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INTERNATIONAL SOURCES
OF INTERSTATE
AND INTRASTATE WAR

Jack 8. Levy

$ I WRITE THIS ESSAY, IN SPRING 2006,
Athe United States is engaged in its

second war in Iraq in fifteen years.
Although each war began with a U.S. presi-
dent named Bush authorizing military opera-
tions against Iraqi forces under the leadership
of Saddam Hussein, the two wars were very
different. The 1990-91 Persian Gulf War was
a classic interstate war. Iraq invaded and occu-
pied the sovereign state of Kuwait, and a U.S.-
led coalition intervened to expel Iraqi forces
and restore Kuwaiti sovereignty. The 2003
Iraq war, which began as an interstate war with
the immediate U.S. purpose of defeating the
Iragi Army and overthrowing the repressive
regime of Saddam Hussein, quickly evolved

into an insurgency against the U.S. occupation .

and the Iraqi provisional government. The
insurgents—primarily Iragi Sunnis and inter-
national fighters associated with the al Qaeda
terrorist network—could not match the num-
bers or firepower of the U.S. military, but they
used improvised explosive devices, suicide
bombers, political assassinations, kidnappings,
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and beheadings against civilian as well as mil-
itary targets. That insurgency gradually evolved
into a low-level sectarian civil war, and after
the bombing of a Shiite mosque in February
2006, many feared that the conflict would es-
calate into a Jarge-scale civil war between Sun-
nis and Shiites, one that could draw in other
states in the region.

During the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War, U.S.
president George H. W. Bush and many oth-
ers spoke of a “new world order.” Three years
into the 2003 Iraq war, many observers spoke
of a “new world disorder.” Although old-style
interstate wars will undoubtedly continue to
occur, and although insurgencies and terror-
ism are an age-old phenomenon in interna-
tional politics, few would deny that the nature
of warfare has been changing.

The essays in this volume reflect on differ-
ent aspects of war, peace, and security in the
contemporary world. My aim here is to place
contemporary warfare in a broader historical
and theoretical context. I begin by describing
the changing nature of war over time, and ask
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whether traditional Western conceptualiza-
tions of warfare going back to Carl von Clause-
witz can adequately capture the “new wars” of
the twenty-first century. I raise 2 number of
conceptual issues involved in the analysis of
the causes of interstate and intrastate war and
suggest certain criteria that any theory of war
or explanation for particular wars must satisfy.
I then turn to the causes of war between and
within states. I focus on international system-—
level factors, paying particular attention to
“realist” theories of interstate war, and I ex-
plore the extent to which these theories, or
modifications of them, are useful for the
analysis of civil wars. I note that weak or failed
states are particularly prone to civil war and
identify some of the international conditions,
both material and ideational, that contribute to
state weakness in the contemporary era. After
discussing the impact of Cold War bipolarity
and then of unipolarity under U.S. domi-
nance on patterns of interstate and intrastate
warfare, I end with a discussion of resource
scarcity as a condition for internal and exter-
nal war.

This is not a complete survey of the sources
of contemporary violence. I focus on interna-
tional war and internal war but give little at-
tention to terrorism, insurgency, or genocide. I
focus on causal variables at the international
level and mention internal variables only when
the path leading from system-level factors to
war runs through factors internal to states.
Domestic variables can also have an impor-
tant direct effect on interstate as well as in-
trastate war, and they are analyzed in chapters
6 through 10 and elsewhere in this volume.!

THE CHANGING NATURE OF WARFARE

Historians usually identify 1500 as the begin-
ning of the modern world. From that time
until the end of World War 11, the European
great powers played a leading role in shaping
the structure and evolution of the interna-
tional security system and the global political

economy, based on their superior military
power and wealth. They fought “great-power
wars” against each other, including “hege-
monic wars” for leadership and control over the
system. They fought interstate wars against
lesser states in the expanding but European-
dominated international system and, in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, colonial
wars to maintain and expand their worldwide
empires. Significant increases in the destruc-
tiveness of great-power war over time con-
tributed to a continued decline in the frequency
of those wars until an upsurge with the two
world wars and related conflicts of the twenti-
eth century. Great-power war has yet to recur
in the six decades since World War IT, how-
ever, making this the longest period of peace
between the great powers for at least five cen-

turies. In addition, Europe, which has been

the locus of a disproportionate number of
modern history’s wars, experienced relatively
little warfare after World War 1.2

These trends have led some to characterize
the period since World War II as the “long
peace.” That view is misleading, because this
period has been anything but peaceful for most
of the world's peoples. We have experienced a
long great-power peace, not a general peace.
Interstate wars continue to occur, but at a
much lower frequency in the period after
World War II than during the period before,
and with a particularly sharp drop after 1970.4

What is new, in addition to the great-power
peace and the shift in warfare away from Eu-
rope to other regions of the world, is a signifi-
cant increase in the frequency of civil wars and
other forms of intrastate conflict.’ Civil wars,
after fluctuating around a moderate level of fre-
quency for the first seven decades of the twen-
tieth century, exploded in number in the 1970s
and have remained fairly frequent despite a
modest decline in the 1990s. By one count,
between 1816 and 1945, there were 110 in-
trastate wars and 56 interstate wars. In the
half century after 1945, when the number of
states in the international system nearly tripled,
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there were 103 intrastate wars and 22 inter-
state wars. Thus, before World War IT the ratio
of internal wars to external wars was about 2 to
1, while after World War I1 the ratio increased
to 4.7 to 1.5

Many contemporary intrastate wars pit
ethnic or religious groups against each other
and are referred to as “ethnic wars” or “identity
wars.”” Many of these take on a transnational
dimension, since identity groups straddle state
boundaries, and the distinction between inter-
state wars and civil wars is beginning to blur.
The Bosnian wars of the 1990s, for example,
were both civil wars within a disintegrating
Yugoslavia and interstate wars between Ser-
bia, Bosnia, and Croatia.? In addition to civil
wars fought for control of the state, or for se-
cession from the state, or for the autonomy
and security of an identity group within the
state, we see increasing levels of involvement
of warlords, private military contractors, and
other nonstate actors, driven by their own
parochial interests, including control over nat-
ural resources.’

