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To my father, thank you for your


unflinching support.




“Our new opponent is not a State”.


My mentor, Bertrand Badie





FOREWORD


By not adopting a straightforward approach in exploring the risk analysis to stakes of peace in a global world, the author, as a convinced Durkheimian, presents in this book a conceptual and empirical approach to conflict analysis. This essay offers a new look at the construction of a “social link” as a means to preserve peace. In the absence of that foundation, divergence becomes commonplace. Hence, the game of power stands out as determining factor for conflict that is restricted by its entropy. It is the unpredictable nature of these new conflicts that, henceforth, determines the strengths of weakness and establishes a new “perspective”.





PREFACE


The concept of war continues to be a delicate and controversial issue among civilians today. However, the author’s approach is very innovative. As a matter of fact, one may want to ask whether war does not carry within it a process that makes humankind want to assert their humanity. I refer to humanity here as a focal point in human nature, that is, a necessary and creative approach that enables them to live in the society.


What if war was born of Man’s desire to found a society? This quick introductory question implies that war definitely does not necessarily seek to establish peace. In fact, peace is just a possible outcome. We have forgotten too quickly that seeks victory, not peace. It is not about Man’s unreasonable nature, but, on the contrary, a rational process to establish themselves in their humanity and action, as there is nothing more rational than the strategy of men seeking victory. It bears ideas that express Man’s commitment to being human at the very heart of higher spirituality (notwithstanding whether it is, more or less, all about humanism or theological distance). This approach does not cause division but seeks unity through its limitations. Thus, victory in its unity breaks away from diversity on the subject and stands out as a rational actor. The real issue here is rationality in total agreement of unity.


Yet, war threatens human life and their destruction during conflict. Can we speak of humanity when the very essence of that humanity is threatened by itself, or is built on the conflicts among humans, in the first place, and not their unity? War reveals Man’s darkest inherent desire to destroy their fellow Man with increasingly sophisticated technology. It especially displays technical sophistication to annihilate social growth in the process of Man’s destruction. Let us note that the author’s analysis, when pointing out the concept of necessary war, focuses first on the very essence of inevitable and foundational war.


However, its practical implementation is not hampered because, if death is possible, it still remains an option among the many ways of defining war. In every society, it is a process of balance and influence (active or passive). A few years ago, a virus was a disease; nowadays, just a natural or man-made virus causes war. In a world where there is no need for enemies, humans are reminded that they are their own worst enemy, but also the only possible unit. Their humanity is diverse, but their “humanitude” is “one” in action.


Waging a war does not necessarily mean the death of the other, but victory in the balance of power between the two warring factions. It can thus be a question of economic, financial, military, or communications warfare, etc.


What about peace in all this?


If war does not lead to peace but, instead, to balance in man’s superior ability to build a society, considering the unique notion of a border, what becomes of peace in this process? In fact, we “wage” war but still “live” in peace... At this juncture, the necessary act of war is a process that eventually brings about peace.


War and peace are no longer necessarily linked; war seeks victory, but we must strike a balance between war and peace. Peace suggests a “no war” situation in its permanent adjustment process towards an imminent end. In war as in man, the notion of superior adaptation is due to the fact that a break does not necessarily preclude continuity. It is part of it because, the essence of man lies in his future. Man conceives and builds what is good. He places even his most individual ambitions in the coherence of a whole: the city. War builds, defends and integrates communities, adjusting their differences based on the boundaries between them. It is, therefore, all about continuity at the level of the boundaries.


War, in its balance, prompts us to think of a process of dynamic equilibrium where peace prompts us to think of stable equilibrium. As the world changes and evolves rapidly, peace stable equilibrium, striving towards a permanent ideal situation, has become a temporary equilibrium ... Whereas war, in its adaptation process, becomes a condition for permanent adjustment. If diplomacy is an essential ingredient for direct peace, the author, in this book, proposes a political, military, financial, or other approaches to war, in order to frame power relations and facilitate these adjustments. Indeed, war is essentially multi-faceted, even in the process of fashioning Man. In its reality, it can also protect him instead of destroying him. Thinking about war is also a way of thinking about peace (as a temporary equilibrium), which could this time pragmatically tend to become permanent.


