarchal society,” including the leadership of the community, was regarded as
a deliberate attempt to destroy the conditions of group survival, and therefore the
whole group, in that area.%? Third, the destruction of military-aged Bosnian Mus-
lim males from Srebrenica took place in conjunction with the deportation of the
rest of the local Bosnian Muslim population and thereby destroyed the conditions
for material existence of the group within that geographic area. Finally, the geo-
graphic area in question, Srebrenica, was a target of the Bosnian Serb campaign
of ethnic cleansing and a militarily strategic area, which underscored the purposive
intent of the perpetrators in destroying the Muslim population there.

With this ruling the tribunal established an important set of precedents that
significantly lowers the numerical and geographic elements of intent necessary to
prove genocide. The charge of genocide is now understood as contingent on the
scale and context of the acts in question in determining the necessary threshold
at which murderous intent becomes the intent to destroy in whole or in part a
protected group. Further still, the tribunal has provided a precedent for the inter-
pretation of a protected group in the context of a fragmenting polity by ruling that
while the protected group in question comprised all Bosnian Muslims, the exter-
mination of a geographically specific portion of that population was genocide.
While these judgments represent attempts to apply a deliberative and just sanction
on the individuals responsible for heinous crimes, they are, at the same time,
judgments with considerable political force in the world’s understanding of such
acts. As with the tribunal’s jurisdiction, its substantive rulings reorder geopolitical
space by establishing positive interpretations of acts that constitute genocide while
imposing verdicts and sentences that have legitimacy within the international com-
munity of states. In the coming years, the tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and
Rwanda will provide further interpretations of genocide and war crimes that will
not only be key in the work of the International Criminal Court, but will signif-
icantly alter the interpretive lens used by governments and institutions in recog-
nizing such crimes.

Conclusion

Though the tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda have handed down
the world’s first convictions for genocide, the international community has yet to
fulfill the convention’s promise, the prevention of genocide. Although Orentlicher
is justified in claiming that the Genocide Convention embodies “the conscience
of humanity,” the convention has failed to stop recent genocide for a number of
reasons.®® The brutality of the Cambodian Khmer Rouge, Iraq’s campaign against
the Kurds, the killings in Rwanda, and ethnic cleansing in Bosnia are remarkable
not only for their horror, but as evidence of the unremarkable reluctance on the
part of other governments to enforce the convention. As Power argues, the decades-
long political battle in the United States to ratify the convention is indicative of
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its cool reception by powerful governments.** Even when genocide could be
clearly identified in Bosnia and Rwanda, the policy debate in Washington was
over whether it was really genocide or “something else,” which masked and then
displaced the question of humanitarian intervention.®® But the failure to recognize
genocide and do something about it is only half the problem. If genocide, clearly
identified, is insufficient to trigger a humanitarian intervention, then all “lesser”
wrongs, including crimes against humanity, will never be met with substantive
force, and this will signal to those regimes that make a policy of atrocities that no
one will stop them. In this condition, neither genocide nor other criminal acts
that comprise ethnic cleansing will be prosecuted effectively and be removed as
viable geopolitical options.

Along these same lines, the most overlooked aspect of the ICTY is that it has
not brought to trial the majority of perpetrators of ethnic cleansing and probably
never will. Indeed, many of the local figures involved in ethnic cleansing in Serb-
controlled Bosnia remain at large and perhaps even unindicted.® Given that a
cornerstone of the Dayton Accords and the reconstruction of Bosnia is the return
of persons displaced by ethnic cleansing or conflict, the presence of local figures
who were personally involved in the brutality has a chilling effect on the peace
process. Moreover, many of the individuals involved in local ethnic cleansing
campaigns have risen to political and economic power and have effectively con-
solidated the gains of ethnic cleansing in irreversible ways.®” Thus while the ICTY
has indicted most of the high-profile figures with responsibility for the atrocities
in Bosnia, it will probably be left up to a national court to try many lesser officers
and perpetrators, if they are tried at all. Besides the sense of insecurity this creates
for all returnees in the meantime, some Serbs feel that the crimes committed
against Serb civilians will be left untried, which will play into a well-worn and
popular sentiment of Serb victimization and slow any reconciliation.®

