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ABSTRACT

Situated within strategic aspects of International Relations, this thesis asks whether the
West still needs warriors. The West has always had and needed warriors, and six warrior

ideal types are analysed. Three of these are premodern and three are modern.

Warriors are defined as soldiers with a personal and existential commitment to master and
expetience warfare, who are willing and able to kill and sacrifice their life in combat. It is
argued warriors are principally individual types, and whereas there are many soldiers, few of

these are wartots.

The thesis presents a social theory of who and what the West is, analysing how this is
translated into security paradigms that conceive for example whether security ought to be

pursued for only the West, or whether it ought to be pursued for all of mankind.

A further context issue is the relationship between war and combat. The character of war is
changing and becoming ever more instrumental. Combat, meanwhile, is existential and
unchanging, consisting of the same basic features and social structure it did in Homeric

times.

To ask whether the West needs warriors is thus to ask both an instrumental and an
existential question. The existential features have to do with whom the West conceives
themselves as; the instrumental features about what the West needs. Warriors are both a
type of human being embodying qualities like manliness and courage, and instruments
towards the attainment of security for Western states. To an extent, social developments
have eroded the esteem in which warriors are held, because society is sceptical of the
deliberate use of force. Yet at the same time, the security agendas conceived by the West

are more expansive than ever, which leads to a greater need for warriors.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

General introduction

Thesis question
This thesis is situated within International Relations, focusing on its strategic aspects. The
overall research question is ‘does the West still need warriors?” This thesis is not only about
warriors as such. Rather it 1s about the relationship between warriors and the character of
war and society in the contemporary West, and whether there is a need and a place for
warriors. Notwithstanding this general focus, the thesis explores what the concept of the
warrior refers to in great detail through two historical chapters, as well as a definition of
warriors in this chapter.

Wartiors in this context mean something different from soldiers, and so the thesis
is not about military power as such. Indeed the utlity and legitimacy of military power is
taken as a given.' A major finding of this thesis is that there is a significant existential
difference between being a soldier and being a warrior, and the thesis ultimately addresses

what the difference between soldiers and warriors entails for the West at war.

Warriots and soldiers
Initially we can think of warriors as the last people in the West who do war in a way that is
different from the soldierly equivalents of emergency firemen. They do it as a permanent
job and condition of life, touring the hot spots of the world, often covertly.

The difference between warriors and soldiers is pootly theorised in International
Relations, Strategic Studies, or War studies. It is necessary to conceptually distinguish
warriors from soldiers because historically the warrior and the soldier have been two
different qualities that have sometimes merged. When we think of Homer’s world we are
inclined to think in terms of warriors and the same goes for the Samurai. ‘Warriors” evoke
associations to war-fighting, certainly ruthlessness and the notion of a particular code of
conduct in war. However, other contexts like the large armies of Imperial Rome, the armies
of the 30-Years War, or the two World Wars inspire us to think of soldiers. A soldier

remains the basic military unit in the context of state-based military establishments with a

1 For more on the legitimacy of the use of force, see in particular Michael Howard, Restraints on war : studies in
the limitation of armed conflict (Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), Michael Howard, Geozge J.
Andreopoulos and Mark R.Shulman, The laws of war : constraints on warfare in the Western world (New Haven Yale
UP, 1994), Michael Walzer, Just and unjust wars : a moral argument with historical illustrations, 2nd ed. ([New York]:
Basic Books, 1992). For more on the utility of force see: Robert Arts, "To What Ends Military Power?'
International Security 4, no. 4 (1980), Rupert Smith, The atility of force (London Allen Lane, 2005).
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relatively high level of precision in training and discipline. Whereas the warrior seems to be
associated with an individual, the soldier is often thought of within the context of an army,

as soldiers.

In ancient times the imagination was shaped by epic works of literature, like
Homer’s [/zad. Homer brings to life two warriors in particular, Achilles and Hector, who
have strongly shaped the Western conception of what a warrior is. For this reason Homer
cannot be ignored in this thesis. Today, however, the popular imagination is much more

enthralled by movies than epic literature, particularly war movies.

In one of the most credible war movies of the last decade, Ridley Scott’s Black
Hawk Down, based on Mark Bowden’s book, we find the distinction between warriors and
soldiers played out.? The Battle of Mogadishu was a tactically successful, yet strategically
disastrous, and very costly raid in downtown Mogadishu in October 1993 where American
Rangers and Special Operations Forces (SOF) apprehended two of warlord Mohamed
Farrah Aidid’s top lieutenants. The Somali militias succeeded in downing two helicopters
and the ensuing battle and rescue operation left 18 American servicemen dead and 73
wounded. Hundreds of Somali militias and civilians were killed in what was the most

intensive firefight for American forces since Vietnam.

The movie opens with a captivating quote attributed to Plato; “Only the dead have
seen the end of war”, which also emblazons strategist Colin Gray’s book _Another Bloody
Century.> This quote, however, does not exist anywhere in Plato’s work. Instead it can be
found in General Douglas MacArthur’s farewell address to the 1962 graduates of the US
Military Academy ‘West Point’. Macarthur attributed it to Plato, perhaps not as a fault of
his own since the quote can also be found imprinted on the wall of the Imperial War
Museum in London. The quote actually originates from the Spanish philosopher, poet,
essayist and novelist George Santayana (1863-1952) who studied at Oxford during World
War 1.* Regardless of its origin, however, the quote is interesting because its double

meaning directs our attention to the relationship between war, warriors and death.

Firstly, a very likely result of war for the individual is death. Existentially speaking,
if you keep doing it long enough the odds catch up on you. Unlike any other activity

undertaken by man, the craft of warriors and soldiers has an endpoint that separates it from

2 Mark Bowden, Black Hawk down : a story of modern war (New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1999), Ridley
Scott, 'Black Hawk Down', (United States: Columbia, 2001).

3 Colin S. Gray, Another bloody century : future warfare (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2005).

4 Suzanne Bernard, Did Plato write "Only the dead have seen the end of war" 2 (August 31 2002 [cited June 09 2008));
available from http://plato-dialogues.org/faq/faq008.htm.
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all other exploits; war ends in premature and violent death. Secondly, instrumentally
speaking, the phenomenon of war on earth will not end with a Kantian eternal peace. War
has always been here and, it is suggested, always will be here. Only the dead have seen war

end.

This rather dystopian premonition of the future does not match Plato’s philosophy
well, because for him war was a mere tool to defend the state, and death in battle was not
of much consequence, since it merely meant disbanding the body and returning to the
world of pure forms.> Santayana’s quote, on the other hand, suggests a rather less detached

and more compassionate interest in war, with tragic overtones.

The quote becomes even more interesting in the context Ridley Scott evoked it in.
For both Plato and Santayana war was a more or less necessary (Plato) or increasingly
disturbing (Santayana) phenomenon. However, by the time Ridley Scott inserted his quote
(pre 9/11 2001), war seemed to have become an aberration in the minds of a majority of

people in the West.*

This thesis is to a large extent about these generic tendencies of war in the West in
our contemporary era. But even more so, it is about the people who embody Santayana’s
warning - those who still do war in the West, to an extent the soldiers, but principally the
warriors. And there are warriors in Ridley Scott’s movie. The seasoned veterans of Delta
Force’ are portrayed in statk contrast to the more gung-ho, inexperienced and young
Rangers.8 The Rangers, in turn were warriors in comparison to the other UN soldiers

assigned to the mission.

The distinction between soldiers and wartiors is a difficult one, and I will return to
it in great detail later in this chapter. When it comes to Delta Force and similar Special
Operators, they characterise the warrior type. The hypothesis is that to the extent there are
warriors in the West, they are most often found in Special Forces type units. Gwynne Dyer

describes this kind of individual:

> Plato’s discusses war at some length in The Republic, which will be analysed in greater detail in chapter 5.

¢ Chastopher Coker, War and the 20th century : a study of war and modern conscionsness (London: Brassey's, 1994),
Colin Mclnnes, Spectator-sport war : the West and contemporary conflict (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
2002).

7 Delta Force is a unit that was formed in 1979 by Colonel Charles Beckwith to become the primary anti-

terror unit of the United States military, modelled on the British SAS.

8 The 75th Ranger Regiment is sometimes, incorrectly, referred to as a Special Operations Unit. Whereas the
Rangers, as they are popularly referred to, frequently work in support of SOF like Delta Force, they are
strctly speaking not a Special Operations Unit. Instead they are elite aitbome infantry with significant
unconventional warfare tramning.
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There is such a thing as a “natural soldier”: the kind who derives his greatest
satisfaction from male companionship, from excitement, and from the conquering of
physical obstacles. He doesn’t want to kill people as such, but he will have no
objections if it occurs within a moral framework that gives him justification — like war
— and if it is the ptice of gaining admission to the kind of environment he craves.
Whether such men are born or made I do not know, but most of them end up in
armies (and many move on again to become mercenaries, because regular army life in

peacetime is too routine and boring).

But armies are not full of such men. They are so rare that they form only a modest
fraction even of small professional armies, mostly congregating in the commando-type

special forces.?

This is not to say that members of Special Forces units are by virtue of their unit
membership all warriors. Instead, this is to suggest that the overall likelihood of finding the
particular kind of individuals I will define as warriors is somewhat larger in Special
Operations units. In other words, such membership is not in any way a necessary qualifier
to speak of warriors. However, Special Forces units exemplify a pronounced /fewor/d for

wartlors.

The concept of ‘lifeworld’; will permeate this thesis. I use the term as Jirgen
Habermas has developed it. A lifeworld is a social fabric infused with meaning. Social
groups create and reproduce the lifeworld to make sense of the objective world of facts,
the normative world of right and wrong, and the individual psychological world in social
action. A lifeworld is limited in scope; it does not have the scope of Benedict Anderson’s
celebrated concept of nationalism as an ‘imagined community.” Anderson explains how
people make up communion in their minds, mostly people who will never meet."’ This
social fabric has stronger coherence than an imagined community does because it is based

on face-to-face interaction and lived memoties.

Habermas incorporates insights by Durkheim and George Herbert Mead to add to
the original concept from Edmund Husserl and Alfred Schutz. Whereas Husserl
emphasized subjective meaning in individual or group life, Schutz refined this idea to
comprise a social hotizon that changes when the actor moves in the social world. The
lifeworld is thus made up of a shared, but malleable, conception of culture and language.

Habermas also incorporates Durkheim’s concept of collective consciousness, which

? Gwynne Dyer, War (London: Bodley Head, 1985), 117.
10 Benedict Anderson, Imagined communities : reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism (London Verso, 1991).
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describes a continuous process of legitimate regulation and stabilization of group identity.
This feature of the lifeworld cements social cohesion."” Mead’s contribution emphasizes
the socialization of individuals; “Individuals develop their personalities, their identities and
their social roles with the aid of the ever-present help of lifeworld knowledge. Those who
cannot make use of this help may suffer from psychopathologies of a more or less serious
kind.”'? This thesis visits many Western warrior lifeworlds, some as ad hoc examples and

others in more depth in chapters five and six.

Definition of soldier

Warriors should be distinguished from civilians and soldiets by many traits. Two are
necessary but not sufficient: they are willing to die and to kill, and do not shirk from either.
These points are critical to understand wartiots, because they distinguish them from soldier
s who also wear uniform, and get paid ultimately for risking their lives, but who do not
have a personal commitment to experience combat. The Oxford English Dictionary traces
the word ‘soldier’ back to ca. 1300 (‘sauder’), defined as “one who serves in an army for

pay; one who takes part in military service or watfare.”"?

There are many kinds of soldiers in the world, just as there are many kinds of
different military establishments. It is not possible to define soldiers positively in terms of a
single variable, such as institutional attachment, and thereby distinguish them from other
armed actors. Instead a typology extrapolated from an ideal type is methodologically
suitable. An ideal type soldier is someone who is @ member of a state military establishment, is
clearly identifiable as such, and is at least in part motivated by the ethos of a public servant, and whose use

of arms can reasonably be attributed to a greater political canse.

These variables are addressed in turn, with counter-examples for illustration, and
discussion of bordetline cases. The discussion demonstrates the fluid boundaries between
soldiers and other types of fighters. Since soldiers are the paradigmatic expression of the
state’s legitimate monopoly on violence, these other fighters often challenge the state
structures, usually outside the West.* The conceptual challenges are so significant that a
universal definition of soldiers, such as the ideal type, 1s rare in the real world. This does
not detract from the fact that some soldiers are more soldiers than others: soldiers who

represent most or all of the features of the definition possess a normative and legal status

1 Gerard H Fairtlough, 'Habermas' concept of "Lifeworld™, Systems Practice 4, no. 6 (1991): 550-51.

12 Tbid.: 551.

13 J.A. Simpson and E.S.C. Weiner, 'Soldier, in The Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989), 954.

4+ Rune Henriksen and Anthony Vinci, 'Combat Motivation in Non-State Armed Groups', Terrorism and
Political Violence 20, no. 1 (2007).
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which is stronger than that of aspiring or putative soldiers who represent these to a lesser

extent.

A military establishment: The ideal type soldier is a member of state based
military, either as a professional officer or NCO, a consctipt, or as a reservist. The reservist
is technically only a soldier when on active duty. ‘Soldier’ in this context is a generic term,
not meant specifically as army, but equally marine, airman or sailor. A counterexample is
someone who is a member of a private warlord organisation, which typically exists as an
end in itself and where the members of the organisation are people, government and army
all in one.” Another example is any terrorist organisation without cohesion, so fragmented
as to lack a centre of gravity from where concessions of defeat can emerge, or to which

propositions of negotiations can be directed.

The challenge with this variable has to do with non-state contexts, when the
mnstitutionalisation of the army is not very strong, either because of lacking professionalism,
funding, organisation or other characteristics related to the degree of institutionalisation.
When addressing insurgencies, for example the Vietcong during the Vietnam War, it
becomes difficult to determine with any precision whether the insurgent organisation can
be attributed the status of a military establishment. In some respects the Vietcong were
highly organised, into three-man cells with detailed de-briefings and links to political cadre
who were in charge of organisation and motivation.”” On the other hand, the Vietcong did
not wear uniforms or belong to an army formally, living among villagers and often

operating at night.

The main point here is that the soldier becomes a soldier through belonging to a
military organisation, which to some (and preferably large) degree controls the soldier. The
soldier’s actions are thus not private and personal, but public and social, which gives the
community ownership and responsibility for both celebratory conduct and transgressions

conducted by the soldier.

Clearly identifiable: The ideal type soldier wears a uniform; which demonstrates
his allegiance and belonging to a political group; rights and duties under international law;

and whether he is a2 combatant or not. The identifying marks are a uniform and a flag on

15 Anthony John Vinci, "Warlords in the International Order: A Neorealist Approach’ (PhD Thesis, London
School of Economics and Political Science, 2007).

16 Al Qaeda may be an example of this insofar as it has developed into a network which is barely organised.
Osama Bin Laden, if he is to be counted as the organization’s leadet, is probably not able to effectuate any
sort of command and control anymore.

17 William Darryl Henderson, Why the Vietcong fought — A study of Motivation and Control in a Modern Army in
Combat (London: Greenwood Press, 1979).
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that uniform. A counterexample is an insurgent who fights for a military establishment, like
the Tamil Tigers, with a clear command structure, tangible political goals and a degree of
professionalism. Despite this, however, a branch of the Tamil Tigers called the Black
Tigers, specialise in suicide attacks against military targets. This is not a clear-cut case of
terrorism, even though the tactic 1s suicide bombing, since the target is not civilians. The
suicide bomber 1s in this case more akin to a precision guided weapon. Yet the suicide

bomber is not identifiable, which undermines his status as a soldier.

Several objections can detract from the ideal type. For example, historically the
uniform was invented in the late 18" century, when the physical control of vast armies in
linear and regularised manoeuvres necessitated a degree of precision in identifying who
belonged to what army, which would be impossible without uniform. However, the form
of warfare involved civilians to a very small degree compared to today, and engagements
were transparent, sometimes to the point of being agreed beforehand. Nonetheless, today
the identification through uniform is a legally sanctioned indication of who is a legitimate
combatant. The use of uniforms is one of several possible manifestations of a longstanding
practice in warfare; to state your intentions on the battlefield. In the past, stating intentions
have been done in many ways, such as posture, which was an important feature of fighting
in the I/iad. The warriors there did not sport uniforms so much as fighting gear, but the
posture and bragging before individual duels served not only to explicate who was fighting,

but to put the entire genealogy of the wartrior’s kin at stake, thus reinforcing group
belonging.

In non-state situations, like insurgencies, the government or ‘forces of order’ as
Van Creveld calls them, are typically militarily superior.’® Asymmetric tactics thus become
not a choice but a necessity for insurgents. Unfortunately, this often leads to inhuman
tactics. As a Blackwater contractor complained after a September 16, 2007 controversial
shooting in Baghdad, which left 17 Iraqis dead: “How long does it take for a dead terrorist
to become a dead civilian? As long as it takes to remove an AK-47 from the body.”"” The
contractor has a point, but his own legal status as combatant is not very clear either, even

though he is sub-contracted by the U.S. government.”

18 Martin L. Van Creveld, The changing face of war : lessons of combat, from the Marne to Iraqg (New York: Presidio
Press, 2006), 224.

19 Paul von Zielbauer and James Glanz, 'Under Siege, Blackwater Takes On Air of Bunker', New York Times,
October 25 2007.

20 The Blackwater mission in question was in protection of a U.S. State Department convoy.
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The problem is that an attacker who lives among civilians, hides among civilians
and claims to be a civilian, only to suddenly attack from this favourable position, and
thereafter immediately re-enter the status as a civilian, operates in an extremely dubious
zone of legitimacy. One must not confuse this practice with skill, fieldcraft and deceit as
tactical means in combat, such as in an ambush, for example, which is legally justified.
However, it i1s not legal and just to use civilians as terrain. It is nonetheless an increasing
trend.”’ When civilians step out of the theoretically pacified zone and de-pacify it, the
military establishment against which these civilians are fighting in more cases than not
resort to retributive actions towards the civilians among whom the guerrilla, insurgent or
terrorist is hiding.

One could argue that the use of uniforms is a Western bias, which (legally if not
tactically) steers armed conflict towards set-piece battles where Western conventional
superiority can be brought to bear. However, Western state military personnel also on
occasion avoid using uniforms. Intelligence operators are typically the first to enter hostile
zones, and they are not identified by uniform. They prepare the ground for SOF, who
themselves on occasion work out of uniform. In terms of the SOF they are clearly soldiers
in all respects except lacking uniform on occasion, whereas the intelligence operators are
conventionally identified as something else than soldiers. This is to a large degree a legal
question, including whether a person can evoke rights of protection under the Geneva

protocols if captured.

Motivated in part by the ethos of a public servant: The ideal type soldier is not
necessatily personally motivated by public service. Instead, he or she is serving with the
knowledge that as far as can be determined, violence is perpetrated in the name of a public
cause. It is socially sanctioned; it is not a private act. Personal motivation can be extremely
subjective, and it is rarely attributed mainly with reference to abstract notions of citizenship
or duty to the collective group. However, this is not to say that this feature is not
important. Instead, the public legitimacy of the military establishment is something the
soldier is aware of, to the detriment of his or her motivation if it is nor in place.
Furthermore, if the ‘home audience’, who the soldier represents in combat, challenges it
this has very strong adverse effects on the soldier’s combat motivation. Thus the
motivation has to do with the legitimacy of the use of violence, which the soldier needs to

trust is taken care of by the political authorties he or she serves. Legitimacy under

2! Philip Bobbitt, Terror and consent : the wars for the twenty-first century (London: Penguin, 2008), chapter 3.
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international law is not so much the question, as whether the cause represents the home

community, and is thus notionally political.

A counterexample to this would be Slobodan Milosevic’s mobilisation of criminals
to do the dirty work of executions, rape and ethnic cleansing in the Balkan Wars of the
1990s. Arkan’s Tigers, one of the more infamous of these groups, did not act in pursuit of
the public good. Similarly, in October 2002 Saddam Hussein released about 100,000
convicted prisoners from jail, probably to create havoc for the invading forces after the
combat phase.” These people would be hard to distinguish from insurgents by externally

identifiable criteria, but were (most likely) not politically motivated.

In terms of borderline cases, private military companies (PMCs) are illustrative.
Frequently, these people come from a professional career in Western military
establishments, very often with Special Forces backgrounds. Their professional abilities as
well as the institutionalisation of their employer’s company along the lines of military
organisations may both be impeccable. Their loyalty to their country may be as well, and
many PMCs only accept contracts that are either directly from the country they come from
(e.g- UK or US), or is compatible with that country’s foreign policy objectives.”” The
difference comes in the motivation superstructure that the institution they belong to
espouses. As an institution, a private military company is geared towards profit, and does
not institutionalise concerns about long-term effects the way state military establishments
must do. For example in wars among the people the risk of alienating the local population

is a greater concern for militaries than PMCs.

Use of arms reasonably attributable to a greater political cause: The allied
cause in World War II perhaps best illustrates the ideal type soldier’s fight for a greater
political cause. Even though one can make arguments about victor’s justice, the cause, as
far as the allies were concerned, was one of almost Manichaean clarity. Liberal democracy
was defended against an onslaught by Fascism and Nazism and needed to be repulsed.
Similarly for Germans on the Eastern Front, the fight against Communism was for reasons
of indoctrination and partially genuinely held beliefs of a jus‘t cause. The clashes between
the behemoth armies in World War II were not necessarily only about moral transparency,
but could be termed political simply by virtue of their ideological potency and their huge

scope. If some engagements were not political, it was not for being sub-political (private or

22 Globalsecurity.org, 'News Brefing - Ambassador L. Paul Bremer I1I: Opening statement’, in Washington File
(Baghdad: U.S. Department of Defense, 2003).