Thus warfare has shifted away from the
great powers, away from Europe, and, increas-
ingly, away from state-to-state conflict toward
civil war, insurgency, and terrorism. All of this
is still warfare, but it is warfare that is in many
respects quite different from the forms of or-
ganized violence that have dominated the past
five centuries of human history.1° The typical
wars of the past pitted state armies against
each other. Particularly for great-power con-
flicts, but also for many other European inter-
state conflicts, wars were “symmetric” in the
sense that the two sides were of roughly equal
strength and fought with the same kinds of
weapons. At least by the time that the leading
states had consolidated their power internally,
a process that occurred gradually and at differ-
ent times for different states but that had be-
come fairly complete by the seventeenth cen-
tury, states had a monopoly or near monopoly
of force within their borders. This was the
basis for Clausewitz’s classic formulation of

war as violent conflict fought by state armies,
directed by state leaders, waged on behalf of
state interests, and settled by decisive battles.

As interstate war has increasingly shifted
from state-to-state conflicts to civil wars, and
as nonstate actors have played an increasingly
prominent role, scholars have begun to question
whether the Clausewitzian model accurately
captures the nature of contemporary warfare. 11
Most wars are not interstate wars and do not
pit state armies against each other. Most recent
civil wars, unlike the American one of the nine-
teenth century, do not involve a single rebel
army under the Jeadership of a single military
and political leadership, fighting on roughly
equal terms with similar weapons against a state
army. Instead, many insurgencies and civil
wars involve loose coalitions of different groups
fighting for their own purposes.!? Rebel groups
often cannot match the state in organization
and advanced weaponry, and consequently they
resort to different tactics, including guerrilla
war and terrorism, long the “weapons of the
weak.” Instead of confronting state armies
directly, they target civilians in an attempt to
weaken morale, demonstrate that the state
cannot protect its citizens, and induce a shift
in loyalties. Massacre and ethnic cleansing have
occurred with increased frequency.

The strategy of decisive battles has been re-
placed by the strategy of exhaustion, and sym-
metric war has given way to “asymmetric war.”
An era in which war and peace were clearly
delineated, and war had a well-defined begin-
ning and a well-defined end point,® has given
way to an intermediary state in which violence
“smoulders on.”' Just as the line between
peace and war has blurred, so has the line be-
tween war and crime, as criminal networks play
a growing role in the funding of civil wars and
insurgencies.

While Clausewitz's emphasis on war as a
clash between state armies fails to capture
a great deal of contemporary combat, there is
another aspect of the Clausewitzian model that
accurately reflects an enduring core of warfare



20

Jack 8. LeEvy

that transcends the changes noted earlier.
That is the idea that war is fundamentally po-
fitical, in the sense that the use of violence is
purposeful and intended to advance an actor’s
political objectives. As Clausewitz phrased it,
“[Wlar is a continuation of politics with ad-
mixture of other means.”’® True, Clausewitz
thought primarily in terms of states, but the
idea can easily be applied to other actors.
Whether the actor in question is a state, an
ethnic group, a rebel organization, or a terror-
ist group,!” Clausewitz tells us that we should
think of war as one of several instruments or
policies (diplomatic, economic, miljtary, etc.)
that actors have at their disposal to promote
their interests.® War involves the coordinated
use of violent force, in combination with other
instruments, to advance one’s interests,

Some might argue that the same idea ap-
plies to individuals, that individuals are pur-
poseful in their use of force. Whatever the
merits of that argument, we do not think of
individual acts of violence as constituting war.
Wiar is the coordinated use of force by a polit-
ical organization or group. A single act of vio-
lence by a state or other group would not con-
stitute war. The idea of war also implies that
a certain threshold of violence is crossed.!®
Thus war involves intense or sustained vio-
lence, though the relevant threshold of inten-
sity varies significantly over the millennia and
over different cultural systems. Finally, organ-
ized violence is not considered a war unless
the other side fights back. The Soviet Union
invaded Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia
in 1968. The Hungarian army fought back;
the Czech army did not. Thus we talk about
the Russo-Hungarian War of 1956 and the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.

Having discussed both elements of conti-
nuity and elements of change in the evolution
of war over time, we now turn to an analysis
of the causes of war. Despite the enormous
amount of intellectual energy that has been
devoted to the question of war by philosophers,
historians, social scientists, biologists, and

others, there is little scholarly consensus on
the causes of war, even among scholars within
the same discipline. It is important to note
also that until recently the scholarly Literatures
on interstate war, civil war, and terrorism over-
lapped very little, and scholars of interstate
war paid very little attention to research on civil
war, and vice versa. This has gradually begun
to change, as international relations scholars
have shifted their focus and attempted to adapt
theories of interstate war and use them to ex-
plain civil wars, but the differences are still sig-
nificant. In the following discussion I attempt
to integrate knowledge generated by both in-
terstate and civil war researchers. Before I
begin, however, it would be useful to explore
some conceptual issues that plague the study
of both interstate and intrastate war.

CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

Our earlier discussion of the changes in war
over time reminds us that war is a variable, not
a constant. It varies in form (interstate, in-
trastate}, regional concentration, frequency,
intensity, and other dimensions. This obvious
fact has important but often neglected impli-
cations for the study of war. Any theory of war
must account for variations in war over time
and space, and any interpretation of a particu-
lar war must explain why that war occurred
when it did, and not earlier or later.

With respect to theories of war, the re-
quirement that theories explain variations in
war and peace means that any theory that pre-
dicts that war is a constant must be rejected,
or at Jeast modified to include additional vari-
ables that explain observed variation. This
means that any explanatory factor that is itself
a constant cannot provide a complete explana-
tion for war.20 For example, while many trace
war to human nature (whether in the form of
aggressive instincts or other human imperfec-
tions) or to the anarchic structure of the inter-
national system (the absence of a higher author-
ity to regulate behavior and enforce agreements
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between states), these factors are basically
constants and cannot by themselves explain
the enormous variations in war and peace over
time and space. They cannot explain the long
great-power peace after World War 11, the
fact that most states are at peace with most
other states most of the time, or evidence that
humans fought relatively few wars before the
development of agriculture and related aspects
of civilization.?!

To take another example, it has become pop-
ular to explain the explosion of ethnic violence
in the past two decades in terms of “ancient ha-
treds” between rival ethnic or religious groups.*?
While this factor might contribute to contem-
porary ethnic conflict, it does not constitute a
sufficient explanation of ethnic wars. It fails to
explain why wars have broken out between
some ethnic communities but not between
others, when those violent conflicts occur, and
how intensely they are fought. At the level of
individual wars, this means that an ancient-
hatreds explanation by itself cannot fully ex-
plain the outbreak of a particular ethnic war.