Loïc Noël Baron, PhD





INTRODUCTION


The Evian Accords, signed on 18 March 1962, put an end to the War of Independence in Algeria. As a declaration of principles, these agreements lay the foundations and define a clear framework for Algeria and an emerging Algerian state with which France hopes to establish new cooperation ties. However, we cannot help but notice that it was when the military defeated the National Liberation Front (FLN) that French public opinion considered the situation from a different perspective, leading to these agreements which specifically stipulate that: “selfdetermination will enable voters to determine if they want Algeria to be independent and, in which case, if they want France and Algeria to cooperate under the conditions defined in these declarations1”. This phase of our post-Westphalian2 history revealed the emerging gap between military victory and political victory


A few years later, in 1967, when military strategies applied in war did not favour the “Viet Cong”3 and the North-Vietnamese army were unable to compete with American fire power and mobility, the great Tet Offensive marked a turning point in the conflict between South Vietnam and North Vietnam, against the backdrop of the Cold War. The Tet Offensive started slowly in mid-January 1968, in the most remote part of South Vietnam in the North West. But on 31 January, fighting broke out across the country. The fierce fighting was reported by journalists who, for the first time in war history, practically gave daily reports on the realities and devastating effects of the war. Looking at both sides of the coin, the loss of lives within the ranks of the American Army shocked the public, which gradually started resisting the idea of engaging in a war in this far-off theatre. The nationwide debate that shook the USA after the first Communist Tet attacks revealed that the American people would not support a long, indecisive and pointless war. In fact, they were utterly stunned by the North Vietnamese attacks. American government officials convinced them that the war was being won, which was ultimately true at the end of 1967. However, public opinion experienced a kind of psychological shift because of the Tet Offensive. The reality of the attacks, at least the way in which the media portrayed them, was almost in stark contrast to what the American people had in mind. No civilian had ever imagined that a coordinated attack of this magnitude and violence could be possible.


The media were present in the field, covering a “live” war for the first time, and had extensive power to influence the public and therefore, partially, the choices of the government.


On 31 March 1968, Lyndon Johnson4 announced that he would not run for a second presidential term, and almost halted the bombings on North Vietnam by urging Hanoi to accept peace negotiations. The next step was the Communist annexation of South Vietnam in 1975. They were galvanized by the postwithdrawal political events in the United States, which led to the evacuation of the last American contingent and some privileged South Vietnamese by helicopter from the roof of the American embassy in Saigon during Operation Frequent Wind on 30 April 1975. The tactical defeat in the Tet Offensive led to a political defeat.


These two events, which went unnoticed in the analysis of war, are challenging the Westphalian conception of war. Central to this strategic shortsightedness is the inability of the social sciences to break away from empirical channels in order to adapt to change. Indeed, political science is essentially a continuous process. It tends to describe contemporary phenomena using tools that have forged its very essence. What if these paradigms were to change?


The “Westphalia Treaties”, signed in 1648 in Münster, a German city located in the north of the federal state of North Rhine-Westphalia, marked a decisive turning point in relations between the states. The international system instituted by these treaties ended the 30-Years War in 1648. According to these treaties, the state is recognized as a privileged form of political organisation of societies and the birth of the modern interstate system, based on three principles:




	
 External sovereignty (no state recognizes any authority above it and every state recognizes any other state as equal);


	 Internal sovereignty (every state has exclusive authority over its territory and the population and no state interferes in the internal affairs of other states);


	 Balance of power (no state should have power that enables it to impose itself on all other states, and every state strives to ensure that no other state achieves hegemony).





The die had been cast.


The international system has therefore worked for at least four centuries on this immutable principle of a territorial, sovereign, juxtaposed and competitive political entity. Through such competition, the war thwarted this system and established itself on everyone. In fact, since sovereignty was not compatible with international law because it was considered illegitimate, war came to regulate this balance. By regulating competition between states, the war aimed at guaranteeing respective national interests. Thus, Westphalian culture viewed the international concept as synonymous with war. Furthermore, Raymond Aron5 defined peace as a period “between two wars”. This negative definition of peace as the absence of war consolidates the state of the international concept as the tussle for power.


However, since World War II and postcolonial episodes, some paradigms have called into question this State-War duality. Globalization and its representations of new actors overhauled the international system with events that no longer corresponded to the state rhetoric mentioned above. It instituted a global space characterized by interdependence, inclusion and mobility. From these aspects, the analysis of a local event requires back and forth movement at sub-regional, the regional and the international levels. This unprecedented interconnection of a global society, coupled with new information and communication technologies, definitely usher us into a new era of international relations.