3 P W Singer, Corporate Warriors, The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry (Ithaca: Comell University Press,

2003), 119.
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tribal), but extra-political or existential (for example the war of extermination on the

Eastern Front).

A counterexample of what could be attributed as a political cause by a dispassionate
observer is on the one hand genocide, which is not war, or on the other hand feuds, which
are private. Coker refers to anthropologist Anton Blok’s concept of ‘social substitutability’
to make an existential (aside from the political) case for distinguishing war from private
violence.” When violence is socially substitutable, the violence is directed at members of
the other group as members. In other words, the violence is not directed at them personally,
but because they are members of that group, fighting in a collective cause for that group.
One can take social substitutability too far as well, as Coker discusses at length, when
membership of that group becomes an objective cause for extermination rather than war,

as 1s the case in genocide.

A borderline case is Al Qaeda’s strategic campaign against the West, which has
demonstrated tangible goals like American withdrawal from Saudi Arabia, and Spanish
withdrawal from Iraq. Nonetheless, conceding that their campaign has strategic elements
does not detract from their status as terrorists, or from the fact that their ulimate goal 1s

utopian.

In conclusion, the definition of a soldier is a composition of different criteria,
where more than one ought to be in place. As the previous analysis shows, the term has
subjective dimensions relating to the normative and legal baggage of distinguishing
between soldiers and other combatants. For this reason, we must interrogate the term
beyond what the Oxford English Dictionary does. Conversely, it is equally important not
to fall prey to relativism and leave the term to personal preference. The following definition

of warriors builds substantially on that of a soldier.

Existing definitions of warrior
Before defining watriors it is necessary to address the use of the word ‘warrior’ found in
some of the literature on strategy and war, to clarify how the following definition departs

from these.

The Oxford English Dictionary traces the word ‘warrior’ back to 1297 (‘Knistes &
oper wortteours’), defined as someone “whose occupation is warfare; a fighting man,

whether soldier, sailor, or (latterly) airman; in eulogistic sense, a valiant or an experienced

2 Chastopher Coker, The warrior ethos : military culture and the War on Terror (London: Routledge, 2007), 75-79.
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man of war.”* Two components in this definition stand out: First, it designates a strong
commitment to war - as the word itself does - and the conduct of warfare, where skill and
experience is significant, but where valour can compensate both. Secondly, the definition
claims a warrior can be a soldier as well. The OED definition is not sufficient to serve as a
phendmenological definition of warriors or soldiers for further analysis because it is too
vague and does not explain what the main tenets mean precisely. For example, what does it
mean that a warrior is “a fighting man” or an “experienced man of war”? These tenets are
retained in the definition following below, however they are further developed and refined.
Additionally, it is necessary to address the balance between restraint and initiative inherent
in any intuitive warrior concept most people carry with them. A warrior, or any
experienced soldier, must contribute actively while at the same time have sufficient self-

control not to turn into a berserker.

In International Relations a select few writers have confronted the phenomenon of
warriors. One example is the American commentator and journalist Robert Kaplan in his
Warrior Politics®® which is not so much about warriors as it is about the ‘haves and have-
nots’ and those fighting for the respective sides. Kaplan does not formulate his own
concept of warriors, but quotes Ralph Peters, an ex-U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonel turned
commentator. Peters refers to warriors as “erratic primitives of shifting allegiance,
habituated to violence, with no stake in civil order. Unlike soldiers, warriors do not play by
our rules, do not respect treaties, and do not obey otders they do not like.”?’ In this essay
and in a later essay, Peters expands these introductory remarks into a typology over the
origins of warriors “drawn from five socio-psychological pools.”*® The five pools are

comprised of the following backgrounds;

1. Wartors who come from the underclass, losers who become ‘somebody’

through exercising violence. Most will quit, but some will have to be killed.

2. ‘Course-of-conflict-joiners’; young men who only sign up for a program of
violence when other options are closed off. Although some may acquire a
taste for killing and destruction, most of these ‘what-choice-did-I-have?’
fighters gladly attempt to reintegrate into a society upon which peace has been

imposed.

% J.A. Simpson and E.S.C. Weiner, "Wartior', in The Oxjord English Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989),
935.

26 Robert D. Kaplan, Warrior politics : why leadership demands a pagan ethos New York: Random House, 2002).

27 Ralph Peters, Fighting for the future : will America triumph? (Mechanicsburg: Stackpole Books, 1999), 32.
28Ralph Peters, "The New Wartior Class Revisited', Smal/ Wars and Insargencies 13, no. 2 (2002): 18.
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3. Opportunists, entrepreneurs of conflict, charismatic people asking ‘what’s-in-
it-for-me?’ They can be cruel when winning, but rarely put up a fight when

losing,.

4. Hard core believers, either in a cause, religion, or an individual leader. They

fight hard.
5. Mercenaries, people who fight primarily for personal profit.2?

There are many problems with Peters’ typology of warriors. The main one is why he
chooses to call these people wartiors, rather than just ‘fighters’. There is little to indicate
they are warriors of the commonly used meaning,” since they are neither particularly good
at, nor committed to fighting, nor do they evoke any kind of warrior ethos. Furthermore,
Peters does not specify what makes the people from these five ‘socio-psychological pools’
fight, compared to their great many peers who do not fight, but come from the same

demographic groups.

Peters’ former employer, the U.S. Army, has attempted to institutionalise a form of
warrior ethos to influence how non-infantry soldiers behave in war zones.: “Soldiers who
live Warrior Ethos put the mission first, refuse to accept defeat, never quit and never leave
behind a fallen comrade. They have absolute faith in themselves and their team. They are
trained and equipped to engage and destroy the enemies of the United States in close
combat.”” However, the US Army’s Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
approaches Peters’ level of sweeping generalisation because it defines any soldier as a
watrior first. TRADOC’s conception of a warrior is thus rather more a statement of
aspiration than fact. Although not stated explicitly, TRADOC’s definition suggests the
watrior component is a kind of raw material, which can be streamlined and incorporated
into soldiers’ commitment to military values. At the heart of such a view is the idea that

anyone can be trained to become a warrior, one is not born a watrior.

Shannon French, who teaches military ethics at the U.S. Naval Academy, provides a
contrasting and more academic approach to what constitutes warriors. The primary

weakness with French’s argument is her concept of the warrior. She does not define it, but

® Tbid.: 18-19.

3 As reflected in the OED definition above.

31 Joshua J. LaMotte, The Warrior Ethos and Basic Combat Training (2004 [cited June 09 2008); available from
http:/ /www.quartermaster.army.mil/ OQMG/Professional_Bulletin/2004/Spring04/The_warrior_Ethos_an
d_Basic_Combat_Training.htm
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seems simply to equate warriors with American service members.” Despite different
subcultures — and thus different wartior codes —, “they are all American warriots, sworn to
uphold and defend the values of the Constitution.”” In this reading, all American soldiers
become warriors because it is necessary for them to have a code. She concludes warriors
need a code to ensure trestraint in war, which in turn safe keeps the warrior’s mental health.
Warriors “respect the values of the society in which they were raised and which they were
prepared to die to protect. Therefore it is important for them to conduct themselves in
such a way that they will be honoured and esteemed by their communities, not reviled and
rejected by them.”** French’s arguments, in terms of restraint, are sound, but like the
warrior ethos propagated by TRADOC, it comes out rather more as an aspiration than an a
lived ethos. Another critique against her warrior conception is that she does not address
the active side of the warrior ethos, which is to say aggression, commitment, skill and
courage; qualities that are crucial for the instrumental nature of the warrtior’s job; to
succeed in combat. As John Kiszely puts it: “To be capable of warfighting, an army needs
to have as its characteristic cultural spirit, or ethos, one which is warfighting-oriented, and
its soldiers need to have a self-perception as warriors. Lose the warrior ethos and you lose
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the fighting power.

Christopher Coker’s work on warriors is the most theoretically sophisticated
available.”® Coker’s approach is very wide ranging, informed by history, literature and
philosophy, and for that reason is influential throughout this thesis. His conceptual prism
of the concepts agency, subjectivity and intersubjectivity is particularly useful, and these concepts
together amount to the existential lifeworld of warriors. They structure the historical
treatment of six ideal type warriors from Homer to Special Forces in chapters five and six.
The approach here departs from Coker’s in pursuing a more systematic definition of

warriors, which in turn informs the argument throughout the thests.

The OED definition raises the most central tenets of a tentative definition of

wartiors, but it is insufficiently fleshed out and too subjective to stand on its own. Ralph

32 Soldiers in this context is understood as someone serving in the military. In the United States the term
soldier typically refers to members of the US Army, while men in the Marines are Marines, in the Air Force
they are Airmen and in the Navy they are either Naval Aviators or Seamen. Internationally however, soldier
is the term commonly used for anyone who is a member of a state-based military establishment, whatever
their trade is inside this establishment.

33 Shannon French, The code of the warrior (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield 2003), 15.

34 Ibid,, 5.

35 John Kiszely, "Learning about Counter-Insurgency', RUST Journa/ December (2006): 19.

36 Chrstopher Coker, The future of war : the re-enchantment of war in the 21st century (Oxford: Blackwell 2004),
Chdstopher Coker, Waging war without warriors? : the changing culture of military conflict (Boulder: Lynne Rienner
Pub., 2002), Coker, Warrior Ethos.
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Peters’ definition resonates with a particular perspective on warriors, where they are
identified as someone less disciplined and less admirable than soldiers, who are held to be
more disciplined and restrained. However, such a view on warriors does not resonate with
the self-control and holistic approach to war which the “experienced man of war” from the
OED definition emphasizes, which also features in French and Coker’s work, and which
resonates with intuitive associations to the Samurai for example. French, however, focuses
exclusively on restraint, which presupposes that mitiative and combat performance come to
soldiers by default, which they do not. This initiative separates wartiors from bystanders in
combat.”’ Coker’s concept of the watrior is the strongest and resonates throughout the
thesis, but it needs clearer definition to serve as a starting point. The following is thus an
idiosyncratic amalgam of sustainable tenets of existing warrior definitions and
interpretations, which can serve as a starting point for more precise debate about what

precisely a warrior is, and will be a foundation for the further thesis.

Warrior definition
The preceding discussion of existing definitions of warriors and soldiers leads to a
definition of a warrior as a so/dier with a personal and existential commitment to experience and

master warfare, who is willing and able both to kill and to sacrifice bis life in combat.

Soldier

There is no commonly accepted definition of war, but most commentators refer to it as
organised collective violence, sometimes specified as having a political purpose, yet
acknowledging that it has cultural, existential and metaphysical dimensions.*® To say that it
1s organised does not necessarily imply the Clausewitzian setup where states are the
principal actors, and warfare is an instrument of their policy. Nonetheless, his framework
remains the most commonly agreed conception of war as an institution of international
society.” It should be borne in mind that the extraordinary successes of Western ways of
organising violence strongly inform the Clausewitzian framework. To say that a warrior is a
soldier hatbours a number of implications, most of which were addressed above. With

respect to wartiors, this question is important because the soldier status is the institutional

37 Rune Henriksen, "Warriors in combat - what makes people actively fight in combat?' Journal of Strategic

Studies 30, no. 20 (2007).

38 Coker, Future of War, 6, Azar Gat, War in human cvilization (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), chapter
17, Gray, Another Bloody Century, 37, Colin S. Gray, Modern strategy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999),
chapter 1,2.

39 Hedley Bull, The anarchical society : a study of order in world politics, 3rd ed. (New York: Columbia University
Press, 2002), chapter 8.
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superstructure that distinguishes warriors from criminals, lunatics, terrorists, freedom
fighters, watlords, insurgents and other categories of fighting men and women. This is, of

course, a normative question as well as a political one.

To say that any warrior needs to be a soldier 1s to distinguish warriors from
unlawful combatants and private actors. His political community sanctions a soldier to
fight. It is necessary, but not sufficient for a wartior to be a soldier. A wartior is necessarily
a soldier first, but very few soldiers are warriors. In addition, to say that a soldier is a
warrior is to distinguish him from mercenaries, because the soldier is ultimately serving a —
usually political — cause. If one asks soldiers whether they are motivated to sign up
primarily by a cause, that is usually not the case. Sergeant Colbert of 1" Recon Battalion,
USMC, testifies to embedded reporter Evan Wright a typical attitude on the eve of the Iraq
2003 war:

As a professional warrior, politics and ideology don’t really enter into his thoughts

about why he is here in the desert, waiting to invade a country. “I’m not so idealistic

that I subscribe to good versus evil. We haven’t had a war like that since World War

I1. Why are we here now? I guess it’s to remove this guy from power. I'm not opposed

to it, and I wasn’t going to miss it.” For him it is a grand personal challenge. “We’re

going into the great unknown,” he says. “Scary, isn’t it?”” he adds, smiling brighty. “I

can’t wait.” 40
However, following unambiguous attacks like Peatl Harbour and 9/11, people do sign up
to take revenge and/or defend their country. The professional football player Pat Tillman’s
giving up his multi-million dollar contract to join the U.S. Army Rangers after September
11 is a case in point.*’ Usually, even if the cause does not figure as a primary reason to sign

up, it is present as a subtext, as Samuel Hynes explains with reference to World War I1.#

Personal commitment

The commitment to war must be personal. Being a warrior is an individual aspiration,
certainly within the West, whether that is expressed in an explicitly formulated ethos by a
unit or by virtue of coming from a particular background, for example in having been
raised to be a warrior. This commitment does not necessarily have to be voluntary at the

outset. It can arise a posteriors after having experienced combat as a drafted soldier.

4 Evan Wnght, Generation £ill New Yotk: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 2004), 31.

# Tillman was killed by friendly fire in Afghanistan: Joe Garofoli, 'Tillman wants accountability in son's
death', San Francisco Chronicle, May 16 2008.

42 Samuel Lynn Hynes, The soldiers’ tale : bearing witness to modern war (London: Pimlico, 1998), 112.
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The Vietnam Veteran Dave Nelson is a good example of someone who was raised
into being a warrior from an eatly age. His father, a Ranger who was in charge of the
‘Expert Jungle Trainer’s School’ in Panama when Dave was 12, allowed his son to socialise

with the troops, live alone, survive in the jungle, and parachute from age 13:

I was really into the military concept. I was into parades and the pride and the honour
and the glory that these guys shared (...) there was a lot of pride and camaraderie. I
got to ride in tanks and shoot guns. I got to ride on helicopters and planes. My father
exposed me to everything about being a warrior. He taught me to shoot when I was

six (...) I could live alone in the woods at ten. He taught me to survive on my own. 43

Admittedly, Nelson is a rare case of someone explicitly raised as a warrior, but in certain
parts of the United States, it is very common for young men to have fathers and
grandfathers with military and even combat experience. Moreover, one can imagine that
some of these fathers and grandfathers came to master war in North Africa, Europe or the

Pacific without necessarily volunteering first.

Existential commitment

The essential difference between a soldier and a warrior is an existential commitment to
war and combat. Being a warrior cannot be reduced to instrumental considerations,

because of a2 number of in-exhaustive reasons such as:

The experience of combat incurs extraordinary personal suffering and deprivation, such
as hunger, cold, disease, wounds, lack of sleep, etc. It also often leads to setious trauma,

which is a fact many soldiers now are fully aware of in advance, yet seem to accept.

The status accorded to warriors, as special people, which is intermixed with a

combination of suspicion and admiration from the general public.

Sacrificing one’s life is a gift, not a duty, and the willingness to consistently pursue life-

threatening situations is antithetic to instrumental gains.

To say that 2 commitment is existential is to define it as irreducible to biological drives or
instrumental calculations of benefit to the individual.* Arguably, soldiers and watriors can
experience these existential factors relatively similarly; it is the order of magnitude in the

willingness to commit to such a lifeworld that distinguishes the two.

43]. T. Hansen, A. Susan Owen and Michael Patrick Madden, Parallels : the soldier’s knowledge and the oral history of
contemporary warfare (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1992), 16.

+ Existential psychologists hold that if we try to understand man as a bundle of discrete drives or a

composite of reflex patters, we may end up with brilliant generalisations but we have lost the man to whom

these things happen. ‘Existential psychology', in International Encyclopedia of Social Sciences vo/ 13, ed. David 1.

Sills (London: MacMillan, 1968), 76.
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Mastering war

Warriors excel in the battlefield because of superior skills combined with the necessary
ruthlessness and decisiveness to translate these skills into practice. This excellence is often a
result of professionalism in preparation and training, but also a result of on-the-job-training
acquired in combat. On the one hand, combat experience clearly is the essence of a
warrior’s lifeworld, but on the other hand it is also possible to conceive of warriots as being
warriors prior to combat, for example Nelson in his youth. The foundation and ultimate
test, however, remains combat performance.

Among the skills required in combat, some are universal: situational awareness,
keeping calm under pressure, and capability at handling weapons of war, and qualities like
willpower and determination, which it takes to be able to master any art thoroughly.
However, the special determination required of warriors is that of performing excellently
while simultaneously being under a great variety of pressures, specifically being surrounded
by death and destruction, suffering deprivation and staying operational in hopeless climatic
and terrain conditions. Nelson exemplifies the kind of self-discipline it took to master the
difficult conditions in Vietnam sufficiently well to challenge the enemy in his own
backyard:

We took very little food. If you know what you’re doing you really get into it, you can
do it. We used to eat their food. I'd find caches of rice. I used to live off small birds
and snakes. If you’re out there a period of time, you develop an odour which is
undetectable. You can see someone drawing a cigarette for about a mile. Plus — human
beings stink. You can smell another human being. You could smell Americans because

of the garbage they ate — especially C-rations. 4

One other veteran validates Nelson’s extreme professionalism; he describes the frustration
of always feeling the enemy knew where they were, without having the similar edge
themselves: “We rarely found Charlie. He could smell us. Some of us felt the C-rations we
had to eat caused our body odour to be easy to detect. He a/ways hit us when we least
expected it.”*

Some qualities vary with the character of war, such as the particulars of the tactics

and weapons used. In Homeric times, mastery of war required physical skills in hand-to-

hand combat with spears and swords, where hacking and thrusting was very hard labour. In

4> Hansen, Owen and Madden, Parallels, 22.
46 Tbid., 69.
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later times, firearms have taken over. For Franklin Miller the opportunity to handle

firearms was definitely a positive experience:

But when I got to ‘Nam and they put a gun in my hand — Whoa! It was like a religious

experience. I was born again.

I want to make it clear that I never threatened anybody with a gun. Not one time. But
I loved it because a gun made you everybody’s equal... Body size and muscle were no
longer factors. So I made it my business to become an expert with weapons... So I
got very, very good with weapons. All weapons. When you’re good... you send out
vibes unintentionally to people around you. You’re a bad motherfucker. You know it

and they know it.4

Founding member of the most elite unit in today’s American military — U.S. Army Special
Forces Operational Detachment-Delta, populatly known as ‘Delta Force’ — Command
Sergeant Major Eric Haney, concurs about the primacy of shooting skills: “But the mastery
of this skill is ground zero for the Delta Force operator. Without it, he would be some
other type of being. Because when it gets right down to it, a Delta operator is an extremely

skilled killer.* For Haney and his. colleagues shooting was part talent, but mostly hard
work, drill:

We did it over and over and over. Soon the fun went out of it, and it became work.
And about that time, it became painful. The .45 is a powerful pistol with sharp recoil,
and the tight grip we used meant we absorbed the full force of the recoil in our hands

and arms.

Soon, like everyone else, I had a large, painful blister in the web of my thumb from
the pounding of the gun in my hand... After a while the blister turned into a big callus
that stayed on my hand for the next eight years. The surest way to identify a Delta
Force Assault Team member is by that telltale callus on his firing hand. They all have

one.¥

This repetition is testimony to the commitment to professionalism in Delta Force, where
the most challenging scenario would involve shooting free hostages in tight dark situations
like inside buildings, aircraft and vehicles. “We were training to rescue hostages, and if we

couldn’t keep from hitting them in a fight, we weren’t doing our job. If we were no better

47 Franklin D. Miller, Reflections of a Warrier (New York: Pocket Books, 1991), 112.
48 Eric L. Haney, Inside Delta Force: The Real Story of America’s Elite Military Unit (London: Corgi, 2002), 134.
# Ibid., 139-40.
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than that, then a squad of infantry could do the job. They could just go in and kill

2350

everybody.

Experiencing war
Warriors have a yearning to be tried in battle. A cutiosity as to this ultimate test of
manhood and prowess is combined with a desire to display courage rather than cowardice,
and critically; not shying away from wherever the fighting is hardest. In most contemporary
militaries, that involves some degree of voluntarism. The fast track to combat 1s often
volunteering in some kind of elite or Special Forces unit. Mark Bowden describes the

excitement among the U.S. Army Rangers deploying to Somalia with Task Force Ranger:

[The Rangers] couldn’t wait to go to war. They were an all-star football team that had
endured bruising, exhausting, dangerous practice sessions twelve hours a day, seven
days a week — for years — without ever getting to play a game. They yearned for
battle... It was THE test, the only one that counted.

Sergeant Mike Goodale had tried to explain this to his mother one time, on leave in
Illinois. His mom was a nurse, incredulous at his bravado.