To explain the Bosnian wars of the 1990s,
for example, it is not sufficient to invoke eth-
nic rivalries. Serbs and Croats fought each
other very little before the twentieth century,
so additional factors are necessary to explain
why they fought each other during the 1990s.
Similarly, while ethnic differences between
Persians and Arabs undoubtedly contributed to
the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War (1980-88),
those differences led to very little violent con-
flict between the two peoples over the past
two centuries. Moreover, a 1975 treaty resolved
most outstanding conflicts of interest between
the two states. Thus a satisfactory interpreta-
tion of the Iran-Iraq War must explain what
happened after 1975 to trigger the war.?3

Let us now turn to the “levels-of-analysis”
framework, which was first developed by
Kenneth Waltz and which has been widely
used as a framework for the classification of
the causes of interstate wars and other forms
of state behavior.?* With some modifications,

this framework can also be applied to intra-
state wars. T he framework raises some addi-
tional conceptual issues in the study of war,
which we also consider.

The levels-of-analysis framework classifies
the causes of war in terms of whether they are
located at the level of the individual, the nation-
state, or the international system.?® The indi-
vidual level focuses primarily on human nature
and predispositions toward aggression and
on individual political leaders and their belief
systems, personalities, and psychological pro-
cesses. The national leve! includes both gov-
ernmental variables, such as the structure of
the political system and the nature of the pol-
icymaking process, and societal factors, such
as the structure of the economic system, the
role of public opinion, economic and noneco-
nomic interest groups, ethnicity and national-
ism, and political culture and ideology. System-
level causes include the anarchic structure of
the international system, the number of major
powers in the system, the distribution of mil-
itary and economic power among them, pat-
terns of military alliances and international
trade, systemwide norms influencing their be-
havior, and other factors that constitute the
external environment common to all states. If
a state acts on the basis of national-interest cal-
culations, defined in terms of threats and op-
portunities in its external environment, we say
that the state is influenced by system-level fac-
tors, It can also be useful to distinguish between
global and regional systems and include the
dyadic (or bilateral) relations between a partic-
ular pair of states.

Let us illustrate the levels-of-analysis frame-
work with respect to various explanations that
journalists and scholars have proposed for the
U.S. decision to invade Iraq in 2003.27 Some
argue that the U.S, intervention derives from
President George W. Bush’s worldview and
religious beliefs, his determination to finish
the job begun by his father, or his disregard for
information running contrary to his beliefs and
policy preferences. We classify these at the
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individual level. Individual-level explanations
imply that if another individual had been in
power, the state probably would have behaved
differently.

Others argue that the U.S. decision derives
from the traditional U.S. commitment to de-
mocracy and the promotion of democracy
abroad, from the impact of the September 11
attacks on American political culture, from the
hesitancy of members of Congress to argue or
vote against the war for fear of possible political
repercussions, from the influence of necconser-
vatives or the U.S. oil industry on the political
decision-making process, or from a flawed in-
telligence apparatus that generated grossly mis-
leading estimates about Iraqi nuclear weapons.
These are national-level explanations.

Finally, arguments tracing the war in Iraq
to a rational response to the terrorist threat,
fears of an Iraqi nuclear weapons capability, or
the permissive condition created by the col-
lapse of Soviet power and end of the Cold War
over a decade earfier fall at the system level of
analysis. The collapse of Soviet power and the
permissive condition it created for U.S. inter-
vention relate to the global system, whereas
concerns about the impact of a nuclear Iraq on
the balance of power in the Middle Eastis a
regional-system factor.

Given the complexity of international pol-
itics, many scholars have concluded that no
single factor, and no single level of analysis,
provides a complete explanation for the causes
of war. As a result, many theories of war, and
most explanations of individual wars, combine

.causal variables from different levels of analy-
sis. Most explanations for the 2003 Iraq war,

for example, include the rise of international’

terrorism, the domestic impact of the Septem-
ber 11 attacks, the aim of overthrowing Sad-
dam Hussein’s brutal regime and the estab-
lishment of democracy in Iraq, the personality
and religious beliefs of George W. Bush, the
influence of neoconservatives on U.S. foreign
policy, and the intelligence failure regarding
Iragi weapons of mass destruction.

Although the levels-of-analysis framework
has traditionally been applied to states and to
interstate relations, with some modifications it
can also be applied to the question of the causes
of intrastate war. Consider Michael Brown’s
classification of the sources of internal war in
terms of bad leaders, bad domestic problems,
bad neighborhoods, and bad neighbors.?® We
can interpret this typology in terms of levels of
analysis. Brown’s first factor is an individual-
level variable, the second is a domestic-level
factor, the third is a regional-system factor,
and the fourth refers to the external environ-
ment of a particular state.

We can also apply the framework to a wide
range of nonstate actors, from international
organizations like the United Nations to eth-
nic groups to transnational terrorist groups.
We can ask whether decisions for UN inter-
vention are driven more by the imperatives of
the situation, by politics within the United
Nations, or by the leadership of the secretary-
general; whether the behavior of a particular
ethnic group is influenced primarily by the ex-
ternal threats and opportunities it faces, by
pressures from subgroups within it (including
its military army), or by the particular beliefs
and charisma of an individual leader; or whether
the behavior of a terrorist group is driven by
the aim of advancing the interests of the group,
by internal infighting between competing fac-
tions, or by the beliefs and risk-taking propen-
sities of a particular leader.

Although the levels-of-analysis framework
can be applied to any actor, the framework
assumes that the actor in question is suffi-
ciently coherent that it has a decision-making
body that has the authority to act on behalf
of the group. If the group is more amorphous,

50 that we cannot speak of a single group

policy with inputs from different levels, it is
harder to apply the levels-of-analysis frame-
work. If observers are right that after 9/11
al Qaeda splintered into a loose coalition of
distinct terrorist groups, with different but
overlapping interests and no single chain of
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command,? it will be difficult to apply the
levels-of-analysis framework to a single al
Qaeda entity.

The levels-of-analysis framework is useful
for organizing the many disparate sources of
conflict into categories that help simplify the
way we think about war and other aspects of
the behavior of states and other actors. Like
any framework, however, it is not perfect. Its
categories arc neither exclusive—in that some
factors appear to fit in more than one category
—nor exhaustive—in that some factors do not
fit easily into any category.>°

The levels-of-analysis framework high-
lights some logical problems associated with
the analysis of the causes of war. Although an-
alysts often trace the outbreak of a particular
war to the beliefs or personalities of a single
individual,*! that does not constitute a logically
complete explanation of war. Two problems
arise, each involving the definition of war.