Based on a paradigm where war made it possible to build the state following Charles Tilly’s model (War Making and State Making), leading to the state which was also built through war, in an international system of competition, defined by Thomas Hobbes as being a gladiators’ fight (Part I), the new era of international relations now subjects us to conflicts which are not essentially linked to the state.


So, how do we understand these new conflicts given the rise of religious fundamentalism, nationalist wars, and all other forms of belligerent situations with traditional analysis tools, whereas they have no political roots? (Part II)





1 Evian II Accords. Government declarations of 19 March 1962 relating to Algeria. A) Chapter I of the General Declarations on the organization of public authorities during the transition period and self-determination guarantees.).


2 In reference to the Westphalian Treaty, signed on 24 October 1648, which ended the Thirty-Year War and instilled order in religious and political matters in Europe.


3 Vietnamese Communist Party


4 36th President of the United States of America.


5 French Philosopher and Sociologist, 1905-1983




PART I:


WAR, THE DNA OF INTERNATIONAL


AFFAIRS


Looking back at the history of mankind, very few episodes of peace can be recorded, given that war has been the bedrock of our history. According to R. Kolb, “out of 33 centuries in history, approximately 31 have been characterized by war, and just about 2 centuries have been peaceful”6. This is eventually not surprising since, as we have always known, in the history of mankind, that is, until the beginning of the 20th century, “the only outcome of war we want to see is a manifestation of the sovereignty of states”7: in this case, we talk of the “freedom to wage war”8.


The only attempts to avoid resorting to war, in the Christian West, are recorded among 16th and 17th century theologians like Saint Augustine or Saint Thomas who tried to distinguish between just war and unjust war by trying to spotlight the former and ban the latter. But then, in a bid to be more comprehensive, some previous actions of philosophers like Plato and Aristotle stand out. Indeed, they had tried to “rationalize the idea of waging war” by specifically pointing out the difference between the Greeks and the Barbarians, while condemning fratricidal wars amongst the Greeks9.


Now part and parcel of the international game, war has been established as its DNA; hence it has become the backbone of international security. That is why it is important to understand the theory of international security in order to grasp the intricacies of this incestuous union between the concepts of war and the state (Chapter I ).


Moreover, since it is a continuation of politics, war according to Clausewitz becomes a political tool (Chapter II).





6 R. Kolb, Jus in Bello, An Introduction to the International Law of Armed Conflicts, Brussels, Bruylant, 2003, p.5


7 P. DAILLER, A. PELLET, International Public Law, 6th Ed., Paris, LGDJ, 1990, PP.893


8 Ibid


9 A. SAGOT, Laguerre juste, un lien entre morale, violence et droit international, Mémoire IEP-Grenoble, 2005, 120p. (The Just War, Link between Moral, Violence and International Law, Thesis IEP-Grenoble)





Chapter I:


THEORY AND STRATEGY OF


INTERNATIONAL SECURITY


1. The Theory of International Security


What is security? Does it have any specificity in international relations as in other fields? Do International Relations (IR) view it in a specific manner? Why does it need to be theorised? Why should there exist several international security theories instead of having just one? How do security theories relate to security practices? From security to war, how do we understand the DNA of the international game?


“International security” has interesting avenues to explore. The expression itself may seem obvious as it suggests peace, international cooperation and understanding between peoples, whereas it is actually a polysemic, multifaceted, contradictory, uncertain and contested expression.


Two pitfalls must therefore be avoided. The first, a priori, is attributing an unequivocal, standard and objective meaning to international security and the concepts linked to it: threat, risk, enemy, danger, protection, defence. This idea is false for a number of reasons, which we will strive to clarify. The second pitfall would be to think that, because security has several meanings, contextual connotations and scopes, that makes it a void concept, one that has no effect, or a word that does not refer to any tangible or observable reality. That would also be a wrong approach. Indeed, it is rather a key concept of international relations, both international relations (with lower case letters) to mean relations between nations, states, local authorities, political communities or regions and International Relations (IR, with upper case letters) to refer to a specific field of academics in political science. It is precisely in a bid to avoid these two pitfalls that it seems appropriate to develop a theoretical perspective around the concept of security in international relations.
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