“Why would anybody want to go to war?” she asked...

“You want to find out if you can really do the job,” he explained.5
His life
The gender aspect is crucial to any study of warriors, since they are virtually always men.
There are two relevant dimensions to this question in this context: First, to which extent

have there been female warriors in history and have they performed well in combat?

Second, are women fit to be warriors today?

Surveying the history of women wartiors, military historian Martin van Creveld
finds that throughout history, women have been instigators, and victims of war, and they
have been a cause over which men have fought. However although there are some
individual examples*?, very few women have participated in what Clausewitz calls ‘the cash
payment of war’.”> The 18" and 19™ century kingdom of Dahomey in West Africa (present
day Benin) is an exception. Dahomey King Agadja had a large standing army including

50 Ibid., 141.

5! Bowden, Black Hawk Down, 8-10.

52 Notable eatly examples are those mentioned in the anonymous Roman tract entitled Wosmen Intelligent and
courageous in warfare, of these possibly five were historical figures. See Martin L. Van Creveld, Men, women, and
war (London: Cassell & Co., 2001), 68-70.

53 Ibid., 13.
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some all-female units. This was a special situation where the whole society was

militarised.>*

In our recent history’s age of total war, women have participated rather more.
Particularly, they have fought in irregular resistance movements such as in Yugoslavia and
Italy in World War II, more than as regular combatants, although the latter has also been
the case. In the Western and German militaries, women were not combatants, but in the
Red Army, they constituted 2-3 per cent. Among these, the vast majority were engaged in
support roles like cooking, nurses and food preparation. Some women did serve as pilots
and initially filled three all-female air regiments (two bomber and one fighter).” A
significant number of fighter pilots were women, 12 percent at the war’s end, including two
aces credited with a dozen kills each.* Relatively speaking a large number of Soviet women
went through sniper school, but there is little evidence as to whether the majority actually
served in combat in the same way that women conscripts in Israel traditionally have had
weapons training, though not served in combat.”” Nevertheless, there are reports of one
sniper killing an entire company of Germans over 25 days.”® Conversely, the expert
German Jaeger sniper Sepp Allerberger engaged a company of women snipers in combat in
April 1944, and accounted for 18 of them.*” Van Creveld calculates the number of Soviet
women to have received weapons training to be about 0.7 per cent of the uniformed Red

Army, and he suggests there was at least one line regiment composed of women.®

The historical record indicates that there have not been many women warriors,
partially because only societies at a state of total war tend to mobilize them. When
mobilised most women setve in support positions, some in irregular units, and a few

participate in combat, proving themselves in a few exceptional cases to be capable watriors.

Another feature of this issue is whether women are fit to fight in today’s frontlines.
Are they marginalised out of combat units for moral and normative reasons, or is this

related primarily to physical capabilities? According to some research, the latter is

54 Joshua Goldstein, War and Gender: How Gender shapes the war system and vice versa (Cambndge: Cambndge
University Press, 2001), 60-61.

55 Ibid., 66, Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 140-44.

56 Goldstein, War and Gender, 68-69.

57 Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 141.

58 Goldstein, War and Gender, 69. Goldstein also cites a report about a female Soviet sniper being decorated
for killing over 300 Germans. Presumably it is Ludmilla Pavlichenko who was credited with killing 309
Germans, although the accuracy of that number is disputed.

59 Shooting from treetops (thus failing to find cover or escape route) the women demonstrated

marksmanship, but lacking elementary fieldcraft, which suggests limited combat experience. Sepp Allerberger

and Geoffrey Brooks, Sniper on the Eastern Front : the memoirs of Sepp Allerberger, Knight's Cross (Barnsley, South

Yorkshire: Pen & Sword Military, 2005), 70-71.

60 Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 142.
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substantially to blame both when it comes to physical strength and proneness to injury.
Research conducted by the U.S. Army over the last few years shows average female US
Army recruits have 55 per cent of the upper body and 72 per cent of lower body strength
of the average male. Overall, one study found that only the upper 5 per cent of women are
as strong as the median male.* Similar findings apply when it comes to running medium
and long distances.” In addition, men respond faster to hard exercise because they have
relatively more muscle mass. Another important factor that has to do with toughness in the
field is proneness to injury. Among the Soviet women who fought during World War 1I,
many suffered severe health problems. Creveld quotes one woman: “we were all sick... all
of us are still [c. 1980] sick... the female body is not built for such hardships... the war not
only robbed us of our youth, it has also kept many of us from having children.”® More
scientific contemporary findings back up the anecdotal evidence from World War II: “At
West Point during the early 1980s, women suffered ten times as many stress fractures as
did men... injury also caused women to sustain five times as many days of limited duty as
men... In Canada, only 1 per cent of women who entered the standard infantryman’s

training graduated.”*

Some would argue that physical fitness is not as important in the military today,
with mobile and airmobile infantry and cavalry and substantial use of airpower. There are
two counter-arguments to this. First, the use of forced marches to test overall toughness
and willpower is the most reliable indicator of combat performance hitherto invented, as
the selection procedures for Special Forces indicates. Secondly, the Afghanistan theatre has
proven extremely physically challenging, with Norwegian Special Forces sometimes
carrying 180-pound backpacks in 60 degrees centigrade conditions.”® Veteran from Korea
and the most highly decorated officer in Vietnam, David Hackworth’s insight still rings true

on this note:

I do know from eight years of ground combat that few women could endure its
savagery for long... Ground war is not dead. The line doggies will still engage the

enemy eyeball to eyeball, belly to belly. And in that setting women are disadvantaged.

81 Goldstein, War and Gender, 161-62, Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 152-3.

62 ‘Presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed Forces’, Repor? o the President, p. C-
64 Quoted in Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 153.

63 Swetlana Alekstjewitch, Der Krieg hat kein weibiliches Gesicht (Hamburg: Galgenberg, 1989), 165. quoted in
Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 142.

6+ Van Creveld, Men, women, and war, 194. Original italics

6 Jahn Renne, Ex flik av spesialstyrkene (Forsvarsnett - official Norwegian Defence Portal, 2002 [cited June 13
2008]); available from http://www.mil.no/start/article.jhtml?articleID=21667.
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Brawn will count for more than computer smarts for a while yet. A 110-pound woman

with the heart of a lion can’t pack out a wounded 200-pound comrade. 6

Despite this, Joshua Goldstein is entirely right in reminding us that if winning wars
came down to physical strength alone, then the American army in Vietnam would have
easily been victorious, much like any Western force engaged in counter-insurgencies in the
developing world. The point is one of strategic context. Western militaries fight far from
home and in an expeditionary fashion, most often in campaigns where the enemy does not
have to win, only avoid losing. With limited budgets, political will and manpower, Western
militaries are forced to make sure every individual who is willing to fight is not just an able
individual, but a very capable one. This is in part the reason for the relative doctrinal surge
of SOF in postmodern militaries. That said, not all roles are infantry roles, and women
serve with distinction as everything from intelligence operators to fighter pilots, so there is
little doubt that Western women can be and are warriors, but they remain few in numbers.

Thus, the following thesis focuses almost exclusively on men.

Willing and able to kill
The willingness and ability to kill in combination with the same willingness to sacrifice life

in combat is the ultimo ratio of the warrior. Aggressiveness is the benefit a wartior offers
over a soldier in offensive situations. Ruthlessness underwrites killing, but that is not to say

wanton killing. For Nelson, precision and restraint in killing was imperative:

I could not tolerate the abuse of civilians — especially not children and women. It was
a very personal thing with me... it went against everything I had been taught. That
made my decision to be a sniper. Killing clean shows respect for the enemy, but to kill
civilians or to lose control of your self and your concepts in life in combat is wrong. ..
that is respect for your enemy... that’s the concept behind the warrior. Kill cleanly, kill
quickly, kill efficiently, without malice or brutality. 67

On the other hand, while restraint in killing is critical, it is equally important to be able to

kill, and that cannot be taken for granted even in Special Forces units, as Miller reminds us:

66 David Hackworth, Newsweek, August 5, 1991. Quoted in Goldstein, War and Gender, 159.
67 Hansen, Owen and Madden, Para/kels, 21.
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Contrary to popular belief, not all Special Forces soldiers were “bad to the bone”... It
was during my time with RT¢ Vermont I found out that not all Special Forces troops
were shooters. I ran across many really good, squared-away individuals who just
weren’t killers. These guys would go out on missions and gather outstanding
intelligence, but the fact that they couldn’t bring themselves to shoot the enemy
caused them grief. It wore on them... to the point where they didn’t want to go out
anymore. They’d take any job in the camp that prevented them from going out

again.®?
The same logic applies to snipers, it is a job, which requires a special constitution as it is

difficult to pull the trigger but it can also be difficult to stop firing, which leads to risks of

discovery.”

Willing to risk sacrificing life
The aggression necessary to kill counter-balances the willingness to give one’s life for
comrades or for the mission, balancing activating and initiating qualities with restraining
ones. It is harder to define the ultimate willingness to sacrifice life — let alone the ability —
because it can only be proven by acts, which almost certainly lead to death. Warriors want
to survive, not to die, yet to be willing and able to risk life in combat is an essential balance
to the willingness to kill. If killing is not in pursuit of a higher cause and combined with at
least a miniscule risk of death; then killing is mote appropriately called murder and
slaughter, respectively. This idea has to be considered in the greater context of war, rather
than in detailed situations of combat. In combat a successful ambush may actually be
reminiscent of slaughter, but the context of war, wherein there is risk, makes it properly
referred to as combat rather than slaughter. Reflecting on an (ultimately climactic)
upcoming forward air control mission atop Takur Ghar Mountain in Shah-i-Kot valley
during Operation Anaconda, U.S. Navy SEAL “Slab” “figured the chances of running into
an enemy were probably “100 percent.” But they would be in “onesies and twosies or a
small patrol of four guys.” He weighed the risks, and they seemed reasonable. Besides, he
thought at the time, this 1s not how we work, reducing risk to zero — otherwise, send

accountants up there.””'

68 Recon[naissance] Team. These teams ran cross-border reconnaissance missions into Laos and Cambodia
for MACV/SOG, often with complete deniability from the U.S. government, which added to the risk, and
status.
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Restraint in this context is an extremely important quality, which operates at several
levels at the same time. The most basic level is that of the individual itself. An ideal type
warrior exhibits such restraint that the use of violence is not excessive or uncontrolled.
This is not only a normative aspiration, but also an obsetvable fact in many wartiors.”
Unfortunately, the precise source of the holistic balance between aggression and restraint in
not only theoretical ideal type warriors, but also practicing human beings, is a bit of a
mystery. The same mystery applies to the impossibility of predicting who will perform well
in combat, and who will either succumb to the pressure, or lose control and go berserk.”
One reason why theoretical explanations lose traction when approaching certain aspects of
combat is that combat has what Roger Spiller calls a hidden side, which is the providence
of the participants only, and which even for them remains implacable and virtually
impossible to put into words.” Some of this hidden side is referred to as the combat

sublime in chapter four.

Restraint also operates at the unit level and at the social level. At the unit level, it
materialises as professionalism, which is necessary to trump hot tempers, danger and the
temptations of overwhelming force, to channel military force into long-term results.
Norwegian forces holding their fire while having their camp in Meymaneh Afghanistan
attacked and almost overrun by a large group of armed demonstrators is one example. The
Brtish in Northern Ireland prioritising de-escalating measures over eliminating IRA
members is another.” Finally, at the social level the actions of warriors are intrinsically
bound to their societies, because it is on behalf of society they fight. Society’s sanction is
what morally and socially validates the use of violence. If society does not sanction the
individual’s violence it is defined as personal and private, and society must and will reject
the fighter, among other things because other societies will misunderstand the use of
violence to be a social act, and this brings shame and danger upon the society of the
wayward fighter. In one example, the Canadian government disbanded their Parachute
Regiment in 1995 to demonstrate distance to Regiment members’ mortal abuse of a Somali
child in 1993.7

72 See for example “the natural soldier” p. 13, Larry Thorne p. 195, and Mad Mark p. 214

73 Henriksen, "Warriors in combat - what makes people actively fight in combat?'

74 Roger J. Spiller, An instinct for war : scenes from the battlefields of history (Cambnidge, Mass.: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 2005).

> Tor Arne Andreassen, 'De norske skuddene 1 Afghanistan’, Affenposten, 10.06.2006, Van Creveld, The
Changing Face of War, 233.

76 David Bercuson, Significant Incident: Canada's Army, the Airborne, and the Murder in Somalia (Toronto:
McClelland & Stewart, 1996).
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Methodology and plan of thesis
The words in the research question largely structure this thesis. The methodology is inter-
disciplinary, focusing on both the macro perspective (the West) and the micro perspective

(individual experiences).

This thesis generally follows a social science approach, which primarily means that
the character and behaviour of warriors are considered social phenomena, which should be
studied using commensurate concepts and methods, rather than psychological approaches
for example. The research question ‘Does the West Still Need Warriors’ implies an
engagement with the wider international society (‘the West’) outside the mulitary realm as
well as with instrumentality (‘need’) and history (‘still’), which in each case requires

engagement with different literatures.

In addition to these perspectives, the distinction between the existential and the
instrumental dimensions of warriors is crucial. While the War Studies literature frequently
discusses instrumental utility, the existential features tend to be the subject of literature and
philosophy, and first-person participant accounts. The latter, as Samuel Hynes tells us, are
stories. Stories are not objectively verifiable as true. Instead, what is important is that they
offer the perspectivism inherent in individual experiences, and makes them meaningful.
The issue of meaning is an existential property, which is better illustrated by stories, and
myth, such as Homer’s work, rather than by rigorous social science methodology. In this
there are substantial concessions to the construction of meaning done by ‘the man who
was there,” as Hynes puts it.” Nonetheless, the individual experience perspective will be
combined with social scientific generalizations to provide a rigorous analysis of the
relationship between warriors and their social context, to ultimately substantiate the

argument in the conclusion.

More specifically, the chapters will be using the following methodologies: Chapters
One, Three and Four use War Studies, Social Science (sociology, psychology and political
science) and personal accounts to define the nature and character of warriors, war, and
combat. The focus on watriors is following from the research question in a thesis such as
this, whereas the study of war and combat are necessary to analyse the instrumental
infrastructure (war) and existential lifeworlds (combat) that use and shape warriors.
Chapters Three and Four analyse the difference between war and combat. It is argued that

the properties of combat are closely related to what makes watriors who they are, because

71 Hynes, The Soldier's Tale, chapter 2.
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combat is a qualitatively different expetience from anything else. Combat is nonetheless
enveloped by war, and is influenced by the increasingly instrumental way in which war is

fought.

Chapter Two engages with the question of who and what the West 1s. The first part
of the chapter develops a social theory of the West. This leads to an articulation of three
social imaginaries in the second part. Social imaginaries are Charles Taylor’s concept for
ways of imagining the social realm, using social theory in combination with political theory.
These three social imaginaries in turn generate three security paradigms. The identification
of these paradigms in part three relies on security studies literature. The chapter thus details
three ways of imagining the West, and the consequential expectations and ambitions for

security.

Chapters Five and Six are historical chapters that they rely on literature and
philosophy. These two chapters offer examples of six eclectic Weberian style ideal type
warriors and relate to the ‘still’ feature of the research question. These chapters
demonstrate that the West has always had and needed warriors in the past. The six ideal
type warriors are: the Homeric heroes, Plato’s guardians, the Medieval knights,
stormtroops, citizen warriors, and special operations forces. These types are not by any
means exhaustive of the Western experience. Rather, relatively few are chosen to make it
possible to engage with them in some depth. As mentioned earlier, Coker’s conceptual
prism agency, subjectivity and intersubjectivity is used to stratify their existential lifeworld.

Chapter Seven pulls the definition of warriors, the social 1maginaries and security
paradigms, the context of war and combat, together with the ideal type warriors, to address
the contemporary existential and instrumental need for warriors. It analyses the existential
need for watriors from the international to the domestic levels and down to the micro level
of the warriors themselves, and ends with a consideration of dysfunctions and the
consequences of what happens when the warrior refuses to fight. Chapter six on modern
ideal types discusses the instrumental need for warriors at the micro level, but the
instrumental need for warriors at the macro level is analysed in relation to the security
paradigms in chapter two. A contemporary mini-case of warriors in counter-terrorism
follows. The methodology in this chapter is reflective of the wide range of approaches
throughout the thesis.

Finally, it 1s argued that we still need warriors, and if anything, we have to few of

them.
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CHAPTER 2: WHO IS THE WEST, AND WHAT DOES

THE WEST WANT?

Introduction
This chapter explores the issue of what the West is. The characteristics of Western
civilization have ramifications for how the West conceives security and the means used to
achieve it. Charles Taylor’s concept of ‘social imaginaries’ is a useful way to demonstrate a
link between the character of the West and different conception of security. As Taylor puts
it: “In otder to have a sense of who we are, we have to have a notion of how we have
become, and of where we are going.”78 The first section of this chapter identifies the most
central vectors of a social theory of the West; rationalization, specialization and
secularization, with the attendant effects and reactions that these processes have ignited.
Three social imaginaries in particular represent deeply entrenched worldviews of
humanity in general and the West in particular. Most Westerners pledge allegiance to either
of these semi-consciously, and these allegiances have security implications. For this reason,
part three details security paradigms that are commensurate with the social imaginaries
analysed in part two. These security paradigms outline a broad political context for the use

of warriors discussed in chapter seven.

What is ‘the West’?

‘The concept of the West is academically elusive, yet of obvious practical value and cultural
resonance. As the Oxford English Dictionary shows, the word ‘west’ is as old as the
English language, and from the 9" century indicated the direction of the horizon where the
sun sets.” The notion of the West as a civilization with some coherence only arose in the
19" century in a self-conscious manner.*” Historically, the concept of the West begins with
Western Christendom following the breakup of the Roman Empire into Eastern and
Western parts, where the Western part paid allegiance to Rome and the pope. A schism in

1054 saw the two churches falling out in mutual excommunication. In 1204, the Western

8 Charles Taylor, Sources of the self : the making of the modern identity (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1989). quoted in Anthony Giddens, Modernity and self<dentity : self and society in the late modern age (Stanford:
Stanford UP, 1991), 54.

7 J.A. Simpson and E.S.C. Weiner, 'West', in The Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989),

161.

80 Alastair Bonnett, The idea of the West (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 5,6.
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crusaders sacked the seat of the Eastern Church, Constantinople. This reinforced suspicion
and hostility.*

Today a coherent definition of the West is elusive. A couple of factors suffice to
illustrate the difficulty. Are Australia and New Zealand by virtue of their unmistakable
Western culture and heritage Western? Is Russia Western, who throughout the Cold War
constituted “The Enemy’, yet throughout the 19" century was culturally and intellectual a
part of Europe? Is established liberal democracy a major characteristic of the West — as
Colin Mclnnes suggests®” — when many continental European countries have had very
brief historical experience with this form of political organisation? Alistair Bonnett reaches

a very reasonable conclusion when he argues:

People use ‘the West’ to articulate and structure their thoughts. It is a category, an
intellectual resource that helps map out the big picture; that gives coherence and
statue to what, otherwise, can appear eclectic and tendentious opinion. The fact that
contradictory things are said about the West does not imply its redundancy but its

extraordinary intellectual and political w#ility. %

In the following section, the work of Agnes Heller, Stephen Toulmin, Max Weber and
particularly Charles Taylor is used to devise a social theory of the West.

A Social Theory of Western Modernity
Agnes Heller highlights the role of ideas in the story of the West when she argues that
Europe’s autobiography begins with “the love of freedom” and culminates in the “grand
natratives.”® She sees freedom as a foundation, but one which grounds nothing. This
paradox structures her theory of modernity. Europe’s speciality is, in a sense, specialization,
understood as more than just a division of labour, but as a proliferation of lifeworlds,
which are both complimentary and competitive. Europe has no core, as Bonnett alluded to
above, and any attempt to define an essence would be futile. Thué, Heller focuses instead
on intangibles like ‘dynamics,” ‘constituents’ and ‘logics’ of modernity. A similar approach
characterises Toulmin, Weber and Taylor’s views on Western modernity.

By synthesising these theorists, we can identify three vectors of modernity. They are
rationalization, inspired by Weber; specialization inspired by Toulmin; and secwlarigation

inspired by Taylor. Each of these separately and together constitute three social

81 Ibid., 23.

82 Mclnnes, Spectator-sport war 3.

83 Bonnett, The idea of the West, 6.

8 Agnes Heller, A Theory of Modernity (Oxford: Blackwells, 1999), 12.
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imaginaries; they in turn ground three major security paradigms. The West has always been
a realm of self-questioning, critique, subversion and debate: in short a market place of
ideas. Consequendy, the three vectors have inspired counter-reactions. Western social
history is for that reason characterised by pendulum swings between dominating vectors,
accelerating effects and reactions that sometimes reinforce and sometimes temporarily

reverse the original vector, and so on. Table 1 details these effects and reactions.