Importantly, however, a geographic sensitivity to the spatial epistemology of
scale and context, territorial identity and geopolitics, can serve as an effective
interpretive lens on the unfolding prosecution in the tribunal that takes the court’s
rulings as important maps of how ethnic cleansing can be prosecuted as genocide
and crimes against humanity. International law does not exist on the head of a
pin, as the prosecution of war crimes in the former Yugoslavia aptly demonstrates.
Instead, the protections offered by instruments such as the Genocide Convention
are being interpreted within a spatial, geopolitical context that no longer grants
prosecutors or states the conceptual flexibility that marked the speculative inter-
pretations of these crimes during the last fifty years. As institutions with the poten-
tial to order our world, both through the prosecution of individuals and through
the effect prosecution has on international norms, the tribunals may well change
the political and moral calculus of both perpetrators and the international com-
munity, perhaps for the better. As the outcomes of the tribunals are better under-
stood beyond the courts, these findings may even alter the way in which these
acts are popularly understood. Therefore, in appreciating the broader significance
of place as a cultural landscape, context of meaning, or modus vivendi, geographic
research must bear witness to the devastating effects that such crimes have on the
lifeworlds of affected communities, including victims, bystanders, and those caught
up in the violence. When scholarship brings together the historical, geopolitical
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lessons of genocide and ethnic cleansing with an understanding of their legal
interpretation and their horrific effect on humanity, it becomes a form of activism
that promotes a just and deliberative worldview that may strengthen a resolve to
prevent the worst in the human condition.

Notes

1. I follow the conventional terminology for groups in the former Yugoslavia by which
Serbs, Croats, and Muslims are “ethnic” groups while state affiliations are designated by
adjectival forms: Serbian and Croatian. Likewise, the term “Bosnian” refers to the state
itself, so a Bosnian Serb is a Serb from Bosnia. Readers should note that religious and
ethnic identity were not necessarily the same in the former Yugoslavia, nor are they today,
although the conflict reenergized their overlap. Furthermore, “Muslim” can be used in
one of two ways in the former Yugoslavia, as both a religious identity that is a counterpart
to the Orthodox and Catholic communities and a national or ethnic identity on equal
constitutional terms with Serb and Croat in Bosnia. In this chapter, Muslims refer to the
larger ethnic community regardless of religious observance. See Bringa, Being Muslim the
Bosnian Way, especially 8-11 and 12-36.

2. These include the governments of Western Europe and North America with access
to and leverage within major institutions such as the United Nations, the European Union,
and NATO.

3. Rieff, Slaughterhouse; Owen, Balkan Odyssey.

4. Herzfeld, “Foreword,” ix—xii.

5. Quoted in Power, “Problem from Hell,” xii.

6. The notion of equal guilt in atrocities was a campaign begun by Radovan Karadzic,
the Bosnian Serb political leader, and was subsequently echoed by some Western diplomats.

7. Bieber, “Nationalist Mobilization and Stories of Serb Suffering”; Jansen, “Violence
of Memories.”

8. Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, 25-36.

9. Ibid., 131-132, 306-307.

10. For their command responsibility over crimes committed in Bosnia, see the in-
dictments Prosecutor v. Galic and Milosevic, Indictment; Prosecutor v. Milosevic, Indictment;
Prosecutor v. Karadzic and Mladic, Indictment.

1. Frontline, “Mapping the Serbian Concentration Camps.”

12. United Nations, Final Report. Additional testimonials that confirm this pattern of
ethnic cleansing are to be found in the transcripts of the International Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia, as well as in reports by human rights organizations; see Human
Rights Watch, “Closed, Dark Place.”

13. U.S. Congress, Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, Genocide in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, 7-13.

14. Chorbajian and Shirinian, Studies in Comparative Genocide.

15. Orentlicher, “Genocide.”

16. Lemkin’s campaign to create the convention is well documented by several au-
thors. See Power, “Problem from Hell,” 17-65. See also Lemkin, Axis Rule in Occupied
Europe.

17. United Nations, Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide.

18. United Nations Security Council, Resolution 827, “Statute of the International
Tribunal.”

19. See Murphy, “Progress and Jurisprudence.”
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20. Bassiouni, “Crimes against Humanity.”

21. See Kuper, Genocide.

22. Power, “Problem from Hell,” 274—300.

23. See, for example, Martin, “Origins of Soviet Ethnic Cleansing”; Williams, “Hid-
den Ethnic Cleansing of Muslims in the Soviet Union.”