First, war is defined in terms of the behav-
ior of political organizations, whether the state,
a rebel group, or a terrorist organization. It is
not enough to know the preferences, beliefs,
and personality of the leader. We have to ex-
plain how the leader’s preferences, along with
the preferences of other decision makers, are
translated into a collective decision for the or-
ganization (in the case of a state, a foreign
policy decision). What this means, for states,
is that an individual-level theory of war has to
be subsumed within a theory of foreign policy,
since it is states, not individuals, that make
war.>? Sometimes political leaders who want
war are prevented from implementing that
strategy by domestic constituencies. Alterna-
tively (but less frequently), political leaders
who believe that war is contrary to the national
interest are sometimes pushed into war by
a xenophobic public opinion. U.S. president
William McKinley hoped to avoid war with
Spain in 1898, but because of domestic pres-
sures McKinley “led his country unhesitatingly
toward a war which he did not want for a
cause in which he did not believe.”?

Second, war involves violence erween po-
litical organizations. Since it is not a war unless
the adversary fights back, a theory of war must
explain why both states fight. That is, war is
a dyadic or systemic outcome resulting from
the interactions of two or more states, and an
explanation for war requires the inclusion of
dyadic or system-level causal variables.>* For
this reason neither individual- nor societal-level
explanations provide a logically complete ex-
planation for the outbreak of war. War is the
result of the strategic interaction, or joint ac-
tions, of two or more political organizations.3

Consider, for example, what we might call
the “predatory state hypothesis”—the idea that
the primary cause of war is the existence of a
predatory or aggressive state or political leader.
Such behavior is often a primary cause of
war, but the predatory-state argument is not
a logically complete explanation for war. Nazi
Germany was an aggressive state in the mid-
1930s. It violated international treaties by re-
militarizing the Rhineland, annexing Austria,
and demanding the incorporation into Ger-
many of the Sudetenland, a German-speaking
region of Czechoslovakia. For several years,
however, none of these actions led to war, be-
cause the West chose instead to pursue a policy
of appeasement. There is ample evidence that
Hitler actually wanted war over Czechoslo-
vakia and was quite angry when the West re-
sponded with some concesstons.*® Hitler even-
tually got the war that he wanted, but only after
German armies had invaded Poland, and the
West, after some delay, had responded with
military force. The point is that showing that
a state or leader wants war is not a sufficient
explanation for war. We must incorporate the
behavior of the adversary into the explanation.

On the other side of the coin, the demon-
stration that a state pursues a conciliatory pol-
icy is not a sufficient explanation for peace.
Under some conditions a strategy of extensive
concessions does not promote peace but instead
induces the adversary to increase its demands
in the expectation that further concessions will
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be forthcoming, which can result in war by
miscalculation. The classic example here is the
British and French appeasement of Hitler in
the 1930s, though many argue that Hitler was
bent on war and that consequently the strat-
egy of appeasement, while futile, did not ac-
tually make an already likely war any more
likely. The larger point is that a theory of war
is technically incomplete without a theory of
bargaining or strategic interaction that explains
how states respond to each other’s actions and
how they act in anticipation of each other’s
responses.*’

We should keep these conceptual consid-
erations in mind as we turn to an analysis of
some of the leading theories of war. We begin
with realist theories, which have dominated
the study of interstate war since the time of
Thucydides. Though realist theories were de-
signed to explain interstate relations, they can
be useful in explaining some aspects of civil
war as well. We then turn to 2 broader discus-
sion of how system-level factors have con-
tributed to the rise of civil wars in the period
since World War 1,38

INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM~LEVEL
CAUSES OF WAR

Balance of Power, Power Transition,
and Interstate War

The traditional literature on the causes of in-
terstate war has been dominated by the “real-
ist” paradigm, which subsumes several distinct
theories.* Traditionally, scholars characterize
realism as positing that the key actors are sov-
ereign states that act rationally to advance their
security, power, and wealth in an anarchic in-
ternational system, with anarchy defined in
terms of the absence of a legitimate authority
to regulate disputes and enforce agreements
between states.* International anarchy, along
with uncertainties regarding the present and
future intentions of the adversary, creates a
system of insecurity and competition. The sys-
tem induces political leaders to focus on short-

term security needs and on their relative posi-
tion in the system, adopt worst-case thinking,
build up their military strength, and utilize
coercive threats to advance their interests, in-
fluence the adversary, and maintain their rep-
utations. The core realist hypothesis is that
international outcomes are determined by, or
at least significantly constrained by, the distri-
bution of power between two or more states.
At the dyadic level (between two states), this
is captured by Thucydides’ argument that “the
strong do what they can and the weak suffer
what they must.”#

At the system level, realists argue that the
“polarity” of the system (multipolar, bipolar,
unipolar), which reflects the distribution of
power, shapes patterns of state interaction.
During the Cold War, for example, interna-
tional relations theorists debated whether the
bipolarity of the Cold War period was more
stable (in terms of minimizing the likelihood
of a major war) than the multipolarity of the

eighteenth or nineteenth century, when power

in the system was distributed more or less .
equally among at least four or five great pow-
ers. With the end of the Cold Whar, scholars
now argue about the relative stability of the
unipolar system characterized by U.S. domi-
nance. Many argue that U.S. hegemony is likely
to persist, and others argue that U.S. domi-
nance is likely to generate an opposing coali-
tion to limit U.S. power and that a new lead-
ing state will invariably arise.?

To take a more specific example, many
argue that the end of the Cold War and the
collapse of bipolarity was a permissive condi-
tion for U.S. intervention in the 1990-91 Per-
sian Gulf War and initiation of the 2003 Iraq
war. If the Soviet Union had not collapsed and
if the Cold War had not ended, intervention in
Iraq would have been too risky for the United
States, either in 1991 or in 2003.