Table 1: Western vectors of modernity

Vector Rationalization Specialization Secularization

Effect Disenchantment Disembedding Disenchantment

Reaction/Reinforcement Romanticism Insecurity/ Authenticity
Individualism desire

Rationalization and disenchantment

In his interpretation of Max Weber, Raymond Aron argues the main phenomenon that
characterises the modern age is that of ‘rationalization’. Rationalization is the process in
which ever increasing aspects of society become subject to “weckrational thinking and
behaviour, when the meaning of an action derives entirely from its utility. Zmckrationai, or
rational action in relation to a goal, is what is called ‘instrumental rationality’ today. This
type of action is used by an engineer who wants to build a bridge, or a general who wants
to win a batde. It is contrasted with Weber’s three other action types, which are wertrational
(action based on values); affective action (action based on emotion); and traditional action

(action based on customs and beliefs).&H

For Weber, rationalization in the modern world is encroaching upon other forms
of action; it colonizes areas formerly dominated by value rationality and affective action. As
Aron puts it; “Society as a whole tends towards 3weckrational organization, and the
philosophical, existential, human problem is to define that sector of society in which
another type of action can and should exist.” & In a striking delivery to colleagues in Vienna

in 1909, Weber warned against the proliferation and consequences of rationalization:

& Raymond Aron, Main Currents in Sociological Thought 2: Pareto, Weber, Durkheim, trans. Richard Howard and
Helen Weaver (Middlesex: Penguin, 1970), 186-87.
& Ibid., 188.
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When 2 purely technical and faultless administration, a precise and objective solution
of concrete problems is taken as the highest and only goal, then on this basis one can
only say: away with everything but an official hierarchy which does these things as

objectively, precisely, and “soullessly” as any machine.

Imagine the consequences of that comprehensive bureaucratization and
rationalization which already to-day we see approaching. Already now, throughout
private enterprise in wholesale manufacture, as well as in all other economic
enterprises run on modern lines, Rewhenhafigket, rational calculation, is manifest at
every stage. By it, the performance of each individual worker is mathematically
measured, each man becomes a little cog in the machine and, aware of this, his one
preoccupation is whether he can become a bigger cog...we are proceeding towards an
evolution which resembles that system in every detail, except that it is built on other
foundations, on technically more perfect, more rationalised, and therefore much more
mechanized foundations... but what can we oppose to this machinery in order to
keep a portion of mankind free from this parcelling-out of the soul, from this supreme

mastery of the bureaucratic way of life.

Heller and Jon Elster argue Weber is primarily referring to institutions when he speaks
about rationalization.” The proliferation of institutions is itself a development closely tied
with specialization and its concomitant lifeworlds, or as Weber calls them; value spheres.
Weber lists science, politics, art, religion, law and economy as the major modern value
spheres. Each of these has its own norms and rules, and a person must choose among
them, and can be loyal to only one.”” Which to choose is an existential choice for the
individual, which is part of the specialization of modernity, and it stratifies the world of
values because it is problematic to criticize social action in one value sphere with norms
from that of another. Even though basic values may be the same, they normatise
differently in each sphere.” Chapter three and four detail how the lifeworlds of war and

combat differ in this respect.

A complimentary development, which is produced in parallel with rationalization, is
‘disenchantment’. Disenchantment is at the same time a reaction to and a constituent part

of rationalization and it denotes the replacement of magic, meaning and wonder with

87 Max Weber quoted in Alan Sica, 'Rationalization and culture', in The Cambridge Companton to Max Weber, ed.
Stephen Tumer (Cambrndge: Cambrdge University Press, 2000), 53.

8 Jon Elster, 'Rationality, economy, and society', in The Cambridge Companion to Max Weber, ed. Stephen Tumer

(Cambridge Cambndge UP, 2000), 22.

89Heller, .4 Theory of Modernity, 37.

% See Chrstopher Coker, Empires in conflict : the growing rift between Europe and the United States, Whitehall paper

serzes ; 58. (London: RUSI, 2003), 2,48.
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technical, rational, utilitarian thinking. As far as a holistic lived experience is concerned, the
concept evokes the reductive void and disillusionment left by rationalization. Yet, it also

means “abandonment of fanaticism, madness and legitimation through charisma.””

The fate of our age with its characteristic rationalization and intellectualization and
above all the disenchantment of the wotld is that the ultimate most sublime values
have withdrawn from public life either into the transcendental realm of mystical life or

into the brotherhood of immediate personal relationships between individuals. %2

Disenchantment reinforces the integrity of the human individual in the world because it
contributes to what Taylor calls the ‘buffered self’, one which is not infiltrated by demons,
spirits and magic forces: “More radically, they do no longer impinge; they don’t exist for
him”.” The same goes for desires, which although they impinge as inclinations, are
“deprived of any higher meaning or aura... We ought to be able to stand back from all of
them, and determine rationally how we should best dispose them.”” Weber expresses a
suspicion that this involves some reduction of life quality. Here he was inspired by Schiller
who portrayed the dangers of too much instrumental rationality, or too little: “A man can
be at odds with himself (and his humanity) in two ways: either as a savage when feeling
predominates over principle; or as a barbarian when principle destroys feeh'ng.”g5
Romanticism, of which Schiller was a major figure, was the most concerted
response to the rationalization of modern life. The Romantics expressed a burning
dissatisfaction with the reductionism it involved. This was particulatly noticeable in
Germany, which became 2 kind of laboratory for the Counter-Enlightenment.”® As Heller
puts it; “Romanticism soon discovers the ugly side of enlightenment. Everything sohd
melts into air. For the men and women of romanticism, life is not a technological problem
to be solved. It needs to be lived.”®” The Romantics complained about the “disengaged,

disciplined, buffered self, and the world it had built.”’*® The buffered self represented a

division of emotions from reason and of humans from nature.

Just at the age when the steam engine transformed Europe, Christopher Booker

explains how there was a nostalgic yearning for the age of transcendental spiritual certainty.

9 Heller, A Theory of Modernity, 37.

92 Max Weber, Hans Heinrich Gerth and C. Wright Mills, From Max Weber: Essays in sociology New York,:
Oxford university press, 1946), 155. Quoted Coker, Future of War, 4.
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A renewed interest in medieval themes and imagery exemplified this: from Walter Scott’s
novels through Tennyson and to Gothic architecture.” The nineteenth century was two
sided; spectacular material success led to a loss of a transcendentally inspired Self. It was
“an age in which Matthew Arnold could hear faith’s ‘melancholy, long, withdrawing roar’;
in which Nietzsche could confidently proclaim ‘God is dead’. One of the more obvious
underlying reasons why Darwin’s theory of natural selection was so welcomed was that it
made the whole evolutionary process seem impersonal and self-referential, rather than
dependant on an imaginary transcendental powet or guiding mind.”'® Indeed, many of the
most central nineteenth century theorists espoused a worldview where the mainsprings of
our being are deep under the surface and denied by the rationalist Enlightenment, yet
immanent rather than transcendental. Darwin (evolution), Marx (historical materialism),
Nietzsche (will to power, reversal of values) and Freud (unconscious, sub-conscious) are all
examples of this.’” Marxism was Romanticism’s most conspicuous and lasting legacy. It
drew on the same yearnings for authenticity, which in an earlier age had found religious
expression, and projected them unto the material wotld, where the resolution of the plot
(dialectical materialism) was set in the future.'” Romanticism’s revival came in the 1960s,
which was another pivoting moment, with expressivism as insistent as that of

Romanticism, but much more popular in scope and anti-elitist in agenda.'”

In Heller’s and Toulmin’s wotk, specialization of disciplines is another major vector of
modernity. Specialization refers both to a process of social disembedding and de-
localisation'™ of social positions and institutions; it is 2 modern social arrangement which
steamrolls over all traditional social arrangements. Three different logics are at work
according to Heller, which correspond well with the abovementioned value spheres; the
logic of technology, the logic of functional allocation of social positions, and the logic of

political power.'” Each of the logics derives ‘ethical power’ from its values. Ethical power

99 Chastopher Booker, The Seven Basic Plots: Why we tell stories (London: Continuum, 2004), 654.

100 Ibid., 657.

101 Taylor, .4 Secular Age, 369.

102 Booker, Seven Basic Plots, 658.

103 Taylor, A Secular Age, 473.

10+ Disembedding and de-localisation are processes where social interaction is lifted out of the face-to-face
interaction that characterises traditional societies. Mechanisms such as money and the internet make
interaction more abstract and independent from time and place. Thus, these interactions are disembedded from
personal relations and local environments. See Giddens, Modernity and Self-identity, chapter 1.
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is effective and can assert normative influence, as long as individuals respect it as more
important than their own self-interest.

The logic of technology is predicated on rational action and problem solving as a
way of thinking. As Heidegger said, albeit polemically; the essence of technology is not
technological. Instead, technology is instrumental in revealing the world to us; specifically
by making nature an energy supply. Similarly, man can be made into a reserve. Thus, it

opens up unlimited possibilities for modern man, and unlocks the risk of alienation as well:

The essence of technology is verily not technological. It does not reside in the
machine, the thing. It resides in the way modern men think. To simplify Heidegger:
modern men are thinking in terms of subject/object. The world is the object, men are
the subjects. The subject treats the world as the arsenal of things for human use. Men
themselves are objects for use. The whole universe is instrumentalized or is in waiting

as a “standing reserve” for subsequent instrumentalization. 106

Technology and science reinforce each other since the application of technology must
subscribe to the correspondence theory of truth, which in turn makes science a hegemonic
patadigm and an overall source of truth and explanation of our world.'” Accumulation of
knowledge is an important feature of this, but only knowledge of a practically useful kind.
This leaves poetry, philosophy and aesthetics somewhat marginalized, a realm for ant-
Enlightenment subversive protesters.'™

Heller’s second logic — of functional allocation of social positions — breaks with
traditional society, where identity and social roles are permanently assigned at birth. In
modernity, roles are aﬂocated according to the impermanent function one has in society.
This is the logic of civil society. Heller calls it ‘the heart of modernity’, because of its
diversity, and because its basic institution is the market; specifically; private property,
private law, and human rights.'® The market logic spins around the axis of individual free
choice, most obviously in monetarization, which quantifies worth. Unsurprisingly, the
Romantics complained vigorously against such a crass idea. Hegel also saw modernity as a
“spiritual animal kingdom”"’® because humans become specialized — like animals who can
only do one thing — including spiritually. This 1s against their essence, he claimed, for man

as a spiritual being is by essence universal.'" Instead, modernity ushers in meritocracy,

106 Tbid., 70.
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whereby people can become equal to their erstwhile superiors, albeit in a piecemeal
fashion. This new social mobility is a further instance of specialization.

Because of its relative autonomy and freedom from interference, civil society in a
democracy is a space of ‘social power’, according to Marshall Hodgson.'" It is the arena of
public opinion, an organic self-reproducing discourse ranging across any conceivable topic,
while embodying norms of acceptable discourse. Jirgen Habermas describes how the
public sphere arose from the 16™ century onwards, as the state was ousted from a free-
floating public space where people wanted to express opinions without fear of

censorship.'"

This space of discussion could potentially involve everyone, and it was
defined as extra-political, explicitly outside — albeit in dialogue — with the state.'"* By the
eighteenth century the “public sphere thus represents an instance of a new kind: a
metatopical common space and common agency... grounded purely in its own common

actions.”'?®

An important but little appreciated dimension of civil society is the notion of
‘collective rationality,” which refers to the inclination citizens have towards a social duty or
an interest in contributing to — and maintaming — the social fabric, recognizing at least
semi-consciously that society benefits if individuals adhere to the collective’s norms. A
strong sense of collective rationality, along with sufficient order and shared history
contributes to social power, such that a society maintains societal coherence even after
recetving heavy blows. The Germans sweeping up of the streets to clean up the
neighbourhood immediately after Allied bombing raids is an example of a society that has
social power. Widespread looting in Baghdad immediately after the American invasion in
2003 shows lack of social power, because the fabric of civil society is short of critical mass
where it could make a difference. Instead, what remains are individuals following self-
interest. Hodgson, referring to the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, is careful to
denote that this has nothing to do with individual abilities, but is a matter of social
organisation:

Individual Europeans might be less intelligent, less courageous, less loyal than

individuals elsewhere; but, when educated and organized in society, the Europeans
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were able to think and act far more effectively, as members of a group, than could

members of any other societies. 116

Toulmin sees the rise of academic disciplines as a typical and important instance of social
power and collective rationality. The natural sciences of the 17* century, in particular,
enjoyed progress in a social environment that welcomed a pursuit of scientific truth. But
such social relations needed institutions to be productive, and they existed in the form of
universities which divided professions into academic disciplines. As Toulmin recognises, it
is not so much the intellectual focus as the style of social organization in which the work is
done, that matters.""” The relative non-intetference of government, financial interests and
religious dogma in universities all contribute to such an environment.

The third logic of modernity discussed by Heller is the logic of ‘political power’,
which is related to domination. Weber, ever the realist, virtually echoed Machiavelh when
he observed that: “Anyone who goes in for worldly politics must, above all, be free of
llusions and acknowledge one fundamental fact: to be resigned to the inevitable and
eternal struggle of man with man on this earth”'"® In another passage, Weber very

explicitly defines what ‘political’ means and its parameters:

If one says that a question is a “political” question, ot that a minister or official is a
“political” official, or that a decision is determined “politically,” what is meant in each
case is that interests in the distribution, preservation, or transfer of power play a
decisive role in answering that question, determining this decision or defining the
sphere of activity of the official in question. Anyone engaged in politics is striving for
power, either power as a means to attain other goals (which may be ideal or selfish), or
power “for its own sake,” which is to say, in order to enjoy the feeling of prestige

given by power.11?

Political authority 1s in part derived from man-made constitutions in the modern

age.'” The self-conscious crafting of the constitution is symbolic of the willingness of
citizens to submit to their own laws. It is this voluntary aspect which makes Weber’s
definition of the state so prescient for democracy: “Just like the political associations which

preceded it historically, the state is a relationship of rule (Herrschaf) by human beings over
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human beings, and one that rests on the legitimate use of violence (that is, violence that is
held to be legitimate). For the state to remain in existence, those who are ruled must
submit to the authority claimed by whoever rules at any given time.”'*' This legitimation
must continuously be re-confirmed by modern political institutions.

Speaialization is dialectically linked to social disembedding and both processes
spawn individualism. As Giddens observes, one of the major features of modernization is
the separation of space from time, a logical by-product of the invention of ‘empty’ time.
Empty time is time in the abstract, lifted from local events, pace and place.’” Taylor
describes how in archaic societies, distinctions between religious, political and economic
institutions make no sense, since the pre-modern counterparts of these lifeworlds were all
integrated in a localized space, where living was inherently social:'® “In a world of
indigence and insecurity, of perpetually threatening death, the rules of family and
community seemed the only guarantee of survival. Modern modes of individualism seemed

a luxury, a dangerous indulgence.”'**

Later in medieval times the world was divided in two; the city of God and the
earthly city, each with their appropriate activities. This duality is done away with through
what Taylor calls ‘the Reforms’. This is a three-part package with: (1) the eleventh century
Hildebrand reforms featuring individual confession and communion; (2) the Protestant
Reformation’s head-on attack on the notion that certain people or institutions are closer to
God than others, with concomitant reinforcement of everyday life as fully Christian; (3) the
general trend of disenchantment which denies that there is such a thing as concentrated
sacredness contained in places, people, times, actions, sacraments etc.’” This process
gradually replaces the duality with an anthropocentric shift to a situation where any
conceivable manifestation of belief or unbelief becomes possible. In other words: a

fragmentation into spiritually disconnected lifeworlds. '**

Following World War II this process has accelerated and intensified, now
constituting what Taylor calls a spiritual super-nova, “a kind of galloping pluralism on the
spiritual plane.”'? By this, Taylor means a process, which started with the antagonistic

dualism of humanism versus Christianity. This antagonism created a dynamic; “something
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like a nova effect” which offered an ever-widening gamut of moral and spiritual
positions.'® Elites, who were unhappy with the choice between deity and unbelief, and
wanted a third way, generated this widening gamut. Increasing cross-pressures created ever
more third ways.'” The nova effect became ‘super-nova’ after World War II: with
increasing wealth and individual choice came increasing opportunity to seek individual

happiness. "

Individualism is part of this story; in particular, the rise of the modern bounded,
buffered self, which by virtue of not being porous and sensitive to an enchanted world is
able to close out anything outside the mind."™” Accompanying the buffered self is a general
interiorization, which introduces a new language of inner experience and exploration,
leading to: “Montaigne, the development of the modern novel, the rise of Romanticism,
the ethic of authenticity, to the point where we now conceive of ourselves as having inner
depths.”'® Disenchantment and the Reforms are central to this story as well: “this first
individualism develops through that of self-examination, and then self-development,
ultimately to that of authenticity. This naturally generates an instrumental individualism,
which is implicit in the idea that society is there for the good of individuals.”'* If we add
empty time and the Protestant view of time as a resource that should not be wasted, a lot
of the “buffered identity of the disciplined individual” is in place.” This whole journey is
neatly summed up by Bauman who says that “individualization consists of transforming

human identity from a given to a task.”!®

The primary existential point about individualism is that life is ephemeral. After the
death of God and the loss of external foundations for meaning, the problem is less fear of
death than existential anxiety about not having lived and exhausted the many possibilities
of modern life before death. Such existential tension is at the cote of every major Western
discourse. As Richard Rorty puts it, poetry attempts to achieve self-creation by means of
recognizing contingency, while philosophy tries to achieve the universal through

transcending contingency.”® Heller sees the modern condition as being thrown into
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freedom, and to be thrown into freedom is to be thrown into nor_‘h.ing.137 Existential
philosophy has explored at length the uneasy situation this constitutes for the newly
liberated individual. As Nietzsche has once said, it is easy to dance in chains.”® The
liberation from the chains, a mixed blessing though it may be, owes everything to

secularization.

Seculatization

The third vector of modernity is secularization. In an effort to distance himself from what
he calls the too simple ‘subtraction story’ where secularization is a result of science’s
unmasking of religion, Taylor provides an extraordinarily detailed and nuanced account of
secularization in the West.

Secularization refers to three different phenomena. They include: (1) religion’s
retreat from public places where our activities, norms, principles, and politics no longer
refer to God; (2) a reduction of religious beliefs and practices such as church attendance;
(3) altered conditions of belief; a move from a society in which belief is unchallenged to
one where belief is only one among many options.'” A crucial distinction here is between
immanence and transcendence, where the ‘immanent frame’ is the one we live in when the
transcendent otherworldly element is replaced by what Taylor calls ‘exclusive humanism’,
which is to say a humanism accepting no other agenda than human flourishing. '*
Exclusive humanism needed two conditions: the already discussed negative process of
disenchantment, and the positive process of producing a framework of values that could
encompass our highest moral and spiritual aspirations without involving God.'

The Protestant Reformation plays a major role in Taylor’s story in that it crystallizes
and accelerates some existing processes, and adds others. Three processes in particular
stand out. Firstly; autonomous changes in popular piety where scholastic disagreements led
to individual interpretations of faith from the Middle Ages onwards, which in turn led to
the revolutionary concept of individual faith. The Reformation dramatically intensified this
aspect, as Luther explicitly made individual faith doctrine.'” Secondly, the rise of new elites

and the bourgeoisie who replaced warrior values with commercial activity. Thirdly, the new

137 Heller, A Theory of Modernity, 57.

138 Tbid., 150.

139 Taylot, A Secular Age, 2-3.

140 Ihid., 16-18, 21.

H1 Tbid., 237.

142 Ibid., 85, Peter Watson, Ideas : a bistory of thought and invention, from fire to Frend (New York: HarperCollins,
2005), 332, Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons (London:
Routledge, 2001), chapter 4.

48



elites displayed an increased activism in changing nature and human society. A new
relationship with nature emerges with disenchantment, where nature is conceived of as a
resource to be exploited and manipulated, an attitude that extends mnto human society as
well. A new world order featuring a series of social programmes emerges, including new
poor laws; censorship of popular culture such as carnival; increased government
mntervention in the name of both improvement and domination; more professional
government structures including bureaucracies; and increased discipline in terms of
methods and procedures in everything from etiquette to warfare.'®

By the late 19™ century the combination of these developments, contribute to fully
formed secular alternatives to religion. Nevertheless, as Taylor painstakingly reminds us
throughout his study, this is not a process of emptying; when religion is retreating, several
of its dimensions are left as residues that are modified rather than replaced. One of Taylot’s
claims is that humans have a more or less constant need for meaning and existential
fulfilment. Thus, when religion no longer does this job, man craves other forms of
authenticity.

The concept of authenticity is important because it is sufficiently general to traverse
several lifeworlds. It suggests an intimate relationship with truth, albeit in 2 more holistic
and grounded, organic respect than the hard and technical correspondence version of truth
we know from science, which at any rate has received some battering in the 20" century.'*
Authenticity also resonates with ethics, implying that it is charged with values, in contrast
to instrumental rationality for example. Authenticity suggests something indivisible,
unquantifiable and not least something that is in harmony somehow with “what ought to
be”.

The scene for authenticity was only really set post World War I1, after virtually all
other similar ideals in the repertory had exhausted or discredited themselves. The
secularization process had progressed very far by the nineteenth century, but it took the
world wars for nationalism to lose traction. Nationalism is also a concept, which is deemed
grounded, and value oriented, and authenticity retains nationalism’s virtues but not the
baggage of its vices. Zaki Laidi points out that the move from Christianity (theology) to
nationalism (teleology) did not reduce the demands for meaning'®, and we should not

expect them to fall after the age of nationalism either.
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The post-war yearning for authenticity is deeply embedded in individualism. A
simplified expressivism infiltrates everywhere and becomes widely available as an existential
option for all of society. It typically calls for people to “do their own thing” and to “find”
or “be themselves.” Therapeutic practices geared towards self-discovery or realization
multiply."* Taylor relates this to the rebellion against structures, particularly the social
structures of the 1950s, which were built around the patriarchal and nuclear family. This
society was ‘“‘castigated as conformist, crushing individuality and creativity, as too
concerned with production and concrete results, as repressing feeling and spontaneity, as
exalting the mechanic over the organic.”'"

