CHANGE AND CONTINUITY IN GLOBAL POLITICS AND MILITARY STRATEGY (WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO HUMAN RIGHTS, THE NATURE OF WAR AND HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION)




i) Introduction

This paper attempts an examination of the period since the end of the Cold War (1989)  and the present with some reflection on the shape of things to come over the next decade.   The analysis does not pretend to be inclusive but rather to highlight a variety of key developments.   Part of the enterprise will involve comparing and contrasting the impact on the structure and process of international politics during three key phases of recent history: (1) The Cold War; (2) The post Cold War Scene; and (3) a post 9/11 world.   At the same time I shall try to show how elements of both continuity and change were manifest throughout the 60 year period since the end of World War II.  ( In my verbal presentation at the November conference I shall put a more detailed gloss on the material and point to obvious gaps which could not be filled given space constraints.)

ii) Change and Conflict Management in the Cold War

Throughout this period both the theory and practice of international relations stressed the pre-eminence of the state as the main actor and, by clear implication, the traditional Westphalian values of sovereignty and the principle of non-intervention as the bulwarks of international order.   Indeed, order in the international realm was privileged over justice for persecuted minorities and majorities within states.   The world of international relations in pure realist terms was perceived as a Hobbsian construct:  without order, anarchy threatened;  with it survival (the supreme human need and aspiration however bleak and wretched for the world’s dispossessed) was at least possible even if that order and, by definition, human survival was bought at the expense of justice.   Hence the need to devise structures and a mode of self restrained state behaviour to help maintain that order; one such strategy – as we shall see – was the elaboration and practice of the theory of nuclear deterrence.

What is striking about the Cold War international order is that the West and the Soviet Union were – despite profound ideological confrontation - able to develop a precarious common interest in their mutual survival, itself the product of a finely balanced nuclear deterrence system.   Another was the need to keep the diplomatic lines open if only to negotiate practical measures of arms control to help stabilise the balance of power/terror.

Both protagonists, their allies and satellites recognised (not initially) that if deterrence broke down mutually assured destruction (MAD) would be the likely if not the inevitable outcome.   So the West and the Soviets played the Cold War game according to certain old fashioned ‘realist rules’:  both acknowledged, informally and tacitly each others ‘sphere of interest’, exercising self restraint whenever the temptation to intervene presented itself.   Thus from the 1950s, George Kennan’s doctrine of containment of the Soviet Union within post 1945 borders was preferred to ‘roll back’ and ‘liberation’ of the peoples of Eastern Europe from Soviet domination via satellite communist governments.   And the same principle of self restraint operated with respect to the Hungarian and Czech uprisings of 1956 and 1968.  Similarly, the Russians were careful not to overstep the mark and foment popular upheavals by their communist party offspring in France and Italy.   The imperative of state survival trumped the incentives for dynamic, dramatic and forceful change.  

Of course, there was violent disorder in ‘out of area’ (Nato’s self denying ordnance):  Korea; Vietnam;  The Middle East, etc.   Certainly, in the case of Korea and the Arab/Israeli wars both the superpowers avoided the temptation to encourage their proxies to seek overwhelming victory one against the other;  equally, they avoided the temptation to introduce nuclear weapons into the military equation.   This was, the era of so called ‘limited war’ – limited with respect to geographical area, weaponry and political objectives.   True enough, for the local protagonists such wars were unlimited in terms of the damage done to human life and state infrastructure.   In the last analysis, however, what constituted ‘limits’ turned on perception;  what was crucial from the perspective of the Superpowers was self-consciously through diplomacy – coercive or otherwise – to avoid escalation and ultimate damage to the homeland.   In other words, the Cold War – on one level of analysis – was characterised by a complex pattern of conflict and co-operation both within the European land mass and beyond.

Furthermore, the Cold War order and the common interest in survival upon which it was based was underpinned in due course by a number of formal and informal arms control agreements: the Test Ban Treaty (1963), the Non-proliferation Treaty (1968), the various ABM treaties.   Formal agreements were supplemented and reinforced by informal ones by the decision of both super powers to give up the option of a first nuclear strike by deploying their weapon systems in invulnerable second strike mode.    Similarly, informal rules of crisis management evolved;  in this context the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 was a turning point, witness the installation of the Hot Line, for example.

Finally, some general comments on the Cold War order:

In so far as the military and their political masters theorised, planned, and rehearsed war in elaborate exercises on either side of the Central Front dividing Europe into two heavily armed (nuclear and conventional) juggernaughts, the major emphasis was on conventional war with the threat of nuclear escalation built into strategic doctrines such as flexible and controlled response.    This was, in effect, an elaboration of deterrence theory and practice.

Fortunately, these doctrines were never put into effect.   But at least Cold War warriors could indulge in their scenario building confident in the knowledge of who the enemy was, his precise geographical location and a recognisable battle field occupying a finite physical space.   In other words governments could work on the assumption of a tangible and easily recognisable threat to security measured in orthodox terms.    Governments could make some inference (not always accurately) about the intentions – defensive or offensive -  from the manner in which capabilities were deployed. There was thus a degree of comforting certainty about the structure and process of Cold War order.   War – if it came – was perceived to be interstate in this respect and not profoundly different – at one level of analysis from wars in the past - with this crucial difference that the weaponry available was awesome in its destructive power and if used irresponsibly would in effect demolish large chunks of the state system.