The distribution of power, and the nature of
that power, is also the primary explanation for
the declining frequency of great-power war
over time and in particular for the great-power
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peace after World War II. The increasing so-
phistication of military technology led to the
ever-increasing destructiveness of warfare and
consequently to the increasing costs of war
and increasing disincentives for states to initi-
ate war unless vital national interests were di-
rectly threatened. Thhis process culminated in
the development of nuclear weapons, the de-
terrent effects of which are posited by many to
be the primary factor contributing to the ab-
sence of great-power war after 1945.%

In the realist worldview, wars occur not only
because of the actions of states that prefer war
to peace but also as a result of the unintended
consequences of actions by those who prefer
peace to war and who are more interested in
preserving their security than in extending their
influence.** Even defensively motivated ef-
forts by states to provide for their own security
through armaments, alliances, and deterrent
threats are often perceived as threatening by
others and lead to counteractions and conflict
spirals that become difficult to reverse. This
is the “security dilemoma’—actions to increase
one’s security may only decrease the security
of others and lead them to respond in ways
that decrease one’s own security.*

Many interpret the U.S.-Soviet Cold War
as a conflict spiral between two states that
feared each other and that were more inter-
ested in security than in domination. Similarly,
many interpret the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
as a security-driven conflict spiral, in which
actions lead to counteractions that are difficult
to reverse because of a ratchet effect.

So far, these general realist propositions—
that actors behave reasonably rationally to ad-
vance their interests, defined primarily in terms
of security; that the distribution of power is
the primary determinant of international out-
comes; and that wars result both as the in-
tended consequence of aggressive states that
want war to advance their interests and as the
unintended consequence of more defensively
motivated behavior to provide for security—
apply as well to civil wars and other forms of

organized violence as they do to interstate
war. So do ideas about states forming alliances
with other states, and the primacy of security
motivations in those alliances. The idea that
states have “neither permanent friends nor
permanent enemies, just permanent interests”
(in the words of Lord Palmerston, a mid-
nineteenth-century British leader) applies to
coalitions of rebels in civil wars as well as to the
great-power politics of earlier centuries.*®
Other realist propositions are more specific
to interstate wars. One of the oldest realist
theories is balance-of-power theory, which
posits the avoidance of hegemeony as the pri-
mary goal of states and the maintenance of an
equilibrium of power in the system as the pri-
mary instrumental goal. The theory predicts
that states, and particularly great powers, will
build up their arms and form alliances to bal-
ance against those who constitute the primary
threats to their interests, and particularly against
any state that threatens to secure a hegemonic
position over the system.*” Balance-of-power
theorists argue that the balancing mechanism
almost always works successfully to avoid hege-
mony, either because potential hegemons are
deterred by their anticipation of a military
coalition forming against them or because they
are defeated in war after deterrence fails.*® In
this view, the world wars of the twentieth cen-
tury and the European war against Napole-
onic France a century before were all balance-
of-power wars that resulted from the formation
of a military coalition to block a threatening
state from achieving a position of dominance.
Scholars have also applied balance-of-power
theory to regional state systems. One impor-
tant difference between great-power systems
and regional systems, however, is that the cen-
tral assumption of anarchy is less valid for the
latter, where, unlike the former case, powerful
states outside the system can play a significant
role. For example, outside powers can support
a regional hegemon against a coalition of other
states within the region, a coalition that might
otherwise have restored a balance of power in
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the region. There are no significant powers
outside a worldwide great-power system that
might play this role. Thus some modifications
may be necessary in applying balance-of-power
theory to regional systems.

An important alternative to balance-of-
power theory is “power transition theory,” which
shares many realist assumptions but empha-
sizes the existence of order within a nominally
anarchic system. Hegemons commonly arise
and use their strength to create a set of politi-
cal and economic structures and norms of be-
havior that enhance the stability of the system
at the same time that it advances their own se-
curity. Differential rates of growth lead to the
rise and fall of hegemons, however, and the
probability of a major war grows as the hege-
mon loses its dominant position. The proba-
bility of war reaches 2 maximum at the point
at which the declining leader is overtaken by
a rising challenger that is dissatisfied with the
existing international system. Thus power tran-
sition theory appears to make the opposite
prediction from balance-of-power theory—an
equality of power, not a concentration of power,
is most conducive to war.*

Power transition theory has direct implica-
tions for the contemporary world. It predicts
that unipolarity under U.S. leadership con-
tributes to stability in terms of a continuation
of the great-power peace.”® With the inevit-
able decline of U.S. hegemony, however, new
instabilities will arise, particularly in the con-
text of the continued rise of Chinese power.
Many believe that the greatest threat to great-
power peace will involve the dangers of a Sino-
American conflict as the point of power tran-
sition approaches, which is estimated to be in
about three decades. Although most experts
believe that the existence of nuclear weapons
will help deter a Sino-American war, most ex-
pect an intense rivalry between the two mid-
century superpowers. That rivalry might be
somewhat mitigated, however, if China aban-
dons its communist ideology and embraces
liberal democracy. That would presumably

lessen its degree of dissatisfaction with the
status quo, as defined by the capitalist inter-
national economic system currently led by the
United States.>

Another prediction of power transition
theory, one it shares with balance-of-power
theory, is that leading states often act to block
the rise of peer competitors. One balance-of-
power theorist who explicitly makes this argu-
ment is John Mearsheimer, in his influential
“offensive realist” theory. Mearsheimer argues,
contrary to power transition theorists, that
even the strongest states lack the resources to
achieve hegemony over the entire world sys-
tem. These states can sometimes achieve re-
gional hegemony, however, and if they do they
will use their power in an attempt to block
other great powers from achieving hegemony
in other regions.*

One of the strategies that states sometimes
adopt against rising challengers, in regional as
well as great-power systems, is preventive war.
The argument is that a state facing a rising
adversary may be tempted to initiate a preven-
tive war in order to defeat the adversary while
the opportunity is still available—before the
adversary achieves a dominant position or
crosses a critical threshold of military power.”3
The logic of prevention is reflected in Thucy-
dides’ argument that “what made the Pelo-
ponnesian War inevitable was the growth of
Athenian power and the fear which this caused
in Sparta.”* Preventive logic motivated the
Israeli strike against the Iragi nuclear reactor
in 1981, and it was the initial rationale of the
second Bush administration for its 2003 war
against Iraq.® Preventive-war theories have
yet to identify the specific conditions under
which states take preventive action against
rising adversaries, however, and there is con-
siderable uncertainty about whether the United
States or possibly others might strike pre-

ventively against North Korea or Iran. The

former is believed to possess nuclear weap-
ons, and the latter appears determined to de-
velop them.