The social revolution of 1968 is the most readily identifiable climax of this
celebration of subjectivism. The consequences are many, but in terms of spirituality it has
led to a privatization of religion, and as Taylor says; a trivialization as well. Religious
practices are relativized into one among many other life-style options. Despite
authenticity’s conceptual versatility, it does not carry sufficient traction to compensate for
the loss of meaning, since its manifestation is private and relativized, and thus fragmented.
It strongly denotes freedom without responsibility.

In this respect, Taylor makes some interesting observations about war and warriors.
Warriors become existential front figures for anti-humanist thinkers’ celebration of the
great, the exceptional and the heroic. Their position is a rebellion against both the
alienating industrialized world dominated by utilitarianism on the one hand, but equally
much against the self-centred and hedonistic 1968 generation. Nietzsche is the dominating
figure in his rejection of the utilitarian idealization of health and a long life, over death and
cruelty.'® For Nietzsche, Ernst Jiinger and others, the liberal celebration of peace would
extinguish human greatness, heroism and defence of the weak, which to their mind could
only find expression in war.'*

The social theory of the West presented here addresses most of the tendencies and
existential currents important for the further story. The next section focuses more explicitly
on values and how they manifest themselves in social imaginaries, which is traced into

security paradigms in the final section.
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Social imaginaries

It is not easy to conceptualise the West in a politically and ideationally coherent way. The
ideological dimension, all-important in most of the wars and conflicts of the 20th century,
was infused with ideas that largely were conceived in the 19th century. Ideationally the
West has never been at peace with itself, but has always been a battleground of ideas.' At
the same time, the major ideological contests have exhausted themselves such that
liberalism is the only ideology left, tempered by conservative and progressive values in local
context, and challenged marginally by Islamic fundamentalism. While ideologies do not
drive Western public programmes or the social imagination so much anymore, there is still
a plethora of ideas, most of which are residues from past ideological battles. These ideas
can be distilled to identify some consistent repertoires and manifestations of social

imagination.

The concept of social imaginaries

How should one conceptualise collective self-understandings of what social life is about in
the contemporary West? There are different ways to imagine the whole of society.

Taylor’s concept of ‘social imaginaries’ is a helpful start.'>

An awkward sounding concept
though it is, it is nonetheless unsurpassed because it embraces social and moral ideas and
incorporates both theory and lived experience. Rather than addressing pure abstractions,

the concept covers practical and normative dimensions as well. A social imaginary is;

something much broader and deeper than the intellectual schemes people may
entertain when they think about social reality in a disengaged mode. I am thinking
rather of the ways in which they imagine their social existence, how they fit together
with others, how things go on between them and their fellows, the expectations which
are normally met, and the deeper normative notions and images that underlie these

expectations. 153

Its major strength is that it accords power to 1deas without identifying particular axioms. It
recognises that ideas are operative in society without explicitly being pursued as
programmes. This means there may be coherent strands in the social imagination that

encompass the ideas of intellectuals and the allegiances of the masses. As Taylor says:
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“Humans operated with a social imaginary, well before they ever got into the business of
theotizing about themselves.”'* It is different from social theory because it is as much

lived as thought. Yet it is an “imaginary™:

(i) because I'm talking about the way ordinary people “imagine” their social
surroundings, and this is often not expressed in theoretical terms, it is cartied in
images, stories, legends, etc. But it is also the case that (i) theory is often the
possession of a small minority, whereas what is interesting in the social imaginary is
that it is shared by large groups of people, if not the whole society... (i) the social
imaginary is that common understanding which makes possible common practices,

and a widely shared sense of legitimacy.15

For this reason, a social imaginary does not have the strength of an imperative, but it
resonates with an inclination, a way of thinking that people espouse. In particular, it
subconsciously addresses those who are part of the social imaginary — the ‘we’ — and what
scope of ambition we should have in addressing lives of others. This is the stuff of foreign
policy at one level, or a penchant for compassion or xenophobia at a more basic level. In
some ways, this is a very general practiced (not just thought) notion of what, whom, and
how much we should engage in the world. It is a feeling, a sensibility and a temperament,
which brings some coherence to any individual social imaginary. The following discussion
will provide examples.

Instead of further pursuing the particularities of Taylot’s conception of a social
imaginary, this concept will be used as a denominator of a particular “meta-debate” in the
West; that between communitarianism, cosmopolitanism and liberal internationalism. The
debate is ‘meta’ because it transcends the particularities of specific political theories and
ideologies in its scope. It is a debate between social imaginaries, which are as much lived as
thought. Yet it addresses the basic assumptions underlying theories and other — not
irrelevant but pre-theoretical — aspects of human nature; like temper and emotional
loyalty.'* At the same time, the concepts in the debate are sufficiently defined to categorize
social and political relations. The debate is a ‘debate’ because it is the wider framework

against which particular theoties have been formed, and because these particular theories
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often clash through their irreconcilable assumptions, which can be fleshed out in the

antonyms of ‘communitarianism’, ‘cosmopolitanism’ and ‘hiberal internationalism’.

At the most basic level the distinction between cosmopolitanism and
communitarianism relates to where moral value is ascribed. Cosmopolitans ascribe moral
value to both humanity as a whole, or to the individual. Communitarians, on the other
hand, ascribe moral value primarily to a community. More precisely, Chris Brown argues,
“Communitarian thought either denies that there is an opposition here, or is prepared
explicitly to assign central value to the community; cosmopolitan thought refuses this
central status to the community, placing the ulttmate source of moral value elsewhere.”"’
Liberal internationalism is a pragmatic hybrid between these two, in that it tries to reconcile
the concerns of communitarians and cosmopolitans. It is communitarian at home, and
cosmopolitan in its ambitions abroad, which by necessity makes it pivot around the state as
the central unit that constitutes the distinction between domestic and international.

In the following, I will detail the precepts of these three social imaginaries, relying
on the work of international political theorist Chris Brown, and I will discuss to which
extent they are operative within the West at the level of international relations. This will
serve to specify further the political foundations for what warriors are used for, and what

kinds of values they are meant to reflect, in the West.

Cosmopolitanism

‘Cosmopolitanism’ is 2 word with classical Greek roots, specifically in relation to the Stoics
who saw the universe as one divine order (cosmos) with “one rational human nature, and
therefore one appropriate attitude to all men. The Stoic 1s a citizen of the cosmos not of
the polis.”* A main feature of cosmopolitan thought is this refusal to assign ultimate
value to existing political structures, like the state. It is thus universalistic in scope.'”
However, as Brown reminds us, this does not mean that cosmopolitans by necessity are
proponents of world government.'® Furthermore, neither does it mean that all
universalistic positions are cosmopolitan.

The main thinker associated with cosmopolitan thought is Immanuel Kant. Kant
takes a ‘deontologist’ position in moral theory. This means the morality of an action based

on its moral principles and moral motives. This is opposed to the ‘consequentialist’
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position of most utlitarians, exemplified by Jeremy Bentham, where the morality of an
action is judged by its outcome, its consequence rather than on the primary motivation,

which is irrelevant.'®

Although they are both cosmopolitan positions, Kantians and
utilitarians also differ on the centre of gravity of morality. For Kantians the human agent is
the focal point. Utilitarians, on the other hand, view happiness as ultimately impersonal.’®
Both positions, moteover, have in common their view of the state as the most satisfactory
way of organising politics and social life, but “the driving force of political, social and moral
life lies elsewhere, in the pursuit of utility or in following the dictates of the categorical

imperative wherever they may lead.”*®® Therefore, whereas the political community is an

end in itself for communitarians, it is merely a means for cosmopolitans.

Communitarianism

For communitarians, the essentially instrumental view of the state (or any other political
unit in question) espoused by cosmopolitans is deemed insufficient and is testament to a
fundamental misapprehension of what it means to live in a community. The
communitarian position does not have a clear-cut genesis since, as Raymond Williams once
put it, the remarkable thing about ‘community’ is that it always has been.'™
Communitarians share the idea that groups have a fundamental right to organise
themselves into communities which by definition are of an exclusive nature. Indeed, value
stems from the community, which is where individuals find meaning in life by virtue of
membership to it.’*® A basic assumption with this position is that individuals have no being
outside, or before, community; life is inherently social and embedded in culture.

Johann Gottfried Herder, one of Kant’s main critics, was an early proponent of
communitarianism. Instead of focusing on the juridical-political state, Herder conceived of
the nation as a more organic unit, grown from the interaction of its people with history.
Nationalism pivoting around language and culture is a very typical contemporary and
modern expression of this position. Still, as Herder pointed out, it does not necessarily
follow those different cultures cannot live peacefully in a culturally plural world.'® This is
necessary for nationhood to come about at all, since as Frederick Barth has explained,
borders do not register existing estrangement; they are constructed before the

estrangement exists. Instead, the estrangement is a product of either a conflict or some sort
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of active community building through identification of difference between one group and

the other, or both.'”” Richard Sennett argues:

The image of the community is purified of all that may convey a feeling of difference,
let alone conflict, in who ‘we’ ate. In this way the myth of community solidarity is a
purification ritual... What is distinctive about this mythic sharing in communities is
that people feel they belong to each other, and share together, becanse they are the same. ..
The ‘we’ feeling, which expresses the desire to be similar, is a way for men to avoid

the necessity of looking deeper into each other.168

This tendency is not necessarily a bad thing, unless the process of purification turns into
rampant chauvinism, where it could even contribute to genocide. In 2 more moderate
manifestation, it contributes to existential cohesion and harmony for society, or social
power.

The opposite, constant self-investigation, or asking “who are we?” is problematic in
the same way a constant problematizing of who onese/f is leads to neurosis or pathology in
individuals. Hegel was an eatly proponent of the view that it was healthy for the state to
achieve some kind of clarity on this issue, explicitly tying it to the state’s ethical health.'®
Philosophically speaking Kant is the leading proponent of cosmopolitan sentiments,
whereas Hegel is the chief of the communitarian tribe.'”

Hegel shares Herders view that it is impossible to think of individuals detached
from the social and cultural life of communities. Richard Falk agrees, and points out that
the basic energy behind patriotism, and one can add any kind of communitarianism, is
emotive; “understood as love of country, an affirmation of a bonded political community
of fellow citizens sharing memoties and identities, as well as a willingness to make sacrifices
for the sake of the collective well-being, and especially the security and survival of the
country.” Security and survival are key constitutive factors of communitarian identity
since they reinforce the difference between those who are on the mside and those on the
outside. Furthermore, communitarians will place an existential value on the coherence and
sovereignty of the community, because its destruction or fragmentation involves social and

moral loss of great significance. This is not necessarily a point for cosmopolitans.

167 Bauman, Liguid modernity, 177.

168 Richard Sennett, The corrosion of character (London: Norton, 1998), 138.

160 D. P. Verene, 'Hegel's Account of war', in The Hege/ Myths and Legends, ed. Jon Stewart (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1996), Steven Walt, 'Hegel on War: Another look’, in The Hege/ Myths and
Legends, ed. Jon Stewart (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1996).

170 Brown, International Relations Theory, 65.

171 Richard Falk in Ken Booth and Timothy Dunne, Worlds in collision (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002),
327.

55



Liberal internationalism

The story of liberal internationalism is a lot more complex than the two previous social
imaginaries. Liberal internationalism consists of the international application of liberal
principles.'" It has been associated with four main pillars: democracy, free trade,
international institutions and human rights. It deserves attention because it represents a
blend between cosmopolitanism and communitatianism: which reflects the tensions
inherent in any potential merger between the two, yet as the history of the last couple of
centuries has demonstrated, it carries a lot of ideational weight in its own right. It is less of
an ideal type than the other two, and more of a (still vibrant) ideology; or as Michael
Howard has called it, a liberal conscience that has permeated the West.'”

In fact, liberalism is the only major surviving ideology, having fought off the
competitors; Fascism, Nazism and Communism in large scale hot and cold wars during the

174

20" century."™ This victory was the backdrop to Francis Fukuyama’s argument about the
End of History."” He did not believe that history had ended as such, whether in
historiographical terms or in terms of wotld conflicts and events. Instead he recognised
that in respect of ideological and collective struggles, liberalism reigned alone as a major
system for organising economic and political relations after the end of the Cold War.

In his Awnarchical Society, Hedley Bull discusses three social imaginaries, which
resemble the above significantly, though he calls them “ideal-typical doctrines.”'"® They are
the orthodox or conservative, the revolutionary, and the liberal or progressivist views.
Focusing on the seemingly irreconcilable dilemma of prioritising between order and justice,
Bull argues the orthodox view favours order whereas the revolutionary view favours
justice, and the liberal view tries to reconcile them by pursuing both and denying any
contradiction between them.'” Bull’s argument is particularly prescient because in the
liberal imagination it is difficult to favour one over the other, while in practice, one must

acknowledge the somewhat inevitable conclusion Bull comes to:

Wortld order, or order in the great society of all mankind, is similatly the condition of

realisation of goals of human or cosmopolitan justice; if there is not a certain
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minimum security against violence, respect for the undertakings and stability of rules
of property, goals of political, social and economic justice for individual men or of a
just distribution of burdens and rewards in relation to the world common good can

have no meaning, 178

Bull foreshadows the much more explicit debates that followed in International Relations
about normative features of international order.'” Normative concerns for justice seem to
be inherent in any cosmopolitan argument in the sense that they call for improvement of
the human condition through either revolution or institutional change. Liberalism’s
undetrlying assumption is that not all humans are free. Two things are needed to achieve
freedom: Firstly, individuals and nations must be enlightened and self-aware of the
demands of liberty. Secondly, people must live under enlightened institutions that allow
genuine political choice.'® This allows for not only political but social freedom and a free
market of ideas, which is important for economic, political and social progress. Together
these two pillars contribute to civil society, which is often identified as the distinction
between liberal democracies and other less complete democracies. As such one of its main
focuses is on ruling regimes. For liberal internationalists, democracy is a goal in itself
because democratic regimes do not wage war against each other.

Democratic Peace Theory is the closest to a law-like observation in International
Relations; it has been explained theoretically, celebrated normatively, measured empirically
and crticized. Theoretical explanations focus on the institutional constraints inside
democracies to explain peace. Normative explanations rest on the ideas and norms held by
democracies.” In a recent study, John Owen agrees that ideas play a major role and
concludes that there is an identifiable mechanism to the democratic peace following from

these ideas:

Fundamentally it is the liberal ideas undergirding liberal democracies. Liberalism says
that all persons are best off pursuing self-preservation and material well-being, and

that freedom and toleration are the best means to these ends. The liberal commitment
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to individual freedom gives rise to foreign policy ideology and governmental

institutions that work together to produce democratic peace.1®

O f course although democracies have created a zone of peace between them, this does not
mean democracies are not warlike in the encounter with autocratic and dictatorial regimes.
Aside from democracy, trade is the second pillar that can help assuage the disease of war.
Increasing trade and thus mutual interdependence between democracies, makes war cosdy
and peace more likely.

A third pillar of great importance to the prevention of war is the existence of
international institutions like the League of Nations and later the United Nations. The
formation of international institutions is the international counterpart to the domestic
reform from autocracies to democracies.1® The EU is today a real world example of how
the three pillars of economic interdependence, international institutions and democracy

lead to peace. 1

A fourth and more recent pillar that has been pursued by liberals is that of human
rights. I will come back to the issue of human rights in more detail later. Liberals are
divided over the issue of human rights since they typically pay allegiance to both the
orthodox idea of sovereignty and non-interventionism, which is strongly embodied in the
UN-charter, and yet at the same time they support human rights.I& In certain instances,

these two institutions are in conflict, often over order versus justice, as Bull observed.

Table 2: Western social imaginaries

Source ofsocial Scope of ambition for Typical security
imaginary social imaginary paradigm
Communitarianism Local / National +— P Local / National Realist
Liberal Local / National _ Transnational / Liberalist
internationalism Universal
Cosmopolitan Transnational/ + E Universal Human Rights /
Universal Human Security

120wen, 'How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peace': 123-24.

1B3Brown, Sovereignty, rights, andjustice, 63-64.

14 Burchill, 'Liberal internationalism' in Scott Burchill and Andrew Linklater, Theories of international relations
(New York: St. Martin's Press, 1996), 36.
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Conclusion

Cosmopolitanism, communitatianism and liberal internationalism are three social
imaginaries that conflict on a number of different questions, all of which are inherently
normative. They are important because they represent views that are divisive within the
West. This i1s certainly the case in terms of individuals in an era when nationalism
decreasingly carries the burden of social cohesion and social power. States increasingly
reflect this tendency 1n their foreign policy and take sides as to which social imaginary they
ascribe to. Canada and Norway exemplify this, both of which officially subscribe to human
security as a foreign policy doctrine. This has profound consequences for security because

different social imaginaries ‘securitize’ differently, to use Barry Buzan’s phrase.'®

Security Paradigms

The question here is how the more.general social 1maginaries are translated into specific
security paradigms. It will be argued that cosmopolitans increasingly subscribe to 2 human
security and human rights based paradigm. Communitarians support the conventional
national and/or state security approach, which is dominated by political realism. Liberal
mnternationalists with their typical interventionist persuasion support what is today known
as the expanded security concept, which deals in a variety of security risks whose sources
are many and complex, but which require attention.

It needs to be pointed out from the start that these three paradigms are not directly
comparable in their basic make-up. They do not operate along exactly the same tangent but
have different relationships to power, the state and practical applications of security. The
cosmopolitan paradigm, for example, is more of an agenda than a comprehensive
paradigm, in that it is all but divorced from power, struggles to materialise itself without the
assistance of governments, and materalises more than anything in agenda setting and
pressure activism. The national-security paradigm on the other hand, has always enjoyed a
close relationship with the state’s unprecedented power, and its relationship with state
structures, military establishments and security policy has been honed over the centuries.
The liberal security paradigm again tries to reconcile an increasingly expansive security
agenda advocated by cosmopolitans, specifically in the form of humanitarian interventions,
with realist state-centricity, to produce an amalgam of state power, interventionist ideology

and cosmopolitan moral imperatives.

186 Barry Buzan, Ole Wever and Jaap de Wilde, Security : a new framework for analysis (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne
Rienner Pub., 1998).
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Cosmopolitan security; Human Rights and the Human security agenda
The international Human Rights Regime is not a security paradigm in itself, but it easily

lends itself into aspirations for one. Human security is an academic and increasingly a
foreign policy approach to operationalising the security implications of putting human
rights at the forefront. Several countries including Canada, Ireland and the Scandinavian
countries, have made human security an explicit and dominant guiding principle of their
foreign policies. Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy argued in 2001 that Canada
explicitly sought to develop a “new foreign policy paradigm” based on human security, and
that this had been very successful: “Today at every forum I attend or meeting I participate
in, states of all station and tradition are using the term, and more important, are accepting
the usefulness of the idea.”’® There is some dispute as to whether the concept of human
security adds any conceptual value to that of human rights. At any rate, human security is
explicitly concerned with the security aspects of the cosmopolitan worldview.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was declared in 1948 in a political
climate eager to find means to prevent the kind of mass atrocities that had occurred during
the recent World War. Specifically, there was need for a conceptual legitimation to
intervene inside states to prevent genocide, despite the strong standing of the sovereignty
principle in international law. Genocide, a2 modern phenomenon, was usually conducted
under the guise of war, and perpetrated by a state against groups of its own people, as was
the case with the Armenian genocide, Stalin’s mass killings of Ukrainians and Hitler’s
Holocaust. In its fairly liberal bias the Declaration came out purporting to create positive

law.”® This is problematic, particularly in terms of enforcement, Chris Brown explains:

International human rights legislation has not involved the creation of effective
enforcement machinety, for the obvious reason that not enough of the states involved
actually wished to see human rights law enforced; indeed even some states with a
record of general respect for human rights have hedged around ratifications of
international agreements with extensive formal reservations... The enforcement of
human rights by the international community has been determined, in practice, by the
foreign policy imperatives of the major powers and political, commercial and financial
considerations frequently get in the way of a high-priority, even-handed policy on

human rights.18?
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In theory and practice this subordinates the positive law account of human rights to a
morally stronger, but politically and practically weaker, essentialist and Universalist notion
of human rights, whose “provisions reflect the general moral standards of humanity”.'”
The universalism of human rights clashes with the positivist rights tradition in state based
legal systems. This is above the case since the particularistic rights discourse was conceived
of as reciprocal; membership in a political community implied not only rights, but also
duties. The reciprocal and particularistic strand would develop within a confined
community ruled by law, where rights and duties were enforceable. The Universalist strand,

on the other hand, did not have any such infrastructure attached to it, and could for that

reason be considered universally human.'”

The case of the slave trade illustrates the difficulties of enforcement. Although
formally abolished at the Congtess of Vienna in 1815, which meant an end to transactions,
the active enforcement of the ban with formal outlawing only happened in 1926."” The
British anti-slavery movement in the nineteenth century is what Coker considers the
mauguration of ‘global civil society’, so in vogue today. Starting as a missionary and
Christian creation, global civil society proponents are decidedly more secular today; but no
less driven by morality, which is the key instigator of action, and renunciations of injustice.
Of equal importance, its scope has increased dramatically from NGOs to charities through

to citizen protest groups.'”