24. For example, Serb propaganda depicted Croats as Ustase fascists and Muslims as
mujahideen, while Croat propaganda depicted the Serbs as Chetniks. See Mursic, “Yugo-
slav Dark Side of Humanity,” 58.

25. Power, “Problem from Hell,” 250.

26. Ibid., 274—300.

27. O Tuathail, “Theorizing Practical Geopolitical Reasoning.”

28. Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance, 215. See also Power, “Problem from Hell.”

29. United Nations Security Council, Resolution 764, “Bosnia and Herzegovina”;
United Nations Security Council, Resolution 771, “Former Yugoslavia.”

30. United Nations Secretary-General, Interim Report.

31. United Nations, Final Report, at ss.

32. Ibid,, at 56.

33. Ibid,, at 57.

34. United Nations Security Council, Resolution 808, “Iribunal (Former Yugosla-
via),” at 1.

35. United Nations Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General; United Nations
Security Council, Resolution 827, “Statute of the International Tribunal.”

36. Murphy, “Progress and Jurisprudence,” 57-62.

37. Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance, 206—275; Power, “Problem from Hell,” 247-328,
391474

38. Hayden, “Schindler’s Fate”; Cigar, Genocide in Bosnia.

39. Hayden, “Schindler’s Fate,” 734.

40. See Bell-Fialkoff, Ethnic Cleansing, 1—4.

41. Hayden, “Schindler’s Fate,” 742-743.

42. Kuper, Genocide, 55, 87.

43. Fein, “Testing Theories Brutally.”

44. Cigar, Genocide in Bosnia.

45. Power, “Problem from Hell.”

46. Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance, 206—275; Murphy, “Progress and Jurispru-
dence.”

47. Ford, “Law’s Territory.”

48. United Nations, Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, at Article 6.

49. Meron, “International Criminalization of Internal Atrocities.”

so. United Nations Security Council, Resolution 1411, “Amended Statute of the In-
ternational Tribunal.” See also note 34.

51. See note 34.

52. United Nations Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General, at 35—30.

53. Murphy, “Progress and Jurisprudence,” 65—71.

54. United Nations Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General, at 47—49;
United Nations Security Council, Resolution 1411, “Amended Statute of the International
Tribunal,” at Article s.

55. Murphy, “Progress and Jurisprudence,” 70—71.

56. Hayden, “Schindler’s Fate,” 742—743; Ball, Prosecuting War Crimes and Genocide,
121. Compare the case brought by the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina against the gov-
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ernment of Yugoslavia before the International Court of Justice to cease attacks and provide
reparations; see Bello, Bekker, and Szasz, “Application of the Convention.”

57. United Nations Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General, at 50-52;
United Nations Security Council, Resolution 1411, “Amended Statutes of the International
Tribunal,” at Articles 6 and 7.

58. See Prosecution v. Krstic, Judgment. Cf. Prosecution v. Jelisic, Judgment, at 106—
108.

59. Prosecutor v. Jelisic, Judgment, at 79-83.

6o. Ibid., at 79-83. Municipalities are the local political unit in Bosnia; there were
103 municipalities, not including the Sarajevo area, before the war.

61. Prosecutor v. Krstic, Judgment, 5qo.

62. Ibid., 595.

63. Orentlicher, “Genocide,” 153.

64. Power, “Problem from Hell,” 511-516.

65. Power, “Bystanders to Genocide.”

66. Though the ICTY issues sealed indictments against some individuals, the Tribunal
is not expected to exhaust prosecution, but to leave many alleged criminals unindicted and
untried.