Despite the emphasis on Westphalian principles and in particular the primacy given to the state and domestic jurisdiction (enshrined in Article 2 (7) of the UN Charter), there were clear indications that new values reflecting a growing concern for human rights, were beginning to emerge to challenge traditional assumptions.   Two in particular are worth remarking upon in this context:  racial equality both within and between states; and secondly, the eradication of the enormous gulf separating the northern from the southern poor.

The lacerating collective memory of the Holocaust and the apartheid politics of the South African government were both factors contributing to an emerging norm exemplified by a variety of human rights UN Declarations. The new states emerging from the so called Third World embraced an anti-colonial ideology which combined a concern for human rights extending well beyond the orthodox Western interpretations of that doctrine.    To the traditional list of ‘civil liberties’ – the legacy of John Locke and John Stuart Mill - were added ‘social’ rights – equal access to adequate health and education facilities, gainful employment, housing, family benefit and other welfare provision to list the more obvious claims.   In the later stages of the Cold War, the Soviet Union came under pressure to loosen the rigidities of communist society. The result was the signing of the Helsinki accords in 1975 – in particular the so called Basket Three  – human rights, culture, education.   In the decade that followed Helsinki, the break between East and West on human rights issues was characterised by

 “the anxiety of the Soviet Union to legitimise its hegemony in Eastern Europe and the determination of the West to exact a price for this.   Thus, whilst the Soviet Union stressed the principle of non-intervention as being the crux of the agreement, the West continually focused on human rights as the heart of the matter”.

Thus well before the end of the Cold War, a major dent had been made in the hitherto inviolable doctrine of non-intervention with the Soviet Union forced to acknowledge human rights concerns, however grudgingly and haphazardly.   (The permitted exodus of Soviet Jewry to Israel in exchange for certain Western concessions on trade and commerce is a case in point).

These new concerns of the international society were articulated in the General Assembly of the UN with the new states of the third world constituting an Afro-Asian block determined to redress the imbalance of resource distribution between north and south.   These states were good Westphalians; they jealously guarded their newly won sovereignty.   Non-interference and the permanence of existing borders were sacrosanct principles embodied, for example, in the charter of the Organisation of African Unity published in 1963.   One major exception to this was South Africa whose apartheid policy came under increasing attack from 1960 onwards. The principle of domestic jurisdiction was deemed to be indefensible in the South African context and a variety of sanctions were imposed by national governments together with regional and international organisations such as the European Union. I do not propose to discuss the utility of these sanctions except to point out that their imposition was a form of intervention, but we may conclude that while the Westphalian model of statehood remained intact for much of the Cold War period there were over the decade indications that the state’s untrammelled rights to rule free of interference from without was increasingly under challenge. In this context we must note the ever increasing intrusive role of the media - especially television. As the late Raymond Aron, a French realist to his fingertips, once famously remarked: 

“The diplomatic universe is like an echo chamber: the noises of men and events are amplified and reverberated to infinity. The disturbance occurring at one point of the planet communicates itself, step by step, to opposite sides of the globe.” 

Media exposure of human rights abuse became commonplace as more sophisticated technologies became available; moreover, the tone of the western media was liberal, by and large hostile to abuse of human rights and capable of moving public opinion, or at least influential segments of it, into demanding government action to rectify human rights derelictions. 

By way of conclusion to this disposition on Cold War themes we might assert the following propositions:

· The Cold War order might have been stifling – to put it mildly – for those who suffered its indignities, the sorrows induced by proxy conflicts in the Third World, and the repressive nature of so many regimes scattered across the globe. Moreover, these regimes were befriended and supported by one or other of the Superpowers in the competition for global influence and supremacy: thus, as an American politician famously (or infamously) said: “He may be a son of a bitch, but at least he’s our son of a bitch.”

· There was no repetition of the horrors of World War I or World War II on the European landmass. Peace of a kind was maintained, but the price in terms of justice was high; the gulags; Latin American military dictatorships, e.g. Chile and Argentina; apartheid South Africa; the repression of dissent in eastern and southern Europe. Nonetheless, as remarked earlier, a pattern of conflict and co-operation emerged characteristic of relations between the superpowers which helped to stabilise relations whenever they were most threatened by crisis and political conflict.

· Some scholars, notably the late Hedley Bull whose views I share, attempted with considerable success to fashion a more sophisticated explanation of the nature of international order.  Thus to a sophisticated realist like Bull the  Hobbesian version of international relations – “the war of all against all …. where life is nasty, brutish, and short” – is an adequate account of the nature of international society both in historical and contemporary terms. Anarchic it may be, without the benefit and legitimacy of an  overarching global authority capable of adjudicating disputes between member states, nevertheless there exists

 “a society of states exists when a group of states, conscious of certain common interests and common values form a society in the sense that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one another and share in the working of common institutions”.