Charles Taylor identifies a clear increase of altruism on a global scale today.”* As a
result, there have been calls to both broaden and deepen the agenda for security. This
entails, according to Krause and Williams, a focus on a “wider range of potential threats,
ranging from economic and environmental issues to human rights and migration”.'”
Deepening it involves “either moving down to the level of individual or human security or
up to the level of international or global security, with regional or societal security as

possible intermediate points.”'*

For some, the language of security has turned
unapologetically cosmopolitan, which is exemplified by the new concept of ‘human

security,” first introduced in the UNDP 1994 “Human Development Report.” This report
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defined human security in a twofold manner as “[Flirst, safety from such chronic threats as
hunger, disease and repression. And second, it means protection from sudden and hurtful

disruptions in the patterns of daily life—whether in homes, in jobs or in communities.”"”’

Roland Paris finds the ambitions enormous: “the scope of this definition is vast:
Virtually any kind of unexpected or itregular discomfort could conceivably constitute a
threat to one’s human security.”'” It is strongly reminiscent of Johan Galtung’s concept of
“structural violence”: the inability for everyone to realise his or her full potential.'” This
new agenda challenges both the policy objectives and basic assumptions of the realist
paradigm. “The theoretical fargets being debated are the conceptualizations of security (state
security) and threat (military force) and the assumption of anarchy (the security dilemma)
that have characterized neorealist scholarship in security studies.””” However, while
sometimes agreeing on the targets pursued, human rights advocates often struggle to
operationalize means to protect them, frequently conceding this dimension to liberal

government secunty agendas who can apply power on their behalf.

Human security focuses on the individual human being as the reference point, and
it does not necessarily limit its concerns to politically inspired violence, or direct violence at
all for that matter.”® In this sense, there is a continuum from the traditional national
security paradigm’s concern with ‘threats’®?, through talk of ‘risks’®” and within some
strands of human security; “yulnerabilities’.?® Such vulnerabilities are not obviously solved
by use of military force, because they are “not clearly perceived, often not well understood,
and almost always a source of contention among conflicting views”.”” Concretely
speaking, vulnerabilities can develop into what Liotta calls ‘creeping vulnerabilities;’ that
tend to be (if at all) addressed through crisis responses rather than long term strategic

planning. Examples of such issues are different levels of population growth, spread of

disease (such as HIV/Aids), climate change, water and food shortage sometimes related to
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failing crops or soil erosion and desertification and increased urbanization and pollution in

mega-cities and natural disasters.**

Academically there has been little shortage of criticism of the concept of human
security. Barry Buzan has argued that if the referent point is collectives then we ought to
think of ‘identity security’ or ‘societal security’ because they are less reductionist concepts.
If the referent object is the individual human being, the concepts adds nothing of analytical
value over simply referring to human rights.*” Furthermore, he adds; “The idea also risks
mixing up the quite different agendas of international security, on the one hand, and social
secutity and civil liberties, on the other.”*”® For Buzan, it is imperative to maintain the

attention on the level of social collectives:

While a moral case for making individuals the ultimate referent object can be
constructed, the cost to be paid is analytical purchase on collective actors both as the
main agents of security provision and as possessors of a claim to survival in their own
right. Individuals are not free standing, but only take their meaning from the societies
in which they operate: they are not some kind of bottom line to which all else can or

should be reduced or subordinated.*”

Others agree and point to the vagueness of the concept. Paris finds human security to
“encompass everything from substance abuse to genocide.”®® And this has been
augmented by the 2003 UN sponsored “Commission on human security”, which defined

human security “the vital core of all human lives”*"

, leaving it up to different cultures to
interpret what precisely that involves.”’” Human security is seemingly the equivalent of
‘peace;’ difficult to be against, precisely because it is difficult to agree what it is about; the
peace of one person may not be the same as the peace of another. It is hard to imagine the
materialization of some kind of generally shared conception of human security within

practical and political reach anytime soon. Communitarian security, by contrast, does not

require intellectual effort to envision.

206 Ibid.: 52-53.

207 Barry Buzan, 'A Reductionist, Idealistic Notion that Adds Little Analytical Value', Security Dialogne 35, no. 3
(2004).

208 Ibid.

20 Tbid.

210 Roland Patis, 'Still an Inscrutable Concept', Security Dialogue 35, no. 3 (2004): 371.

211 UN Commission of Human Security 2003, quoted in Ibid.

212 Tbid.

63



Communitarian security; national security

Historically the communitarian logic has been the main contributor to the development of
security paradigms, whether the group is a war-band, a tribe, or village, or later feudal
entitles or city-states. The modern state has been the principal actor in international affairs
since the late Middle Ages, and has been the dominant wager of war for that reason. After
the French Revolution and the rise of nationalism and consctiption, it became more logical
to speak of ‘national security’, and this is an expression that has been with us ever since.
National security is the secutity of some, over others; it is security for ‘us’ that 1s those who
are members of a particular nation state. This means that in legal terms the individual was a
reference point insofar as he or she was 2 member of a state. Exceptions to this general
rule were pirates, who were considered stateless, and diplomats, who were considered
immune.?”

The modemn period between the Peace of Westphalia and World War II was
dominated by the national secunty paradigm, which has distinctly communitarian
overtones. According to Realists, who are the kings and queens of security studies, this

group-based conception of security has universal validity.z”

During the Cold War, security
studies students tended to focus on issues that could be influenced by national leaders.*"’
Their most central concern was military power. Even though this was not the only source
of national security, it was the most important one. Diplomacy, arms control and crisis
management were also studied, but mostly because they had a direct bearing on the
character and likelihood of war.

While acknowledging the prima facie validity of attempts at expanding the security
agenda to cover disease, international crime, drugs and environmental issues, realists argue
this threatens the coherence of the national security paradigm’s focus on military
dimensions. For Steven Walt, “[a]ny attempt to understand the evolution of human society,
let alone the prospects for peace, must take account of the role of military force.”*'® Thus,
the state-based approach to security is the “the study of the threat, use, and control of
military force.”?"

So what is the nature of the unit that concerns national security? The paradigmatic

symbiosis between the nation-state and security is problematic; it creates two different
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security problems; that of the classical and the inverted security dilemmas. In the classical
security dilemma, the state 1s considered an autonomous rational actor surrounded by an
environment of insecurity. Other states may interpret the pursuit of security for the first
state as offensive, however, which may lead to arms races, scepticism about both intentions
and capabilities and ultimately war. The state is the appropnate authority to provide
security in this situation and enlists the citizens in a contractual obligation, often in the
form of military conscription. “Contractual obligations between citizens represent the limit
(underwritten by the authority of the state) of effective coordination for collective action
(or of “community”). The security of “citizens” is identified with (and guaranteed by) that
of the state; and, by definition, those who stand outside it represent potential or actual

threats.”?'®

Conversely, however, there is also the inversed security dilemma, which stems from
the potential threats to a state’s internal coherence generated by a plurality of domestic
communities. This puts the state community at odds with more local and regional
communities inside the state. As Bauman argues: “The nation-state, after all, owed its
success to the suppression of self-asserting communities; it fought tooth and nail against
‘parochialism’, local customs or ‘dialects’, promoting a unified language and historical
memory at the expense of communal traditions; the more determined the state-initiated
and state-supervised Kulturkdimpfe, the fuller the nation-state success in the production of a
‘natural community’.”*"” In this view, and also supported by some research on nationalism,
the nation is rather more a product of the state, and its constructive nation-building and
cohesive strategies, than the other way around.?’ This naturally raises the coherence of the
state as a nation-state into a security issue as well, which can be exemplified in many
different issues today, such as the difficulties of reconciling ethnic groups in the Balkans

and in Iraq on the one hand, or the issue of home-grown terrorism in Europe on the other.

This is not to say that national security needs to be associated with identifiable or
limited security threats domestically or internationally. It can also be associated with the
wider national interest. A national znferest has a much larger scope than national security,
and interests can in themselves lead to security concerns through their sheer scope. A
recent relevant example of this is American neoconservatives, who see national security as

too narrow a focus for American foreign policy. As a leading neoconservative, Irving
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Kiistol, has put it, American foreign policy should be about “the national interest of a
world power, as this is defined by a sense of national destiny... not a myopic national
security.”?' It follows from this that national security is merely a sub-section of national

interest, a vehicle to ensure the accomplishment of the latter.

Liberal security: the new security agenda
A liberal security paradigm has grown out of the end of the Cold War. There are four

reasons for this, and they have to do with real world events, theory, scope and
institutionalisation.

Firstly, dramatic changes in the distribution of power in the world led to new
security concerns. The end of the Cold War meant a strong decrease in the chance of high
intensity interstate war involving any Western state. Instead, an expanded security agenda
developed in response to the problems associated with a plethora of weak and failing states
in areas that saw a withdrawal of superpower sponsorship. The breakdown of state
structures in these societies made them relapse to a pre-modern condition, according to
Robert Cooper. Among the plethora of problems affecting this part of the world, Cooper
cites the fact that all major drug-producing areas are situated in countries of this category:
“The pre-modern world belongs, as it were, in a different time-zone: here, as in the ancient
wotld, the choice is again between empire ot chaos. And today, because none of us sees the
point of empires, we have often chosen chaos.””” Nonetheless, this semi-permanent
condition in many areas of the world has become a breeding ground for security concerns
that liberal states cannot afford to ignore. This has led to interventions: some of them

humanitarian, all of them difficult.

Secondly, in theoretical terms the realist state-centric paradigm struggled to make
sense of an evidently unipolar world that did not cotrespond to balance of power and
polarity theory. Other paradigms were needed to make sense of an increasingly confusing

and chaotic world. As Mark Leonard and Tom Bentley put it in the mid 1990s:

We have not found a name to desctibe the era we are living in, still less to understand
how it might work. George Bush’s triumphant declaration of a new world order in
1990 soon gave way to a widespread sense of disorder, fuelled by ethnic warfare,

resurgent nationalism and disintegration. The end of the nation state, global corporate
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rule and a clash of civilizations have all been predicted... The level of analytical
confusion has reached the point where the American journal Foreign Policy has

offered a cash prize to anyone who can invent a new term to encapsulate the age.?

Two American political scientists offered big ideas to make sense of the chaos: Fukuyama
with his aforementioned End of History thesis, and Samuel Huntington, with the idea of
an impending clash of civilization.”* Fukuyama’s idea has been controversial, but still
reflects the degree to which liberalism has not yet been challenged on the system level. The
only systemic challenge comes from Islamic fundamentalism, but in its scope it is nowhere
near an existential threat, though significant in its own right, and certainly does not have
any whole civilization to back it up. The theoretical appreciation of the contemporary
wortld has achieved little in the way of clarification since Leonard and Bentley’s complaint
in the 1990s, and is decidedly plural, pethaps too much so.?* In a plural theoretical wotld,
liberal internationalism, or rationalism as it is sometimes called,”™ is a way to reconcile
simultaneous demands for order and justice.

Thirdly, the liberal security paradigm is global in scope. The end of the Cold War
raised the liberal security concerns from a secondary (to World War III) to a primary
concern. As a secondary concern, it had been involved with small wars and UN operations
in the third world, more often than not in the context of de-colonisation. In the 1990s
however, the liberal security paradigm came to prominence and developed together with
the concept of globalisation, which contributed to the former’s genuinely global outlook.
The liberal internationalist security paradigm champions international — albeit state-based —
responses to transnational issues. Indeed an increasingly globally aware Western civil
soclety perceives a whole host of issues as security risks and demands a governmental

response to these. As Coker explains, governments are more interested in distant conflicts
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: - : 227
because of an increase in global consciousness.

Such heightened awareness and
involvement is in large measure media driven, a dynamic that goes back to the Crimean
War. Examples of such risks are the direct and indirect consequences of disease (HIV/Aids
primarily), environmental degradation, migration, WMD proliferation, terrorism, inequality

and organized crime. 228

Fourth, there is the institutional side to the liberal security paradigm ranging from
transformed alliances to think tanks. Western governments, sensitive to the transnational
scope of security risks, have tried to institutionalise responses, for example through listing
all of these tisks on NATO’s agenda.”” NATO is an institution that can pool the power of
the state for more flexible (coalitions of the willing) and comprehensive (international
contributions) responses than what is possible for any individual state. It combines the
retention of state-centricity (and is plagued by national caveats to missions) with
institutionalizing of security policies at the inter-governmental level. The institutional side
of liberalism is also reflected in the influence of think tanks, which have often generated
policy recommendations. Andrew Williams argues that such think tanks have propagated
interventionist views and an active leadership role for the UK and the United States in the

world. >’

Tony Blair’s ten years as prime minister offer an example of a liberal foreign and
security paradigm in action. Demonstrating leadership and an active and interventionist
foreign policy in defence of liberal values have been leitmotifs of Blait’s government. On
the eve of taking office, he told an audience in Manchester in April 1997 that: “Century
upon century it has been the destiny of Britain to lead other nations. That should not be a
destiny that is part of our history. It should be part of our future. We are a leader of nations
or nothing.”®' Blair has consistently repeated this view: perhaps most famously in his
speech in Chicago twenty-two days into the 1999 Kosovo War. In this speech, Blair argued:

“we are all internationalists now.” More specifically:

We are witnessing the beginnings of a new doctrine of international community. By
thts I mean the explicit recognition that today more than ever before we are mutually
dependent, that national interest is to a significant extent governed by international

collaboration and that we need a clear and coherent debate as to the direction this
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doctrine takes us in each field of international endeavour. Just as within domestic
politics, the notion of community - the belief that partnership and cooperation are
essential to advance self-interest — is coming into its own, so it needs to find its

international echo.232

During those ten years, Blair has presided over Operation Desert Fox in Iraq 1998, the
1999 Kosovo War, deployment of troops to Sietra Leone in 2000, the attack on
Afghanistan in late 2001, and the controversial war on Iraq in 2003. The foreign policy has
certainly been interventionist, and in the cases of Sierra Leone and Kosovo in particular,
more in defence of values than pure interest. Having shown a remarkable consistency on
international affairs, Blair recently reiterated this liberal agenda in his valedictory essay to an
international audience in The Economist. Britain should be a player and not a spectator in
all significant international issues: “the critical point is that we, Britain, should be closely
involved in all these issues because in the end they will affect our own future. And the
agenda constructed should be about our values — freedom, democracy, responsibility to
others, but also justice and fairness.”

This is hiberal internationalism through and through: it is state based, it is conceived
at home and applied abroad and it inter-mixes a pursuit of interests, specifically security
concerns, with moral arguments and agendas. Though the Iraq War was controversial,
Blair’s premiership has been less original than critical newspaper editorials might want us to
think. His close relationship with the United States has been the default position of every
British prime minister since Edward Heath. In addition, the intermixing between morality
and interest is a common theme in the foreign policies of France and the United States as
well. Indeed, since the liberal security agenda is a little bit of everything it has become the
conventional approach to security for most Western states according to Williams: “Since
1990 the liberal idea that foreign policy must ultimately be designed around moral ends,

and if possible always means, has become part of the language of international politics.”**

This inevitably turns into a pragmatic contest between moral imperatives, interests
and practical realities. Addressing how to strike such a balance, Chris Brown notes the
widespread tendency to infuse such issues with moral absolutism: “The notion that action

can only be described as ethical if motives are absolutely pure and untainted by self-interest

232 Blair’s ‘Doctrine of the International Community’ speech, 24t April 1999
[http:/ /www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page1297.asp).

233 Tony Blair, "What I've learned’, The Econorist, june 2 2007, 29.

24 Williams, I sheralism and War, 63.
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is bizarre, and unsupported by any plausible moral philosophy.”?* Rejecting such thinking

as pop-realism, Brown goes on to argue that

If it is the case that the merest hint of self-interest is sufficient to undermine any claim
that a state might be behaving ethically, then states never do behave ethically, because
there is always some element of self-interest involved in state-action. If being partly
motivated by self-interest becomes morally equivalent to being wholly motivated by
self-interest, states then do indeed come to be seen as the kind of nakedly egoistic

beings that virtually all ethical theories condemn.

As Brown argues, this is simply not the case, and the existence of a mixture of self-interest
and moral motives in state action has always been a part of the international sphere at least
as long as it has been credible to call it an international society. What is relatively new,
however, is the concept of humanitarian interventions, which take place as the only ethical

and increasingly legally justified citcumvention of sovereignty

Conclusion

In this chapter, the concept of social imaginaries has been used to bridge the gap between
the properties of the West and the security paradigms that today are dominant in
international relations. While it is rare to find these social imaginaries clear-cut in either
individuals or states, they are useful for delineating the underlying moral and practical
stakes inherent in worldviews that strongly influence politics at the basic level. They are
also helpful in illustrating why some security policies run into difficulties already at the
theoretical level, ultimately creating messy strategies on the ground. There is a large
discrepancy between saving the world, and protecting one’s own country, and while
communitarians and cosmopolitans can defend either view in a rigorous fashion, liberal
internationalists are often trapped in an attempt to reconcile the two. Most Western foreign
policies are of some kind of liberal persuasion these days. Still, this does not ease the
tensions resulting from disagreements between liberals prone to agree with communitarians
on the one hand, such as the French and the Americans, and to an extent the British, or the
liberals who sympathize with cosmopolitans on the other hand, like the Germans, the
Canadians and the Scandinavians. How these tensions manifest themselves on the ground
in wars in Afghanistan and Iraq is a topic for the last chapter, which discusses the
implications for warriors. The next chapter discusses the instrumental character of war

today, which constitutes the military — as opposed to security — context for warriors.

25 Chris Brown, 'Ethics, interests and foreign policy', in Ethics and Foreign Poliy, ed. Karen E. Smith; Margot
Light (Cambndge: Cambnidge UP, 2001), 23.
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CHAPTER 3: WAR IS INSTRUMENTAL

Introduction

How are we to think of the relationship between combat and war? Whereas soldiers
frequently experience combat as a sublime and existential experience, technology and
bureaucracy increasingly instrumentalize warfare. The sublime and existential dimension of
combat follows from the life and death stakes, the hard work and suffering involved, and
the climactic separation between those who can handle the experience and thus repeat it,
and those who cannot. This arena distinguishes soldiers from warriors, whereas military
service distinguishes soldiers from civilians. Combat is the kernel of war; it is the sphere
that has the most continuity with the past. As the character of war changes with social,
technological and political developments, the essential nature of combat is constant; it
retains its essential elements, which we can identify since Homeric times: sublime spectacle,
danger, suffering and incomprehension. As Ernst Jinger put it in his World War II diary:
“War isn’t like a cake that the two sides divide up between them to the last crumb; there is
always a piece left. That’s the piece for the gods and it remains outside the argument, and it
elevates the fighting from sheer brutality and demonic violence. Homer knew it and

23236

respected it. The following chapter is about combat — the piece for the gods, whereas

this chapter focuses on war becoming instrumental.

The instrumentalization of warfare is a product of social and economic
developments, which put a premium on instrumental rationality and an increasing respect
for individual lives. Strategy is pursued with technological methods to reduce casualties.
The West is also pursues political objective less ruthlessly than was the case a few decades
ago, both in terms of the destruction wrought on the enemy, and in terms of the

willingness to sacrifice Western lives.

This chapter presents an analysis of the instrumentality of war. War registers on a
continuum between the existential and the instrumental. War is existential in the sense that
it manifests itself as a meaningful experience. Van Creveld says; “Throughout history, for
every person who has expressed his horror of war there is another who found in it the
most marvellous of all the experiences that are vouchsafed to man.”?’ To say that war is

instrumental, on the other hand, is to speak about two features: (1) the use of war as a

236 Ernst Jinger, Storm of Steel, trans. Michael Hoffmann (London: Penguin, 2004), xix. Quoted in Coker,
Future of War, 10,11.
237 Martin L. Van Creveld, The transformation of war New York: Free Press 1991), 161-2.

71



means; an instrument, of policy, which is to say as a strategic tool; and (2) a situation where
the waging of war is characterized primarily by focus on its means (tactics and technology),
rather than its aims (the strategic objective). The following argument is two-fold; it is
argued that war no longer constructs existential meaning as it has done throughout history.
It is also argued that the second feature of war’s instrumentality is usurping the first,

specifically in the American Way of Warfare.

War without existential meaning

Existential war is war that constructs existential meaning for people. It is important to be
aware that when we speak of waging war, it i1s waged by whole societies, not necessarily
states. This is a point emphasized by Colin Gray, and his example is from both World Wars
where the most effective army, that of the Germans, ruled the battlefield but nonetheless
lost the wars.”® To this one could add the Vietnam War, where military resources favoured
the Americans in the extreme, but nonetheless led to defeat at the hands of a people uttetly
committed to victory.”’ For an illustration of what it means when war constructs meaning
for people, we have to go no further than World War I, when both internationalist prone
workers and suffragettes put their agendas aside and joined in the chorus of war
supporters, who crowded every major European city.?*’ By the late 19th century, European
society was very highly militarized, Michael Howard has argued, and the potency of
nationalism and democracy imbued entire societies with a desire for war: “It provided
purpose, colour, excitement and dignity to peoples who had outgrown the age of miracles

and had not yet entered that of pop stars.”**!