67. See Human Rights Watch, “Closed, Dark Place.”

68. Bieber, “Nationalist Mobilization and Stories of Serb Suffering,” 106-107.
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COLIN FLINT

Dynamic Metageographies
of Terrorism
The Spatial Challenges of Religious

Terrorism and the “War on Terrorism”

Smoke pluming from the towers of the World Trade Center and a mushroom
cloud resulting from a “bunker-buster” bomb dropped on a presidential palace of
Saddam Hussein: the two related images suggest that the geopolitics of the twenty-
first century will be very much about the “shock and awe” of terrorism. Terrorism
and counter-terrorism are both geopolitical in that they utilize and attempt to
change geographic structures for political ends. By examining the geographic com-
ponents in definitions of terrorism, we can understand how changes in the geo-
graphic scope of terrorist activity are useful in explaining the changing motivations
and implications of terrorism. The rise of terrorism motivated by religious ideol-
ogies is especially central to questions of how the geography and goals of terrorism
are changing. In addition, states, especially the United States of America, have
come to define terrorism as a matter of global geopolitics rather than domestic
policing. However, a focus upon the geography of counterterrorism suggests that
there is a geographic mismatch between the organization of terrorists and the
spatial means and goals of governments. In a word, states still rely upon the control
of sovereign territory to counter terrorist networks. This too has implications for
future conflict.

Since the attacks of September 11, 2001, there has been a deluge of essays,
analysis, and political punditry, often intertwined or disguised, on the topic of
terrorism.! The justification of another essay must rest on the possibility of further
insight. Academic geography is a perspective rather than a defined subject matter,
and I hope to use its key concepts to provide new ways of understanding the
motivations behind contemporary terrorist acts, the geopolitics of antiterrorism,
and its negative political geographic implications.

Geographic Perspectives on Terrorism

Specifically, three geographic concepts are integrated into my argument, and I
identify the importance of another that others are more qualified to discuss. First,

198
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the concept of geohistorical context is useful in identifying the complexities of the
temporal and spatial influences upon, and of, terrorism.? For example, the attacks
of September 11, 2001, were simultaneously of that hour and of the past and present
century. They were also simultaneously local, national, and global events. If we
use Wallerstein’s ideas of TimeSpace,® the immediacy of the event can only be
understood by placing it within broader structures and cycles. For the purposes of
understanding contemporary terrorism that targets the United States, the relevant
structure is the capitalist world-economy and its core-periphery hierarchy, and the
key cycle is the rise of the United States to the position of hegemony in the
twentieth century and its current disputed status.* The United States is the key
driving force behind the contemporary economic dynamics of the world-economy.
In addition, it is the primary power in terms of economic, political, and cultural
influence across the globe. An attack upon the United States at one hour in one
place is related to these broader geographic and historic scopes.

The second concept, geographic scale and scope, links the local/immediate
to the global/historic. Scales (or the scope of economic, cultural, and political
processes) are constructed by terrorist groups and the political entities they are
attacking or resisting.” For example, tracing the history of the terrorist campaign
of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) links its initial local and cross-
border tactics to a practice of airline hijackings that established it as an interna-
tional terrorist group.® As the scale of its activity increased, so did the reach or
scope of its message. An audience in Europe and the United States was created
that became, at the least, aware of its grievances and, in some cases, sympathetic,
to varying degrees, to its cause. As another example, the creation of a local al-
Qaeda cell is just one component of a global network, though the scope of its
finances and organization is a matter of political conjecture.

Furthermore, the optimal geographic scale of governance has been a constant
theme for terrorist grievance. This will be discussed in greater detail later, but,
briefly, the dominant goal of terrorist acts has been to achieve control of an existing
nation-state or create a new one that reflects perceived national connections to a
particular piece of territory. It is the geographic scale of the nation-state that has
dominated the grievances and goals of terrorist movements.” The intriguing ques-
tion is whether the current wave of religiously motivated terrorism has transcended
the agendas contained within the territorial expression of states and the interstate
system.®

Such a possibility leads us to the third concept I will concentrate upon, meta-
geographies. Since the Treaty of Westphalia (1648), nation-states have been the
dominant territorial expressions of political power and the building blocks of the
world political map.” Most actual politics and academic analysis have been con-
strained by, and have re-created, this metageography. However, the system of
nation-states has never been the exclusive geographic expression of power. Cities
and regions have, to varying degrees, resisted central rule.!’ In addition, there have
always existed economic flows of trade and investment between states, as well as
patterns of migration and networks of political power and resistance.!