INTERNATIONAL SOURCES OF INTERSTATE AND INTRASTATE WAR 27

In power transition theory, it is the combi-
nation of equality of power and change in
power that is destabilizing in the presence of
dissatisfied states. We can separate the static
component, which posits that at the dyadic
level war is least likely when one state has a
preponderance of power over another and most
likely when there is an equality of power. This
is the “power preponderance hypothesis,” which
draws strong support from empirical studies
of interstate war.*® It is based on the logic that
under conditions of preponderance the strong
are satisfied and do not have the incentives for
war, and the weak, though dissatisfied, lack
the capability for war.

Applications to Civil War
and Ethnonational Conflict
Although theorists of civil wars have recently
borrowed some ideas from realist theories,
balance-of-power theory as a whole is rarely
applied directly to civil wars or to domestic
political systems more generally. The main
problem is that balance-of-power theory is
based on the assumption of anarchy—the ab-
sence of a legitimate authority to regulate dis-
putes. This assumption is rarely satisfied in
domestic political systems with functioning
governments.”” Whereas balance-of-power
theory predicts that concentrations of power
in the international system are conducive to
interstate war, most analysts have concluded
that the concentration of power in domestic
political systems—in strong centralized states
that dominate Jocal influences—minimizes the
likelihood for civil war.58

Elements of power transition theory, in-
cluding the power preponderance hypothesis,
have some parallels in situations of ethnona-
tional conflict. Just as power transition theo-
rists argue that concentrations of power in the
international system are stabilizing and mini-
mize violent conflict, studies of ethnonational
conflict generally find that wars that end in de-
cisive victories are far less likely to be followed
by renewed violence than are negotiated set-

tlements based on roughly equal power.*® They
also find that a situation characterized by the
strong dominance of one ethnic group is less
prone to violent conflict than one characterized
by an equality of power or a moderate imbal-
ance of power between the two groups.*°

Arguments about the consequences of a
particular distribution of power between eth-
nonational groups need to be placed within a
larger political context. Ethnonational mi-
norities are often secure within stable political
systems characterized by strong centralized
state or imperial institutions (e.g., the com-
munist political systems in the former Soviet
bloc}. The collapse of state power, however,
leaves ethnonational communities in a condi-
tion resembling international anarchy, without
any guarantees that their security and rights
will be protected. Such ethnonational groups
might have no hostile intentions toward other
groups but still desire to build up militias for
protection. The forces that provide protection
might potentially do harm to others, however,
and such buildups lead to counteractions, mis-
perceptions, and conflict spirals.

Thus ethnonational groups in a condition
of weakening centralized authority lack pro-
tection, fear for the future, and face an “ethnic
security dilemma” that is quite comparable to
the security dilemma facing states in the inter-
national system, with many of the same con-
sequences.®? This ethnic security dilernma is
intensified by historical animosities and mem-
ories, often exaggerated, of past injustices by
the other. This is a realist explanation for eth-
nonational conflict, with the unit of analysis
shifted from states to ethnonational commu-
nities or other identity groups. The argument
is that much ethnic conflict has less to do with
ethnic or religious differences than with secu-
rity fears in a system that provides no reliable
means of protection,

These security-driven insecurities can be
exacerbated when the leaders of one group
attempt to unify their own people, and to en-
hance their own standing among them, by
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rhetorically exaggerating the potential threat
posed by the other, acting to rectify past injus-
tices (real or imagined), and generally using
other ethnic groups as scapegoats for domes-
tic problems. This is a common interpretation
of the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s, with Ser-
bian leader Slobodan Milosevic “playing the
ethnic card” as a means of mobilizing his own
support. Scapegoating foreigners as a means
of enhancing the domestic support of political
elites is also a source of interstate wars, as ex-
plained by the “diversionary theory of war,”
which is a national-level theory.5?

The realist security perspective on ethnic
conflict generates a number of propositions
about the intensity of the ethnic security di-
lemma and hence the likelihood of violence.
The lower the congruence between state terri-
torial borders and communal boundaries, and
the greater the ethnic intermingling, the harder
it is to provide security, and the higher the like-
lihood of violence. Such conditions increase
the probability of secessionist wars by captive
peoples to withdraw from the territory of a
larger state and create their own state, and of
irredentist wars by ethnic groups in one state
to retrieve ethnically kindred people and their
territory from another state, 53

There are other ways in which weak or
failed states create conditions that are ripe for
internal violence. These causal paths are ex-
plored later in this volume by Rotberg, Ayoob,
and others. Part of any explanation for violent
outcomes, however, would be why so many
contemporary states are weak in the first place,
particularly relative to their European coun-
terparts. Standard answers to this question
focus on factors internal to states, but the fact
that so many contemporary states find them-
selves in this position suggests that interna-
tional system—level factors may play a role.

System-Level Sources of

State Weakness and Conflict

‘The states that until recently have done much
of the world’s fighting but that now do rela-

tively little fighting emerged in early modern

Europe. Faced with a highly threatening in-
ternational environment and internal impera-
tives to consolidate their power over domestic
tivals, states built up their military power,
fought frequent wars, and conquered new ter-
ritories. They constituted the core of an emerg-
ing international system in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, in which there were no
external powers to regulate their behavior and
constrain their territortal expansion. The ex-
panded armies needed for external conquest
and defense led to expanded administrative and
fiscal systems to support those armies, and
thus to the increasing centralization of state
power. That, plus the new military technolo-
gies states had incentives to develop, made
wars more destructive.54 States that lacked the
resources, political organization, and military
strength to compete on the battlefield were
absorbed by their stronger neighbors, and the
states that remained were well constituted—
in terms of military power, economic resources,
and institutional strength—to fight with their
external rivals and to maintain internal order.
In Charles Tilly’s classic formulation, “War
made the state, and the state made war,”65
The political units that emerged from the
state-building processes in early modern Eu-
rope had the resources and ability to survive
the trial by fire of a highly competitive and con-
flictual international system and were forced
by the competition to increase their strength.
The same is not true for states formed in the
late twentieth century after the collapse of the
European colonial empires and then after the
collapse of the Soviet empire. These states fol-
lowed a different developmental trajectory,
with different consequences. In the words of
Ann Hironaka, in contrast to “strong, battle-
scarred states that had proven their capability
to withstand both interstate and civil war,”
former colonies and other new states emerged
“not through victory in war, but through the
encouragement and support of the interna-
tional system.” The new environment, unlike
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the one in which European states came of age,
was characterized by external superpowers with
both incentives and capabilities to maintain a
stable international order and by international
norms that discouraged both territorial con-
quest and secession. The competitive pressures
that formerly weeded out all but the strongest
states no longer operated, leading to the emer-
gence of states that were weak in institutions
and resources, vulnerable to internal threats,
and less able to contain internal violence. Thus,
Hironaka concludes, “the rules and behavior
changed,” and “the international system after
1945 has encouraged and supported the pro-
liferation of weak states that are susceptible to
protracted civil wars.”6