As never before, thousands — hundreds of thousands — felt what they should have felt
in peacetime; that they belonged to a great nation... Each one was called upon to cast
his infinitesimal self into the glowing mass, and there to be purified of all selfishness.
All differences of class, religion and language were washed away by the great feeling of

fraternity... Each individual expetienced an exaltation of his ego; he was no longer the

238 Gray, Another Bloody Century, 113.

239 See James G. Blight and Janet M. Lang, The fog of war : lessons from the life of Robert S. McNamara (Lanham,
Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005), chapter 1. for a discussion between an American and a Vietnamese colonel
on the effect the bombing had on the Vietnamese people’s will to keep fighting.

210 Barbara Ehrenreich, Blood Rites: Origins and history of the passions of war (London: Little, Brown and Company,
1997), 13, Howard, 2001

241 Michael Howatd, War in Eurgpean History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 111. See also Eric ]
Leed, No Man’s Land: Combat and ldentity in World War I (Cambrdge: Cambrdge University Press, 1979),
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isolated person of former times; he felt incorporated into the mass, he was a part of

the people, and his person, his hitherto unnoticed person had been given meaning. 242

Indeed, war has been as much existential as instrumental throughout history. The
difference today is that the existential dimension is miniscule in comparison to the
instrumental dimension. This may very well end — as some has argued 1t will —
eventually.2s But while we are waiting for history to re-assert itself again, we must take
stock of the present and investigate what it means that war is overwhelmingly instrumental
in more positive terms (as opposed to merely the negative ones of absence of existential
meaning). How did war construct meaning in the 20" century? Zaki Laidi breaks down
meaning into three constituent parts of societal experience; project, foundation and

unity. 24

a) Project

After the age of ideologies — the intellectual powerhouses of the 20™ century - war is not
used as a means to propel us from the present to the future anymore. The 20" century was
in many ways a conflict between three ideologies, worldviews that inspired millions of
people and infused their actions with meaning. Liberalism, fascism and communism were
irreconcilable; their fundamental principles contradicted to such an extent that peaceful
coexistence was unviable. The three decades between 1914 and 1945 saw communism and
liberalism together defeating fascism. The Cold War was another stage in this Western
ideational civil war, and although not turning nuclear hot, it still became a standoff between

the two remaining contenders; where liberalism emerged victorious.

However, as Howard argues, when the Cold War came to an end it became
increasingly clear that liberalism was by no means out of work, but became the vehicle to

infuse Enlightenment values to the world outside the West.?*

However, this is less of a
coherent project than a tacit agenda, which is not explicitly pursued by policymakers. The
scale of this project is larger than any of the previous ones, and as the previous chapter
indicated, the West is existentially much worse equipped in terms of metaphysical
convictions to see this project through. Charles Taylor argues that when people define

themselves individually instead of in terms of collective values or a common project, an

undeniable loss of meaning is generated. This in turn is accentuated by what he calls ‘the

2121 eed, No Man's Land, 42,43.

23 Gray, .Another Bloody Century.

24 Laidi, .4 world without meaning, 1,2.

25 Howard, Liberation or Catastrophe, 12.
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eclipse of ends’, or the abandonment of a teleological perspective. When there are no ends,
all becomes a matter of means. As Laidi argues about humanitatian interventions, they can
only divert the attention from a lack of telos towards challenges about means, immediacy

and emergency. 24

Western states increasingly conceive of security in terms of risks. Different from
stationary, tangible and localized threats, a risk is a scenario and its attendant policy proposal
for dealing with it. Mikkel Rasmussen specifies that the aim is not perfect security but a
forestalling of risks to prevent them from becoming actual crises. The risk metaphor is a
useful way to look at the West’s outlook on the world in military terms today. The whole
paradigm of “new wars” for example, can be aggregated to constitute a large, but
fragmented and incoherent project for the West. But it is not treated as a project; it is
managed as a 1isk, which is to say piecemeal, with reservations and more than a little
attention to potential consequences, or ‘risk traps’, as Ulrich Beck calls them.?’ These
challenges to international order cannot be dealt with coherently and massively as one
gigantic project, which would be akin to civilizing, economically developing and

institutionalizing liberal democracy throughout the rest of the world.

b) Foundation

According to Zaki Laidi foundation is “the basic principle upon which a collective project
rests.”** Since the fall of religion and the growing suspicion towards science, thete appeats
to be no recognised metaphysical foundation for Western society. Could it be as Nietzsche
suggests, that: “Life is a consequence of war, society itself 2 means to war.”** The close
relationship between the nation state and war is discussed in the wotk of Clausewitz>’,
Hegelm , and contemporary military historians and strategists like Michel Foucault,
Christopher Coker, Azar Gat, Colin S. Gray and Michael Howard.?? The role of war in
shaping Western states has been dominant for the majority of the Western political

experience. Even a cursory view of the frequency with which wars were pursued during the

246 Laidi, A4 world without meaning, 110.

27 Beck, World risk society, 141.

28 Laidi, A world withont meaning, 1.

249 Fredrch Nietzsche, The Will to Power: In Science, Nature, Society and Art, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New
York: Random House, 1973), 33.

250 Raymond Aron, Clausewits, philosopher of war (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986), 101.

251 See 1n particular Georg Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans. T. M. Knox (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1967), paragraph 324 p. 210.
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Middle Ages demonstrates the point. When feudalism was replaced by state formation, as
Charles Tilly sums up, war made the state, and the state made war.253 At the level of human
nature, Sigmund Freud and Albert Einstein debated the centrality of war in their famous

letter exchange on the question of ‘why war?’***

The American thermonuclear strategist Herman Kahn has made a very general but
illuminating overview of a war cycle between limited and total wars going back to the 11"
century.?s The religious wars of the 17" century were extremely destructive and as
deserving of the term ‘total’ as the World Wars of the previous century. The following
Peace of Westphalia in 1648 became the foundation for the modern international system. It
was precisely the destructiveness of that war which inspired the princes to reform the
system in an innovative fashion. As Howard puts it, peace rather than war needs to be
explained in the modern period. “We ate all born Fascists, and have to be expensively
educated out of it. And when all the structures of civil society painfully built up over
generations disintegrate, whether through sudden catastrophe or gradual erosion, it is to
those habits we naturally return.”?* Gat concurs and concludes his opus on war arguing

that there is nothing special about human violence and war; it is the rule in nature.257

The political revolutions of 1989-1991 pronounced the end of war as foundation in
the West. The end of the standoff with the Soviet Union meant the likelihood of nuclear
War fell sharply, a prospect which itself had all but ended interstate war in Europe. Van
Creveld has most vividly summed up the end of interstate war thesis: “Like a2 man who has
been shot in the head but still manages to stagger forward a few paces, conventional war
may be at its last gasp.”?® Another often-quoted exponent of this idea, Michael
Mandelbaum claimed in the late 1990s that: “Major war is obsolete in the way that slavery,
duelling or foot-binding are obsolete: it is a social practice that was once considered
normal, useful — even desirable — but that now seems odious”.25* There are many problems
with Mandelbaum’s claim, one of which is that war probably does not have the coherence
he attributes to it, as # cultural problem. As Gray argues, war is not oze problem it is a

hundred or a thousand problems, because war is not about itself it is about politics.260

253 Chatles Tilly, Coercion, capital, and European states, AD 990-1990 (Cambridge, Mass. : Blackwell, 1990).
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25 Quoted in Christopher Coker, Humane warfare (London Routledge, 2001), 8-9.
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Furthermore, he argues, interstate war is very much alive, illustrated by the fact that the
1991 Gulf War, the 1999 Kosovo war, the 2001 Afghanistan War, and the 2003 Iraq War
wete all interstate wars.26! If we see Gray’s point in relation to Kahn’s table, we find that
Western warfare has been directed outwards (except in the Kosovo case) since the end of
the Cold War, and that they can be characterized as limited. The West is at peace with itself
and war is no longer a foundation of postmodern Western society, as it was throughout the

Middle Ages and most of modernity.

c) Unity/coherence

Sam Keen describes a fundamental dynamic of friend-enemy relations when he says that

before the weapon there is the image of the enemy. 262

Robin Fox agrees, and argues “we”
fight “them” because their difference from us threatens the coherence of our identity and
the validity of the ideas we live by.? Coherence is probably a better term than unity to
describe trends at such an aggregate level of international society. If such a dynamic is
fundamental to human life, a lot of the existential impetus for war is generated by the social

construction of friends and enemies, inside and outside.

At the critical time in the history of war of the early 19" century, Hegel explained
how war creates unity and coherence for the state. Recognizing the implications of what
seemed a whole people (the French) in arms, Hegel expressed in philosophical terms what
sociologists and anthropologists in our time have refetred to as self-other relations. The
argument holds that the coherence of a social unit becomes strengthened if attacked by the
outside. This logic underwrites anything from pattiotism, nationalism and chauvinism at
the national level, down to combat motivation at the squad level, and crowd behaviour
irrespective of war. Published on the eve of the Battle of Jena in 1806, H'egel expresses the

implication of this principle for the state:

In order not to let [the citizens] get rooted and settled in this isolation and thus break
up the whole into fragments and let the common spirit evaporate, government has
from time to time to shake them to the very centre by war. By this means it confounds
the order that has been established and arranged, and violates their right to
independence, while the individuals (who being absorbed therein, get adrift from the

whole, striving after inviolable self-existence [Fi#rsichsern] and personal security) are

20 Thid., 170.
22 Sam Keen, Faces of the enemy : reflections of the hostile imagination (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1986), 10.
26 Robin Fox quoted in Ehrenreich, Blood Rites, 135.
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made, by the tasks thus imposed upon them by government, to feel the power of their

lord and master, death.264

Clausewitz also subscribed to such a view: “Now in our days there is hardly any other
means of educating the spirit of a people in this respect, except by War, and that too under
bold Generals. By it alone can that effeminacy of feeling be counteracted, that propensity
to seek for the enjoyment of comfort, which causes degeneracy in a people rising in
prospetity and immersed in an extremely busy commerce.”’® Even though the mid and
late parts of the nineteenth century were remarkably peaceful, this was as Azar Gat has
argued, largely because the great powers were preoccupied with domestic disturbances and
a scramble for colonial possessions.26 However, as the 19 century drew to close, self-
other relations reasserted themselves very strongly as the nationalist forces, which
underpinned the balance of power before 1914. Outside the West during the second half of
the 20™ century, especially since 1945, nationalism has led to countless liberation
movements, both related to post-colonialism and not. This tribal communitarian logic does
not even have to assume the grandeur of nationalism to lead to war, as the troubles in

Somalia, Chechnya, Sudan, Iraq, Afghanistan and Kurdistan illustrate today.

As far as the West is concerned, this feature of political life is all but co-opted into
liberal democratic politics (terrorist groups like ETA and IRA apart). The consolidation of
European national politics into such a remarkable successful project as the EU 1s a
testimony to how far Europeans have been able to transcend national differences. War no
longer leads to unity in the West. Western societal coherence, such as it is, results rather
more from contingent factors like democracy, wealth and desire for material possessions
and pleasures. As the previous chapter demonstrated, this leads rather more to
individualism than societal coherence, but at least there is agreement on the undesirability

of war.

9/11 inspired a forceful, yet brief, solidarity with the United States, but the
resulting military action was not a NATO operation so much as a coalition of the willing,
where most contributors offered highly specialized forces, which served under American

command. Coalitions of the willing are designed, in Rumsfeld’s words, to let the mission

264 Georg Friedrich Wilthelm Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, trans. J. B. Baillie, 2nd edition ed. (London:
1949), 474. Quoted in Shlomo Avineri, "The Problem of War in Hegel's Thought', in The Hege/ Myths and
Legends, ed. Jon Stewart (Evanston: Northwestern UP, 1996), 132. An alternative reading of Hegel is
offered by J. P. Verene and Katl Jaspers, where Hegel explains war through the existence of the warrior as
a type. This will be discussed further in chapter 7.

265 Quoted in Pick, War Machine, 31.

266 Gat, War in human civilization, 536.
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decide the alliance rather than vice versa.’”’ This is very different from the cemented
Western alliance of the two World Wars and the Cold War. Furthermore, if Afghanistan
was relatively uncontroversial, Iraq 2003 was positively divisive both within individual

Western states and within the Western alliance.?*®

However, the loss of unity does not only transpire at the political level. It is also a
question of who in society is doing war. The Cold War saw the transition from conscript
militaries to professional forces for most of the European states. The major implication of
the professionalization of the armed forces is, as conscript advocates have always argued,
that the military and the armed forces are losing touch with each other socially. The end of
conscription generates less interest in military affairs by the public, and this affects not only
young people but increasingly their financially hegemonic parents in their 50s and 60s, who
themselves have not experienced war first hand. This development has been called a
‘revolution in attitudes towards the military’, (RAM).?* For all these reasons, the West is

not a coherent constructor of meaning in war.

Instrumental War I: War as instrument

As chapter two demonstrated, the Western experience is characterised by the increasing
spread of, and commitment to, rationalism. It is 2 dominant mode of strategic thinking as
well. Strategy, as Clausewitz defines it, is the continuation of policy with additional means.
Therefore, strategy is the use of the engagement in war in relation to policy goals, whereas
tactics is about the use of armed force in the engagement. Thus, any combat action is part
of the realm of tactics.””” How one defines policy is a matter of semantics, but it is certainly
collective action towards achieving goals. It is means-ends thinking. This is agreed by a
majority of leading contemporary strategic thinkers. Barry Posen sees grand strategy as

271

political-military means-end chain.” Richard Betts echoes Posen, saying strategies are
chains of relationships between means and ends.”? Lawrence Freedman concuts: “Strategy

is about the pursuit of political ends with military means in the international

267 Richard Norton-Taylor, 'A Lame Duck?' The Guardian, May 22 2003. [retreved 17/11/2007)
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environment”?” There is no question that strategy is a prominent feature of war, but the

question is whether all war is subordinate to strategic thinking?

There are two arguments espoused by prominent thinkers on war and strategy on
this topic. The first view, held by Colin Gray, is that war is about things that can plausibly
be said to be political.27¢ Politics is about power, and power is the one property for which
there 1s no substitute. Whatever agreements one enters into with neighbours or enemies, it
1s easier to thwart peace than for peace to be enforced: “In 1939 Hitler truly wanted war,
that was a desire the international community was not well equipped to deny him.”2%
Hitler’s rise to power illustrates the degree to which power imposes a unity to politics
whether domestic or international, or even simply tribal: Power’s language is policy, but the
power grammar changes between peacetime policy, and policy, which is supported by

armes. 276

Van Creveld agrees to an extent with Gray, but he argues that strategy is only
relevant to war up to a certain point. When the intensity of war becomes total — an all out
effort for sheer survival — strategy is no longer a meaningful part of the equation, since the
only relevant goal is survival through victory. At this point the means and ends blur, and
war approaches the purely existential rather than being waged strategically.2”” It can be
helpful to see a correlation between wars becoming existential and escalation to total war.
German defensive warfare on the Eastern Front and Israel’s fight for survival in 1948 and
to an extent in 1967 are examples of wars where strategy apparently ceases to offer
guidance since the options are very limited. Given such circumstances, Van Creveld is

right. War can transcend strategy, but it is not typical.

For the majority of modernity, Western warfare has been strategic. It has been less
than total, and it has been about politics and power. Once these two conditions are
satisfied, war is within the Clausewitzian realm of strategy. Strategy should be understood
1s instrumentality because it does not in itself explain why wars are happening. War 1s not
wtonomous, as Clausewitz insisted, but is influenced by the cultural, social, economic and
strategic context. This context explains why there is war and what any given war is about.

Strategy comes into its own as a defensive or offensive means to make sure the

3 Lawrence Freedman, 'Indignation, Influence and Strategic Studies', International Affairs 60, no. 2 (1984):
210. Quoted in Rasmussen, The Risk Society at War, 21.
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engagement takes place in the most favourable circumstance possible to translate combat

actions into a political outcome.

Van Creveld has argued war can never be a question of interest, contrary to Gray,
because dead men have no interests.””® This is a valid point, but strategic interest and
combat motivation are two different things, despite sharing the currency of power. Gray
says; “Some readers may wonder why it is that soldiers can fight so well in defence of a
cause that they do not value highly. The reason is not hard to find: War is about personal
survival ”?” However, Gray is also imprecise on this point. The reason soldiers keep
fighting on is that combat is about personal survival. Waris about policy and the reason why
they are sent to fight. The two are qualitatively different things, even though one is most
often embedded in the other. Only in the rare case when war becomes total is war about
survival for the strategist and the soldier in equal measure. Otherwise, the concerns of the
strategist are not the same as those of the soldier. The strategist’s job is to translate the
causes of war, whatever they may be, to favourable circumstances for the soldier to do his
(tactical) job. Neither strategy nor tactics are about motivation. Strategic thinking does not

explain war’s occurrence, nor does tactical thinking explain combat motivation. 260

This is not to say that the relationship between strategy and politics has always been
clear. Van Creveld demonstrates how during the early 20" century politics was completely
excluded from the thinking of the German general staff. Indeed there was little overall
coordination of warfare at all, making it an almost entirely self-referential series of
operations. Naval operations and army operations were not coordinated in either Germany

or the United States; their only common link was the Kaiser and the President respectively.

This was a time when strategy was inspited by the American Civil War and the
Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71, where railroads had proven decisive for logistics and
strategic mobility. Consequently general staffs were typically staffed with talented railway-
experts, people with a technical and bureaucratic mindset.28' The U.S. military academy
West Point heavily focused on management and engineering, rather than strategic (in the
Clausewitzian sense) thinking in its curriculum.22 World War I was a gridlock and saw

limited scope for strategy short of attriion. But during World War II technology had
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unlocked the potential of mobility, which in turn offered strategists relatively more agency
at the operational level. This development in combination with the global scope of the
conflict greatly facilitated the return of strategic thinking. Even so, the Allied demand for
unconditional surrender on the Western Front, and a war of extermination on the Eastern
Front curtailed the scope for strategy, reinforcing the impression that this war was also one
of attrition. The Cold War became the strategic age par excellence, with the establishment
of strategic studies as a separate academic discipline, with such technical sophistication that
strategists were more often than not civilian academics. However, strategic thinking was
almost entirely focused on how to avoid thermonuclear war, rather than refinement of the

link between conventional capabilities and desired political outcomes.

Thus, it is perhaps no wonder that the discourse of war today is still largely focused
on the means of war, rather than the character of war as a means towards political goals.
There are many means in war that one can focus on instead of the intractable challenges of
politics. Among these, technological development is the easiest one to control; it is about
manipulating mechanical matter and the attendant frame of mind that this involves.
Strategy, which is about the manipulation of people’s will and interests, is infinitely more
difficult for no more profound reason than that people have their own conceptions about

what their interests are and do not easily allow themselves to be convinced otherwise.

Instrumental War II: War by technological instruments — the
American Way of Warfare

American civilization is of a purely mechanized nature.

Without mechanigation, America would disintegrate more swiftly than Indza.

Hitler’s Table Talk?*

Today it is all but commonplace to equate the Western Way of Warfare almost exclusively
with American warfare.” Wars pursued by Western states after the Falklands War of 1982
have all been American dominated. Grenada 1983, Panama 1988, Iraq 1991 and 2003,
Somalia 1993, Bosnia 1995, Kosovo 1999 and Afghanistan 2001 are all examples of this.
There are three major tenets to American warfare, all contributing to make it very
nstrumental. Firstly, strategically it is virtually apolitical, fought with a managerial rather

‘han strategic ethos. The method of choice is attrition, with leads to a focus on tactics over

3 Hugh Trevor-Roper, ed., Hitler's Table Talk (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1953), 188.

34 Christopher Coker, 'Is there a Western Way of Warfare', IFS Info - Institute for Defence Studies (Osh), no. 1
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strategy. 5 Secondly, technology has always been a favourable means, whatever the goal.
Thirdly, during the 20® century airpower has developed into the pre-eminent American

tool of war. 286

a) Apolitical war

The main reason why American warfare has tended towards the apolitical is an insistence
on a clear division between the military and political establishments, as Samuel Huntington

has argued is appropriate for a democracy.?”

This sentiment was strongly reaffirmed
recently by Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen in an open letter to
serving officers.?® Politicians make decisions about military power and the military execute
them. Unfortunately, this leads the military, in Gray’s words to “eschew politics, and in
practice to discount consideration of, and preparation for, the character of the context of
peace that should follow. This is a classic example of an army having the vices of its
virtues.””® Retired Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers (2001-05)
has also expressed this view: “No military officer, even at the very top, can know all that is
involved in the highest levels of decision-making, which is inherently political (in the
generic, not partisan, sense).”*”' Myers echoed the newly appointed commander of the US
8" Army in Korea, in 1951, who when asked what American objectives in the war were,
replied: “I don’t know. The answer must come from higher authority.”*' An essentially
apolitical attitude by even the very top military echelon is a continuous topic of debate, and
is illustrated by the very strong reservations held by generals to publicly voice their
objections against the wisdom of attacking Iraq with only 150,000 troops in 2003, and also
with respect to the ongoing strategy. Retired generals, like the half dozen in the 2006
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‘generals revolt’ who demanded Rumsfeld’s resignation, tend to speak out, but their words

292

carry less weight.