The fourth concept, one that I will not engage in depth, is the symbolism of
place. Cultural, economic, and political meanings are given to sites or whole cities
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to deem them as targets that will highlight the grievances of the terrorists and
illuminate the power structures against which they are fighting.'? The destruction
of the World Trade Center and part of the Pentagon in 2001 as the central nodes
of economic globalization and U.S. military power is an example. More generally,
police patrols or army barracks are targeted as symbols of occupation or repression,
and religious or ethnic buildings and monuments are attacked in ethnonationalist
campaigns.”® At a higher scale, terrorists may attack cities themselves because of
their representation of economic or political structures. For example, London and
New York as global cities, the hubs of economic networks, are believed to be
prime terrorist targets.'* Also, attacks in the capital cities of colonialist or postco-
lonialist cities reflect the terrorists” desire to reach the “heart” of imperialist polit-
ical structures (Algerian terrorist attacks in Paris, for example). There is much
potential here for cultural-political geographers to contribute to an analysis of why
particular sites become terrorist targets.

Geography and the Conundrum of Defining Terrorism

At the outset, a geographic framework is useful in wrestling with the question,
what is terrorism? One of the most respected scholars of terrorism, Walter Laqueur,
has professed the impossibility and futility of defining terrorism.” The relevance
of a definition is specific to its temporal and geographic context, as well as the
political needs of institutions. For example, Hoffman shows how the Department
of Defense, the FBI, and the State Department all defined terrorism differently to
reflect their goals and political terrain.!® But there is one fundamental litmus test
of definitions of terrorism, the decision whether to identify the state as an agent
of terrorism. For example, Hoffman’s short history of terrorism is replete with the
role of the state in creating and practicing terrorism.'” The “terror” of the French
Revolution, which was conducted by the emergent state, is widely accepted as the
birth of modern terrorism. Fascism and then Stalinism and, by extension, the
oppression of other totalitarian states during the Cold War and into today are also
identified as forms of terrorism. Yet in his subsequent definition, Hoffman makes
it clear that “a subnational group or non-state entity” commits terrorism.'s

On the other hand, critics are eager to point out that states have committed
and still do commit acts of terrorism. Ahmad defines terrorism as “the illegal use
of violence for the purposes of influencing somebody’s behavior, inflicting pun-
ishment, or taking revenge” and states that it is practiced by both governments
and nonstate groups.’ There are key similarities between Ahmad’s definition and
Hoffman’s view that terrorism is “the deliberate creation and exploitation of fear
through violence or the threat of violence in the pursuit of political change.”? If
the political goals of terrorism are emphasized in Ahmad’s definition to exclude
acts of crime motivated by personal gain, then the two definitions are strikingly
similar. Terrorists use force or its threat to change behavior for political ends.
Given the ugly history of certain governments, the only logic in excluding them
as actors seems to be a geopolitical decision in itself: cleansing states, particularly
one’s own, from terrorist activities and marginalizing the aims of terrorist groups
through the “nonstate entity” label.
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As Walzer claims, “The word ‘terrorism’ is used most often to describe revo-
lutionary violence. That is a small victory for the champions of order, among
whom the uses of terror are by no means unknown.”?" Exercises in “shock and
awe” are an admission of state-led terrorist activity—violence, its threat, and its
psychological implication. The goal is regime change, and the line between tar-
geting combatants and noncombatants (not a feature of Hoffman’s definition any-
way) is horribly gray. The ferocity and extent of the U.S. bombing campaign in
Iraq in 2003, the raw power of the weapons and the number that were dropped,
precluded a count of the number killed. The intent was to spread a sense of “awe,”
which is a polite and self-aggrandizing way of saying fear, through enough of the
Iraqi population, including the army, to initiate an uprising against Hussein’s re-
gime. In other words, the bombing campaign was the use of violence to spread
fear to force political change.

There is reason here for a cautionary note, and not just a critique of U.S.
foreign policy. The changing nature of war and terrorism are related. Terrorists
expanded their targets from state officials to the general population after the “un-
military” carpet (and atomic) bombing of cities in World War I1.2 Rather than
seeing U.S.-led interventions as just responses to terrorist attacks, one should be
aware that they may also catalyze terrorist responses that desire to match the gran-
deur behind the U.S. military boasting. The possibility that terrorists will use weap-
ons of mass destruction may be created to a certain extent, but it is still a risk we
now all live with. Terrorism has evolved from its French Revolution inception as
a tool of intranational political control to a global process of geopolitical compe-
tition, from assassination with small weapons to the targeting of whole buildings
and their occupants. In the process, the targets have expanded from individuals
by dint of their political office to whole populations on the basis of their mem-
bership in a collective, and usually territorially defined, identity. The geographic
processes behind these changes have grave implications for the risks we all face
from both terrorism and counterterrorism.