"This argument emphasizes that many of the
sources of state weaknesses lie in the interna-
tional system and the causal paths leading from
system-level structures and norms to the mjli-
tary, economic, and administrative strength of
states. Moreover, state weakness may even be a
source of ethnic differences or at least of the ex-
acerbation of those differences. The absence of
strong political institutions in weak states facil-
itates political mobilization around groups de-
fined in terms of ethnicity or religion, rather
than around political parties, and provides lead-
ers with incentives to engage in ethnic scape-
goating to bolster their internal support.8’

This situation has been exacerbated by the
legacy of European colonialism. Most civil
wars over the past several decades have taken
place within the territory of former colonial
and imperial empires. The territorial bound-
aries of these states reflect those of the Euro-
pean colonies they replaced, and European
powers drew those borders for their own im-
perial convenience rather than to reflect eth-
nic, religious, or economic facts of life. The re-
sult is 2 marked incongruence between the
territorial borders of the states and the “natu-
ral” boundaries separating various communal
groups. Identity groups, cut off from their
brethren in other states, were sometimes left
too weak to provide for their security, too

small to be economically viable, and incom-
plete in their identity, and they had strong in-
centives to atternpt to change the status quo.

This incongruence between state bound-
aries and the distribution of ethnic, religious,
and other identity groups has been reinforced
by international norms that discourage both
territorial conquest and secession. Norms
against territorial conquest mean that con-
temporary states, unlike states in early modern
Europe, cannot easily expand to incorporate
displaced national minorities and thus to form
“natural” boundaries based on the congruence
of nation and state. Norms against secession,
which deny separatist groups the international
recognition and funding that constitute near
prerequisites for survival, reinforce the exis-
tence of disaffected minorities within states.

The result is a collection of states that have
the formal trappings of sovereignty, including
international recognition and equal votes in
the United Nations, but not the functional ca-
pacity required to integrate their disparate parts
into an effectively functioning political sys-
tem. As Robert Jackson argues, “Ramshackle
states today . . . are not allowed to disappear
juridically—even if for all intents and pur-
poses they have already fallen or been pulled
down in fact.”®® The result is the persistence
of weak states and of conditions that are con~
ducive to civil wars,

The discrepancy between the boundaries of
formal territorial units and communal groups
ts particularly pronounced in sub-Saharan
Africa.%? This incongruence has been more
likely to contribute to civil conflict than to in-
ternational conflict, as state leaders have hesi-
tated to contest state boundaries for fear that
doing so might set a precedent, unleash un-
predictable behavior, and undermine the sta-
tus quo, The normative constraint against
challenging existing boundaries may be grad-
ually disintegrating, and if that continues there
could be an increase in interstate war in the
region. Thus far, however, most wars have re-
mained internal to states.
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The legacy of colonialism also contributes
to civil conflict through other paths. Imperial
powers sometimes promoted internal rivalries
in order to enhance their own influence through
a divide-and-conquer strategy, and once in place
those rivalries tended to persist beyond the col-
lapse of imperial rule.” Anticolonial wars often
transform into civil wars, as the internal oppo-
nents of external armies turn on each other
after the external forces have departed.”!

The institutional structures put in place by
the imperial power, and the political cultures
that grew up around them, could also have an
impact on the strength of new states and their
proclivities toward violence. Such institutional
structures varied greatly, and this variation—
particularly in terms of the strength of the cen-
tral government—helps to account for the rel-
ative ability or inability of the government to
withstand centripetal forces from within and
possibly also for the extent of government re-
pression. In many cases, the process of state
building in new states got off to a particularly
difficult start because of the rapid process of
decolonialization. The rather abrupt with-
drawal of several colonial empires was due in
part to traditional U.S. hostility to imperial
and colontal rule, U.S. determination to expand
its own sphere of influence, and consequently
U.S. pressure on European states to withdraw
from their colonial empires. Given the politics
of Cold War bipolarity and the Soviet threat,
European colonial states had little bargaining
leverage against U.S. pressure. As a result, many
new states emerged from the colonial empires
profoundly ill prepared for the tasks of state-
hood, as illustrated by the new states in the for-
mer Belgian and Portuguese empires in Africa
and also by the case of Algeria.”?

From Bipolarity to U.S. Hegemony

Cold War bipolarity had other consequences
as well, though how the superpowers and lead-
ing regional powers perceived and responded
to the distribution of military power and the
strategies they adopted were also important.

Within each of the superpower blocs, the hi-
erarchical structure of power, in conjunction
with each superpower’s incentives and capabil-
ities for maintaining stability, tended to dampen
both interstate and intrastate conflicts.

Outside the superpower blocs, however,
bipolarity induced a competition between the
Soviet Union and the United States for power
and influence in the Third World. Given their
perceptions of a zero-sum game, the super-
powers often had incentives to arm whatever
side their adversary was not funding, and gov-
ernments and rebel groups had incentives to
play the superpowers off against each other.
The result was that both sides in a civil war
often received ample funding from the super-
powers, in marked contrast to earlier eras.

In the pineteenth century, for example, Eu-
ropean great powers, through the Concert of
Europe, often acted together to support gov-
ernments against domestic rebels. This led to
an imbalance in military strength and relatively
short civil wars. The funding of both govern-
ments and rebels in the Cold War period con-
tributed to a stalemate on the battlefield and
thus to longer civil wars. The duration of civil
wars during the Cold War was also lengthened
by the existence of two rival ideological models
that could be used to mobilize recruits and pro-
vide additional incentives for fighting.”® The
superpowers also promoted a number of proxy
wars to advance their own interests, though
they had both the incentives and the ability to
keep those wars from escalating out of control.