The main problem with such deference from senior military leaders is at the strategic
level, where there appears to be a shortage of debate about what the goals of a war are.
This is illustrated for example by the failure to appreciate the political and strategic
character of the Vietnam war by both civil and military leadership,?* and the military’s
acceptance and institutionalization of linking the Iraq war and 9/11 into a general Global
War on Terror. If the top military echelons could be excused for failing to think sufficiently
strategic (and they should not), there is no such excuse for the civilian leadership. Secretary
Rumsfeld’s focus on military transformation (which is essentially about means) at the
expense of strategic thinking about Afghanistan and Iraq was alluded to by former
CENTCOM commander, retired Marine General Anthony Zinni:

There’s a difference between winning battles, or defeating the enemy in battle, and
winning the war... What strikes me is that we are constantly redesigning the military
to do something it already does pretty well... If we’re talking about the future, we
need to talk about not how you win the peace as a separate part of the war, but you’ve
got to look at this thing from start to finish... The military does a damn good job of
killing people and breaking things... But that is not the problem. .. 2%

If managerial/technological transformation is the major preoccupation with the civilian
military leadership, the question is: who is going to do the imperative strategic thinking? It
appears that instead of strategic thinking the American military has relied rather more on
managerial thinking, which is to say a systematization of the preparation and conduct of

battle, rather than on what the war is for.

b) War by management

From the Civil War experience onwards, engineering and managerial thinking appear to
have been more important to American military leaders than political reflections. Having
onsolidated her borders, the pressing geopolitical challenges faced by Europeans did not
1pply to the same extent in the United States. Two social developments accompanied this
yolitical reality; the mechanisation of labour and the introduction of management thinking

© labour and war. John Ellis has argued mechanisation of labour followed from a shortage

92 Robert D. Kaplan, "What Rumsfeld got right', The At/antic July/ August 2008.
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of manpower and growing needs for machines, absence of worker guilds who would see
machinery as threatening, and rapid innovation in mechanical thinking .25 Mechanical
approaches to production were later integrated with Taylorist and later Fordist managerial
thinking. As Coker explains: “What the US witnessed from the 1870s was the growth of
what the distinguished economist John Kenneth Galbraith calls a “techno-structure”: the
application of science to production... What emerged was a technicist ideology promising

35296

a technological fix to every military problem.

Expetience in either of the two wotld wars did not contradict this technicist
ideology; attrition decided both. Even the Korean War (though it did not end because of it)
was waged through attrition strategy.?” Indeed, the American economy, production power
and logistical skill contributed substantially at the strategic level to the outcome of the three
wars; secuting victory through production in the two world wars, and a draw through the
threat of using the atom bomb in Korea. Only in Vietnam did what William Gibson calls

‘technowat’ run into serious trouble.

The problems on the ground in Vietnam were heralded by the atrival in Pentagon
of a generation of young, brilliant ‘whizz kids’ spearheaded by Kennedy’s Secretary of
Defence Robert Strange McNamara. McNamara’s career was indicative of his quantitative
approach. It started with McNamara developing systems analysis for the War Department
to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of strategic bombing against German and
Japan.”® McNamara went on to become Professor of Harvard Business School and later
President of Ford America before entering politics. He and his assistants brought
quantitative, managerial and scientific techniques into the Pentagon, governed by a mindset
perhaps best summed up by Henry Kissinger, who argued that since 1945 US foreign
policy was based on “the assumption that technology plus managerial skills gave
transformations in ‘emerging countries™.”” As Gibson puts it: “By adopting
microeconomics, game theory, systems analysis, and other managerial techniques, the
Kennedy administration advanced “limited war” to greater specificity, making it seem
much more controllable, manageable, and therefore desirable as foreign policy.”** Gibson

describes a three-step process whereby the military became permeated with managerial

25 John Ellis, The Social History of the Machine Gun (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975).

26 Coker, 'Is there a Western Way of Warfare': 13-14.

297 Van Creveld, The Changing Face of War, 89, 154.

298 Blight and Lang, The fog of war : lessons from the kife of Robert S. McNamara, James William Gibson, The perfect
war : lechnowar in Vietnam (Boston: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1986), 14.

29 Kissinger, American Foreign Policy, 1974 quoted in Gibson, The Perfect War, 15.

300 Tbid., 80.

84



thinking: Firstly, warfare was a problem of organizing quantittes, which was seen by
McNamara to epitomize the highest form of human reasoning. Secondly, quantification
was followed up by constructions of models for production of warfare, a process of
thinking inspired by analyses of the behaviour of firms in the capitalist economy. Thirdly,

the enemy was conceptualized to behave according to the same logic.3

The two dominant forms of war fighting in Vietnam illustrate the implementation
of this kind of thinking; search and destroy missions on the ground, and bombing from the
air. Early in the war the American military leadership had learnt that two of the major
political challenges in the counterinsurgency war were outside of reach.32 One was the
failure to reform governance in the south led to a focus on the revolutionary enemy
instead. The other was that in 1965 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Earl
Wheeler privately advised President Johnson that pacifying the countryside in South
Vietnam3® was deemed to require somewhere between 700,000 and 1 million troops
fighting for seven years.>* The only remaining solution became attrition on the ground
backed up with what SACEUR General Wesley Clark, referring to the strategy behind the
1999 Kosovo War, called ‘coercive diplomacy,’® which is to say bombing as

communication.

Not only were these techniques unviable in themselves, but they contradicted each
other as well. Aside from the many tactical problems,3% search and destroy generated
operational concepts and promotion rewards governed by a tally of body counts, which
became inflated. Even at inflated rates, the production of body counts did not yield
sufficient results. During the Tet offensive, which was a rare battle-type engagement where
the Americans won easily, the attrition of the enemy was far from sufficient. Indeed, even
at Tet attrition rates: “The DRV could fight for up to thirty years before its manpower
account would bankrupt. Vietcong forces could only fight for another three and a half
years, a figure reflecting the order of battle, but three and a half years of fighting at Tet

levels meant tremendous American casualties.”®” In addition, Tet exposed that the
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American military leadership’s claim to the American public that Vietcong was beaten was

a le.

The search and destroy missions also came in conflict with the coercive diplomacy
of bombing. Bombing in support of ground search-and-destroy operations was annihilatory
in logic, where precision and actually hitting targets was essential. However, the strategic
bombing campaign called Rolling Thunder’, aimed at sending a message through
regularised bombing which escalated and de-escalated to coetce the North Vietnamese into
negotiation. In the latter case, it was more important that bombing took place at
decipherable intervals rather than what the bombs hit. These two approaches logically
subverted each other. Both interdiction bombing and search-and-destroy on the ground
followed the principles of attrition, forcing the enemy to expend resources. While such an
approach was nominally successful against the highly mechanised Germans in Wotld War
I1, it had hardly any impact on the jungle bound Vietcong and the unindustrialised agrarian
subsistence economy of the North Vietnamese.® The CIA found that that no conceivable
conventional bombing campaign could deny the North Vietnamese sufficient supplies for

their needs.3®

Compounding these mistakes was a fundamental misapprehension on both sides of
what the wat was about for the opposite side. At root, the North Vietnamese saw the war
as a national liberation struggle, whereas the Americans saw it as a strategic Cold War
theatre influenced by Soviet and Chinese communism. American generals failed to identify
how critical the political and willpower dimensions were to the enemy’s thinking. A
conversation with an American correspondent recalled by the inventor of the concept of

air-mobility, General Williams, illustrates this well:

Sitting and talking to him, he made the charge. He said, “You are doing more in your
helicopters to prevent our side from winning this war than anyone else.” I said,
“How’s that?”” He said, “Well, let me illustrate it this way. Everybody agrees that this is
a war for the hearts and minds of the people. How do you expect our forces to win
the hearts and minds of the people when all they do is take off from one Army base
and fly overhead at 1500 feet while Charlie is sitting down there and he’s got ’em by

the testicles jerking, and every time he jerks their hearts and minds follow. Now, until

308 Ibid., 342-7.
309 Tbid., 353.
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the Americans are willing to get down there with Charlie, he’s got their hearts and

minds.” 310

Reflecting upon this, General Williams agreed that “if you really want to be cost-
effective, you have to fight the war the way the VC fought it. You have to fight it
down in the muck and in the mud and at night, and on a day-to-day basis.” Yet, the
general told the correspondent, “that’s not the American way, and you are not going

to get the American soldier to fight that way.” 31

This is not necessarily true for all American forces, as the relatively successful eatly
counter-insurgency campaign waged by US Army Special Forces proves.31? However, the

Special Forces’ lessons and experiences were not what survived the war.

Today management thinking, attriion warfare and a failure to appreciate the
political dimensions of watfare continue to plague American efforts. To this the experience
of Vietnam has added another dimension of great importance; risk aversion, which
reinforces and is reinforced by management thinking. Risks are inherently based on
estimates of likelthood, coupled with the gravity of an actualisation of a worst case scenario
along a large spectre of security areas from crime, WMD proliferation, terrorism through to
migration.?” This does not generate much in the way of political capital, which makes it
very hatrd to convince the public that risks ought to be accompanied with willingness for
sacrifice. That is an important feature of why the war in Iraq was so unpopular with the
public in most countries, and it helps explain why many NATO countries in Afghanistan
are unwilling to take up the fight with Taliban in the south. As far as military
instrumentality goes, this reality generates risk aversion, both politically and militarily. In
addition, risk aversion in turn reinforces the temptations of the magic bullet, which is sent

instead of the men.

) Technology and airpower

The preferred means of American warfare are technology and airpower. As Gray puts it,

American leaders have tended to prefer sending in steel rather than men to do military
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tasks.3* Commanding General in Iraq David Petraeus argued in 1997 “never send a man
when you can send a bullet”.35 This is reflective of an attitude that prioritises conventional
warfare, which translates into strategic preference for annihilation,?¢ and attrition in
tactics.7 The use of steel instead of manpower attempts to achieve several things at once;
efficiency and effectiveness (more military effect per man); less exposure (to enemy fire);
and less discomfort (long term field deployments). However, for all of these virtues there

are vices.

The tactical military effectiveness that is created is not easily translated into a
desired strategic outcome in anything short of conventional war, particularly since massive
use of firepower alienates civiians who invariably experience what is euphemistically
referred to as ‘collateral damage’. Martin Shaw calls this ‘risk transfer warfare’, where nisk is
transferred from the troops and over to the local population in the given warzone.33
Furthermore, exposing oneself to risk and staying long term with the local population is a
necessary, but not sufficient, condition for success in any insurgency-like campaign. Today,
most if not all, campaigns have insurgency-like traits. Intellectual generals like Petraeus do
not fail to see the subtleties of counterinsurgency as the new counterinsurgency field
manual, to which he contributed substantially, illustrates. However, within the American
military, there is a culture for relying on firepower, which has led to strong exchanges

between Americans and the British in particular, in both Iraq and Afghanistan.*"”

This firepower very often comes from the most mechanized and technology-
intensive of all the branches of military power; air power. Airpower’s prominence today is
hardly surprising given how airpower won the naval Pacific campaign in World War II, and
how air superiority in Western Europe was a precondition for the ultimately successful
march on Germany. Standing on the beach soon after D-day Dwight D. Eisenhower’s son

advised his father that the following campaign would never succeed without air supremacy,
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to which Eisenhower senior replied; “Without air supremacy I wouldn’t be here.”32 In
‘every subsequent war, airpower has played a defining role, and the success is illustrated by
the fact that American ground forces have not been submitted to (hostile) air attack since
the Korean War. Nonetheless, airpower has been much more successfully applied in
conventional watfare than what has been the case in insurgency-like wars, of which

Vietnam is the primary example.

Airpower’s lure is, as Mclnnes puts it, that it offers “gratification without
commitment.”3?! Following the indeterminate results of strategic bombing in World War
I1, sceptics could argue, as Colin Gray has, that air power is merely a supportive arm, it
cannot win a war alone: “the whole object of the exercise is to influence the behaviour of
an enemy who needs to be controlled where he lives, on land.”32 Gray’s point is supported
by the 1999 Kosovo War; peace could only be established on the ground, and some would
say that it followed as much from Russian diplomatic pressure, threats of ground invasion,
and economic blockade as much as from air bombardment.? At any rate, the war gave
proponents of air power renewed energy. As did the role, airpower played in providing
firepower for American Special Forces and the Afghan Northern Alliance in 2001.

The debates about the role of technology in the US military has for the last couple
of decades revolved around concepts like ‘revolution in military affairs’ (RMA), ‘Network
Centric Warfare’ (1990s), and ‘Military Transformation’ (2000 onwards). ** Andrew
Marshall of the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessments coined the term RMA and was
influential in its wider spread following the first Gulf War. Marshall himself was inspired by
the Soviets who had taken a lead in thinking about these issues in the 1970s, particularly
Marshall Nikolai Ogarkov.”” Andrew Krepinevich’s definition of RMA from 1994 is still
standing as a formulation of the pre-eminent structural effort in the American mulitary:
“What is a military revolution? It is what occurs when the application of new technologies

into a significant number of military systems combine with innovative operational concepts

320 Quoted in Mclnnes, Spectator-sport war 80.

321 Eliot A. Cohen, 'The Mystique of U.S. Air Power', Foreign Affairs 73, no. 1 (1994): 109.

322 Gray, Modern strategy, 207.

323 Gray, Another Bloody Century, 101.

324 Lawrence Freedman, The revolution in strategic affairs, Adelphi paper 318 (London: IISS & Oxford University
Press 1998), Gray, .Another Bloody Century, 104-20.

325 Colin S. Gray, Strategy for chaos : revolutions in military affairs and the evidence of history (London: Routledge,
2002), 33,37,246.

89



and organizational adaptations in a way that fundamentally alters the character and conduct

of conflict.”*%*

What are the material properties of this revolution? The debate centres on how
information will revolutionise warfare. Information is sometimes referred to as C'ISTAR,
which means command, control, communications, coordination, intelligence, surveillance,
target acquisition and reconnaissance, or in more simple terms; collection, integration and
dissemination of tactical (actionable) information about the enemy (whereabouts,
capability, intention, direction) relative to friendly forces. Admiral William Owen, a staunch
proponent of RMA, has promised technology can conquer both the fog and friction of war
through technology: “That technology can give us the ability to see a ‘battlefield’ as large as
Iraq or Korea — an area 200 miles on a side — with unprecedented fidelity, comprehension,
and timeliness; by night or day, in any kind of weather, all the time.”37 It is hoped that this
sensory capability will reduce the necessity to kill the enemy, because they will realize they

cannot win. This was the sales pitch for transformation.

Three major critiques can be levelled at the RMA /Transformation idea. The first
critique argues it is not a revolution. Van Creveld and Colin Gray are equally exasperated
by the many “revolutions” in naval warfare and combined arms warfare, from the nuclear
to the jet engine, from the computer to the cruise missile, and from space warfare to
information warfare.’” Lawrence Freedman agrees that what is happening is evolutionary
not revolutionary.’? Even though new technologies increase the speed, precision and
destructiveness of firepower, the essential principles of combat remain the same. Van
Creveld observes that the basic idea behind the U.S. Army’s 1980s forerunner to RMA,
called Airl.and Battle, is not very different from German operations in 1943.3% Indeed,
when he asked some generals whether they could identify any significant difference
between Norman Schwarzkopf’s operations in the Gulf War of 1991 compared with

Patton’s operations in Western Europe in 1944-45, they could not.3*

The second critique is that the RMA does not necessarily work. The recent

victories against “Afghan military rabble”2 and an Iragi (2003) enemy that was
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“extraordinarily incompetent”? to the point that one Marine commander argued Iraqi
generals “couldn’t carry a bucket of rocks”** do not necessarily prove much. With respect
to a potentially more able and capable enemy Van Creveld emphasizes how most of the
technologies in question can be used to produce countermeasures that are often as
significant as the initial invention, neutralizing gai.ns.33 > Furthermore, whatever the ability of
the enemy, there are problems of information overflow - or bottlenecking - a characteristic
challenge of command and control, which came up as bandwidth shortage in the 2003 Iraq

War.**

The third and most serious critique of the RMA/Transformation debate, however,
is whether it yields anything to strategy in any relation to the vast efforts, amounts of
brainpower, and financial resources expended on it. Such a degree of priortization is
matched only by the vastness of RMA as a strategic ambition. What matters is not even
servicing of targets, but “the availability of targets and the consequences of hitting
them.”3%” Thus is akin to a belief in having the ability to capture enemy troops electronically,
and then to have them concede defeat (to the electronic sensors) permanently, so that any
combat becomes unnecessary. Such a form of technological hubris and ethnocentrism
suggests that enemy forces want to play by the rules of technicist warfare. The degree to
which this is not the case can be illustrated by a comparison of combat time in Afghanistan
and Iraq. Compare the transitions from, and aftermath of, major combat operations in
both Afghanistan and Iraq (six years and counting + four years and counting) with the
combat phases of those two campaigns (two months + three weeks). A tally of allied
casualties in those times would yield a similar imbalance. Despite all its promises war by

mstruments does clearly not quite do what it promises.

Conclusion

When taking a measure of what war has become it is very tempting to rephrase the
question into; what have the Americans turned conventional war into? This is only partially
unfair. The instrumentality of war today is a product of social and political developments

on the one hand, and American military supremacy on the other. Among the social and
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political developments, the most significant factors are the end of the Cold War and war as

a source of meaning.

The American military supetiority is a product of massive funding and military
research, and the absence of a viable peer in this field. American military culture has always
been about instrumentality: war as instrument and war 4y technology. It is not necessarily
more so today than 150 years ago, but the militaty superiority breeds hubris on behalf of its
utility. Freedman is undoubtedly correct to argue that it would be unwise not to exploit the
advantages of the information revolution in war, “as long as they are kept on tap, rather
than on top”.3% As Freedman also recognizes, it is equally important to recognise General
Earl Tilford’s observations that all of America’s defeats since World War II came at the
hands of enemies who had little or no air or naval forces, and whose ground forces were

essentially light infantry.33

It is appropmate to refer back to Clausewitz, because he struck the right balance
between asking what war is and saying what it ought to be about. Clausewitz established
that war is about things external to itself. In Gray’s words; “war is about politics, it 1s not
about fighting”3* This is as much a normative statement as a descriptive one. It is not
normative in the moralistic sense, but in the sense of imbuing wisdom that is well worth
heeding. The new American way of warfare denies politics and equates war with fighting,
continues Gray, and even equates fighting with the servicing of targets.? As Clausewitz
put it:

Theorists soon found out how difficult the subject was and felt justified in evading the
problem by again directing their principles and systems only to physical matters and
unilateral activity. As in the science concerning preparations for war, they wanted to reach

a set of sure and positive conclusions, and for that reason considered only factors that

could be mathematically calculated. 342

Clausewitz here directs our attention to the two major problems with instrumental war. It
:educes war to quantitative and physical properties on the one hand, and treats the enemy
1s an essentially constant and static property on the other hand, not an agile and fluid one,

vhich has his own, will, and frequently lots of it. Of course, there are exceptions to this
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view, in the American military principally represented by the US Marine Corps; their

persistent focus is on history and the human element over the tools of war.

The instrumentality of war has two lessons for us in this respect, one implicit and
the other explicit. The first point has to do with the role of watriors and how they are able
to negotiate an existential lifeworld for themselves within a highly instrumentalized form of
war. The second point is that the instrumentality of war reaffirms Clausewitz’s claim that
watr’s nature 1s constant whereas war’s character s changing. It is appropriate to turn now to

what Jinger called the piece for the gods.
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CHAPTER 4: COMBAT IS EXISTENTIAL

Man, 1 think, is an infantry animal.

Kurt Vonnegut Jr.
Mother Night

Introduction

Combat is an overwhelmingly existential realm, and this has consequences for how
warriors and soldiers experience it. While combat is more existential than warfare, it is also
instrumental. For this reason, a caveat similar to the one featuring in the discussion of war
in the previous chapter is offered here as well. Combat is the sharp end of the instrument
of the state, its cash payment, as Clausewitz observed.*® Nonetheless, any closer analysis
of the lifeworld where this cash payment takes place is bound to encounter the tension

between the existential and the instrumental.

Francis Ford Coppola’s Apoecalpse Now illustrates this very well. Special Forces
Captain Willard is instructed to travel into Cambodia to find the enigmatic and wayward
Special Forces Colonel Kurtz, and “terminate” his command. Kurtz is running the war
with ruthless effectiveness in his private kingdom, but in an unrestrained and personal
manner. His senior officers back in headquarters are rather more concerned about his
“ansound method”; his cruelty, than the contribution to the war effort he evidently
produces. Kurtz has submitted entirely to the Dionysian forces in his soul and revels in
destruction and gratification. For the military establishment, however, he has breached the
codes and restraints on war, and thus the bounds of civilization, and so he must be

stopped.

Willard does execute the mission, but not without significant sympathy for Kurtz’s
willpower and existential journey from the seemingly Apollonian instrumental dimension
of war to its Dionysian cruelty. Kurtz sees a lot of this cruelty in the enemy who are willing
to cut off inoculated children’s arms to demonstrate their willpower and conviction.
Willard’s conundrum in whether to terminate Kurtz is wrought with further tension when
he encounters Lieutenant Colonel Bill Kilgore, a battalion commander with the 1 Air
Cavalry. Kilgore’s conduct of the war appears no less restrained Kurtz’s, but in contrast to
Kurtz’s way, his still carries the blessing of the military establishment. Whereas heavy
reliance on airpower and overwhelming firepower with the risk of killing and alienating

343 Carl von Clausewitz, On War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton UP, 1984), 97.
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villagers is acceptable, heads on stakes is bad form, even if they are the heads of the enemy.
It 1s all 2 question of method. Kurtz’s apparent unrestraint recalls Achilles’ private anti-

social — yet ultimately understandable - rage at the beginning of the I/iad.

Apocalypse Now thus captures the dilemma at stake between war and