No one definition of terrorism is suitable for all historical or geographic con-
texts,? or institutional or analytic needs, but unpacking definitions does allow for
questions regarding what geographic expressions are central to understanding ter-
rorism, and how terrorism is, in part, the real-world contestation of the territorial
manifestation of these concepts. I use Hoffman’s definition of terrorism, quoted
earlier, as my point of departure because of the author’s prominence in the analysis
of terrorism and his careful consideration of other definitions in the construction
of his own. Also, Hoffman’s qualification that states do not commit acts of terrorism
but crimes against national and international laws provides useful avenues for
discussion.

Excluding states from contemporary terrorist acts while acknowledging the
history that says otherwise is a finesse that requires an implicit and uncritical usage
of geography. First, the argument is developmentalist.?* Preceding Hoffman’s def-
inition is a history of modern terrorism that highlights the “terror” of the French
Revolution, or state repression, and the terror of state totalitarianism, especially of
the Nazi and Stalinist variety. These historical events are made an important part
of the history of terrorism, but not of its contemporary definition, by relegating
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them to the unfortunate past of state development—something that states have
had to do in their growth before they became “good states” of the contemporary
liberal democratic variety. In other words, state terror is portrayed as a stage that
states may go through in order to “create power where there is none or to con-
solidate power where there is very little.”” But this is a convenient fiction that
denies the horror that faces citizens of many contemporary states, from North
Korea to Zimbabwe and Cuba. Regimes that are consolidating their power under
systems of governance that are challenged or illegitimate require acts of terror by
the state. It is not something that states have “grown out” of; rather, the political
circumstances of some states make it unnecessary, while in others it is integral.

The second geographic finesse is an Orientalist one:* “they” are dictatorships
or tyrants that foster terrorists, and hence “we” are not. The geographic trickery
in this move lies in bordering the “we” both within the past and the “domestic”
sphere. Terrorist actions of the United States and Furopean countries are parceled
as “regrettable” acts of history—the extermination of the Native Americans, for
example. It is easier to see such acts by the state as in the past if the geographic
understanding of the world is based upon the axiom of separate and sovereign
states.?” In that way, states are only responsible for acts within their own borders.
Yet in the history of the capitalist world-economy the more powerful states have
always acted in an extraterritorial fashion by extending their influence and tools
of governance into other political spaces.?® The repression undertaken by British
troops across the empire or the numerous covert acts of the CIA in the twentieth
century are evidence of this process.?’

Expunging “our” states from the label of terrorism relies not only upon an
understanding of the world political map as the legitimate expression of authority,
but each individual state as, at least potentially, a benevolent institution in which
its power is somehow hidden. This has occurred by converting the “space” of the
state into the “place” of the nation.*® The apparatus of the state that controls the
actions of individuals, sometimes violently, has been hidden behind the notion
that we live in nations that nurture our full identity. Thus the nation-state is life
giving rather than life threatening.

Hoffman’s definition and his related discussion point to the necessary consid-
eration of the role of geography in political marginalization, the distinction be-
tween public and private space,’ and how political change involves the control
of territory and/or geographic scales. More generally, definitions of terrorism are
trapped within the assumptions imposed by the dominant world political map. As
social scientists, our questions follow the assumptions of the “territorial trap” im-
posed by nation-states that equates the scope of societal processes with the geo-
graphic extent of borders.?> Have terrorists motivated by religion escaped this trap
and redefined the scope of politics?

Many definitions agree that terrorism is about spreading fear. Such spread has
two geographic aspects. First, it involves the tragic and violent insertion of matters
of “state” into the spaces of everyday society. On September 11, 2001, disputes over
the military presence of the United States in the Arabian peninsula and its support
for Israel were not confined to the arenas of political discussion, but were thrust
into the apolitical spaces of commercial airline cockpits and passenger cabins
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flown into the Pentagon and the World Trade Center. In other cases, a prolonged
terrorist campaign will politicize spaces—the shopping district of Omagh was cer-
tainly politicized on August 16, 1998, when the Irish Republican Army (IRA) ex-
ploded a bomb there that killed 28 people and injured more than 200. But it is
more realistic to say that the streets of Northern Ireland had been politicized over
time in their identification as “strong” unionist or republican areas, or localities
of contestation.”® To gain an audience, especially when the grievance is that es-
tablished political channels are deaf to one’s claims, requires politicizing the spaces
one’s target audience frequents. The Irish or Tamil or Basque question becomes
a “public” concern if the bars, trains, and markets frequented by the public are
part of the battlefield. A political situation that marginalizes some to the point that
they resort to terrorism requires the redefinition of the political arena by making
noncombatants and the spaces in which they live part of the contest.