The erosion of Soviet power and the end of
the Cold War had multiple effects. Within the
Soviet bloc, the combination of the collapse of
hierarchical rule and the movement toward

‘democratization brought new social groups

with widely divergent interests into a political
process that lacked the institutional capacity
and political legitimacy to accommodate those
interests. This provided a fertile environment
for political entrepreneurs to make nationalist
appeals and engage in scapegoating marginal-
ized groups and external enemies, in order to
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help consolidate their political support.”#
Similar processes could be found elsewhere, as
the withdrawal of superpower support for weak
authoritarian regimes created power vacuums
that facilitated conflict.

The dominant trend, however, was in the
other direction. The superpowers no longer had
incentives to support proxy wars, and their
disengagement from such wars, their efforts
to settle some of those wars, and their with-
drawal of funding of others both reduced the
frequency of new internal wars and helped
shorten the duration of ongoing wars. At the
same time, however, the increasing globaliza-
tion of the arms market provided additional
opportunities, for both governments and rebels,
to find new sources of armaments and eco-
nomic support. The existence of a global arms
market has also generated alliances between
rebel groups and international criminal net-
works, which provide an additional source of
funds and arms.” The net trend, however, was
to suppress conflict, and the end of the Cold
‘War was soon followed by a significant decline
in the number of ongoing civil wars.”

This discussion has focused primarily on
the distribution of power in the global system
and the impact of bipolarity and then of uni-
polarity on internal warfare around the world.
A different set of system factors involves re-
source scarcities in regional systems, which we
now consider,

Resource Scarcities and Conflict

The problems confronting weak states are ex-
acerbated by resource scarcities.”” One of the
central themes in the growing literature on
environmental scarcity and jts implications for
international conflict is the neo-Malthusian
argument that competition for scarce resources
among states with rapidly growing and in-
creasingly urbanized populations, coupled with
the degradation of those resources by deserti-
fication, deforestation, rising sea levels, pol-
lution, and environmental disasters, will gen~
erate famines, economic and social problems,

environmental refugees, political instabilities,
and serious domestic and international crises.”®
This scenario is most likely to arise in devel-
oping countries, which generally lack the wealth
and institutional capacity to respond to envi-
ronmental disruptions.”

The combination of population growth,
uneven resource distribution, and the environ-
mental degradation of limited resources exac~
erbates scarcities and contributes to violent
conflict in a number of ways. The most direct
path is through a “simple-scarcity conflict,” or
“resource war,” in which one state or group uses
military force against another for the primary
purpose of gaining access to key economic
and strategic resources.?® The primary factor
leading Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein to invade
Kuwait in 1990, for example, was the goal of
gaining control over Kuwait’s vast oil supplies
as a means of reviving the Iraqi economy, elim-
inating an oppressive debt, and in doing so
further consolidating Saddam’s hold on polit-
ical power.®! This case is consistent with the
argument that conflicts over nonrenewable re-
sources tend to be more destabilizing than
disputes over renewable resources. A particu-
larly serious point of conflict in the future,
however, may be disputes over fresh water.5?

Simple-scarcity conflicts are not the only
path from environmental scarcity to war. Re-
source scarcity, sometimes compounded by
environmental degradation, droughts, floods,
and famines, often leads people to migrate
in search of economic security.®* Population
movements can, in turn, contribute to conflict
or exacerbate existing conflict through a num-
ber of causal paths.®* Immigrants can gener-
ate social conflict within the host or receiving
country by putting added strain on scarce
resources, particularly in large urban areas.
Migrations can change land distribution, eco-
nomic relations, and the balance of political
power among ethnic, religious, or other social
groups; undermine state capacity to create
markets and other institutions that facilitate
adaptation to environmental change; generate
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a perceived threat to the host country’s cul-
tural identity; trigger a social backlash by in-
digenous people in response to perceived threats
to economic security or social identity from
migrants; and generally increase communal
conflict, political instabilities, and the likeli-
hood of civil strife.85

Migrations may also contribute to interna-
tional conflict by serving as a focal point for
relations between home and host countries.
Host countries that cannot easily assimilate
the new immigrants or deal with the conse-
quent economic problems and social instabil-
ities may attempt to influence the home gov-
ernment to stop or slow the flow of refugees
or eliminate the conditions that gave rise to
them. If cooperative efforts fail, governments
may resort to coercive threats and possible mil-
itary action to block the flow of refugees, which
can trigger a conflict spiral. Political leaders
with weak or declining domestic support may
under some conditions be tempted to use the
migrants or their home government as scape-
goats, as a means of bolstering their own in-
ternal political support. A good example is the
1979 “Soccer War” between El Salvador and
Honduras. While the trigger cause of the war
was a dispute emerging from a soccer game, and
while an important background cause was a
simple-scarcity conflict driven by environmen-
tal pressures and famine, scapegoating and
other governmental responses to those systemic
pressures played a key role in the conflict.?

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

My aim in this chapter has been to place con-
temporary warfare in the context of changing
patterns of warfare over time and to consider
ways in which the changing nature of the in-
ternational system has shaped interstate and
intrastate warfare, with particular attention to
the six decades since the end of World War I1.
We have seen a substantial shift in war away
from the great powers and away from Europe,
a gradual decline in interstate wars more gen-

erally, and a significant increase in civil wars,
particularly in the developing world. I have also
raised 2 number of conceptual issues confront-
ing the study of war and suggested several gen-
eral criteria that any theory or interpretation
of war would have to satisfy. One of the most
basic criteria is that any theory of war must be
able to account for variations in war and peace.
Relatedly, any explanation of a particular war
must be able to explain why the war occurred
when it did and not earlier or later. ] summa-
rized the levels-of-analysis framework, which
has been an influential framework for the
analysis of interstate war and of other aspects
of international relations. I then turned to a
survey of some of the Jeading causes of war as-
sociated with the international system—level of
analysis. I gave particular attention to realist
theories and emphasized how realist theories
of interstate war have been modified to ex-
plain ethnic wars and other forms of civil war.
I emphasized the ethnic security dilemma fac-
ing many ethnic groups in the world today
and how that security dilemma has been exac-
erbated by the economic, institutional, and
military weakness of states in the developing
world. I then explained how the international
systemn has contributed to the weakness of
states—and consequently to the incidence of
civil war—in the contemporary world. I con-
sidered the impact, first of Cold War bipolar-
ity and then of post-Cold War unipolarity, on
patterns of interstate and intrastate war, and
ended with a discussion of the impact of re-
source scarcity at the regional level. This survey
has left many important causal factors uncov-
ered, but many of these are treated throughout
the remainder of this volume.
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