Marginalization and betrayal are two common grievances that provoke terrorist
movements. They too can be understood geographically, in terms of scale and
territory. In a world of sovereign states, political power is ultimately sought at the
national scale by controlling the government apparatus.>* Though politics is con-
ducted at other political scales, frustration may result if representation and action
are limited to subregional scales. A voice in the city or local council may be merely
token if national policies deny cultural expression in the national curriculum or
promote underrepresentation in a national parliament, for example. The nesting
of geographic scales is related to the peripheralization of particular regions of a
state. Economic inequities that are manifested in spatial uneven development can
be compounded by ethnoterritorial affiliations. Cognitive maps of differential life
chances in different regions give geographic weight to feelings of social inequity.

Most definitions of terrorism highlight its purpose as political change to dis-
tinguish it from the acts of criminals or the insane. Politics and territoriality are
inseparable, because politics involves securing control over particular spaces to
ensure access to goods.”” The political change sought by terrorists is, therefore,
also a geographic change. This may be the redrawing of existing state borders to
create, for example, a Tamil state, a Palestinian state, or a united Ireland. On the
other hand, the scale may be broader, the removal of the U.S. presence in the
Arabian peninsula, say. To understand the territorial aspect of the grievances of
terrorist movements is a means to evaluate the level of injustice they are experi-
encing and hence the necessity of a negotiated political solution. Moreover, a
lasting solution is one that does its best to balance the geographic intricacies of
who has power over what in particular regions and at particular scales.

At this stage we should turn to the grievances and geographic visions of some
contemporary terrorist movements. On one level, the scale of the political battle
has been dramatically altered by the emergence of religiously motivated terrorism.
It is important to note, with Juergensmeyer, that this is not solely a phenomenon
of the most radical branches of Islam.*¢ Terrorism motivated by Christian beliefs
in the United States of America and the United Kingdom, Jewish groups in Israel/
Palestine, Sikh terrorism in India, and the Buddhist roots of Aum Shrinyiko in
Japan suggest that global processes are catalyzing the contemporary surge. The
geography behind this terrorism is perhaps truly awesome. These groups, in their
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own particular ways and with their own contextually specific grievances, are fight-
ing “cosmic wars” —wars over the interpretation of God’s will on Earth. A geo-
graphic expression of these conflicts is the transcendence of the interstate system
into the ultimate battle between good and evil, with millennialist implications.

However, though this rhetoric may be present, the political-geographic reality
is often grounded in the existing world political map of nation-states. Terrorism
motivated by antiabortion Christian fundamentalists decries the “murder” con-
doned by the federal government, and Osama bin Laden is critical of the Saudi
Arabian government’s collaboration with the United States. Though the vision of
religious terrorists may transcend the interstate system, their practices are con-
strained and partially defined by the geography of nation-states.

The comparative advantage political geography has to offer in the analysis of
contemporary terrorism is an understanding of how political geographies are mul-
tiple, intertwined, and nested.’” Terrorist movements may construct a network of
international linkages, but their goal could remain the control of a national ter-
ritory. Religious terrorist movements may have visions that “God’s politics” cover
the world and transcend states, but still have particular state regimes as their targets
and allies. Also, practices of the war on terrorism must negotiate understandings
of state sovereignty in a global act of military policing.

The Political Geography of Waves of Terrorism

Rapoport’s simple but effective typology of the history of modern terrorism is a
useful illustration of the changing geography of terrorism.*® However, Rapoport
gives no theoretical insight into the reasons why terrorism has changed over time.
A geographic interpretation of Rapoport’s typology uses the notion of geohistorical
context to explain why the changes have taken place and the concept of the
geographic scope to highl