These institutions include international law, diplomacy, international organisation, the balance of power. Space will not permit an examination of the role of these rules and institutions;  suffice it to say that such a society can and does in fact cultivate common interests which make for a degree of co-operative behaviour and amelioration of conflict. And what is interesting is how this society of states has in the past at least succeeded in incorporating even terrorist movements and rogue states (eg.USSR in the 1920s; Libya in 2004) and socialising them into the norms, conventions and rules of that society. This tendency has persisted over many decades despite many changes in the structure and processes of international society. Whether the new breed of terrorist post 9/11 can be similarly incorporated is a question we shall discuss shortly.

It is worth stressing that the ‘society of states’ is not a community of states. Such an outcome would require a convergence between the domestic value system of the member states as well as general acceptance of certain norms and principles governing their external relations – the one critical feature of Bull’s definition of international society where states with profoundly different political systems can and do co-exist. 

And what is interesting and really significant is how the idea of a community of states did emerge in practice in western Europe from the 1950s onwards. This was indeed a major innovation in the structure of international relations: states, battered by war, came together in supranational structure. The history and development of the European Union demonstrates clearly how a society of states can transform itself into a community and one in which the member states subscribe to well established and well tried principles of democratic parliamentary style government and the operation of a free market economy. Indeed, to enter that community, states have to demonstrate a commitment to the ‘acquis’ – the set of political and economic principles all would –be member states must accept as the price of entry into the Union. The EU has also pioneered a diplomatic style – constructive engagement - based in part on the recognition that it lacks the means for a coercive diplomacy.

To summarise the key changes in the structure of international society in the post Cold War period:

· The emergence of a host of new states – the product of decolonisation and purporting to share a third world identity (a structural change).

· The development of weapons of mass destruction which forces seemingly implacable enemies to recognise that war between them was unthinkable (cf 1914 and 1939); the notion of limited war; arms control (a change in process).

· A growing concern with human rights issues; the creation of new norms; the role of the media (a change in process).

· The idea of an ‘international society’ bound together by an acknowledgement of common rules and participation in common institutions (an example of continuity in international relations).

· The emergence of a new style of political co-operation exemplified by the development of the European Union over a period of nearly 60 years (a change in both structure and process).

iii) Key Features of the Post 9/11 Disorder

There has been much debate among academics about the extent to which the horrific events of 9/11 constituted a qualitative change in the structure and process of the international society.    But as Fred Halliday has argued in the Booth and Dunne collection (see below) 
“There are two predictable, and nearly always mistaken, responses to any great international upheaval: one is to say that everything has changed; the other is to say that nothing has changed.”

Some scholars do detect a series of fundamental changes:  Ken Booth and Tim Dunne assert that “for years to come, if not decades, ‘the war on terror’ will be the defining paradigm in the struggle for global order”.
 Similarly, John Lewis Gaddis claims that 

“through the days, weeks and months that followed… most of us managed to return to an approximation of normality.   And yet our understanding of what is ‘normal’ is not what it once was.   Just as New Yorkers go about their familiar activities in the shadow of an unfamiliar skyline, so something within each of us has also changed.   It’s as if we were all irradiated, on that morning of September 11 2001, in such a way as to shift our psychological makeup – the DNA in our minds – with consequences that will not become clear for years to come.”

By contrast, Kenneth Waltz argues that the fundamental structure of international politics did not change after 9/11:  the US remains the sole superpower;  nuclear weapons continue to proliferate;  there is the “permanence and prevalence of crises in the world … a well known feature of international politics in any era”.

Nevertheless, Caroline Kennedy-Pipe and Nicholas Rengger despite their general scepticism do acknowledge that 

“what is new… is the belief that there has been a great change in the architecture of world politics…. this belief is largely an illusion…. shared by important elements both in the West and elsewhere and has created… a very dangerous and unstable set of assumptions that far from delivering security, is generating far greater insecurity than many of the more familiar and traditional assumptions about world politics”.

This last proposition does – in my view – give game. set and match to those who believe that if perception changes then behaviour changes too.   We may accept that certain key features of the structure of international relations have not changed, but a change in behaviour, even if based on erroneous foundations, does amount to a change in the process of international relations.    The fact that some academics believe that politicians etc. are victims of delusion in believing that fundamental change has occurred is irrelevant.   What matters, surely, in this context is that political leaders act on their perceptions.   What they do has real and certain consequences for the security of their electorates and indeed other states – whether friend or foe.

The remainder of this section of the paper attempts to examine the impact of 9/11 on a number of key features of the international society exploring the degree to which fundamental change of a transformational kind has occurred and the extent to which such changes have their roots in the past, representing continuity of a sort with a pre 9/11 past.    

iv)
The Role of the State
First, the state as a key and traditional construct of international order still retains utility and significance for many millions across the globe.    Traditionally, the mature democratic state has provided a focus for the expression of national identity;  it has been the vital source of internal security for the citizen and externally with like- minded allies if need be;  the state has been responsible for the distribution of services and welfare;  it has served as a regulatory framework for the conduct of business and economic enterprise in general;  it is a guarantor of civil liberty by an independent judiciary;  and finally it is assumed to be a staunch upholder of the rights of civil society and, in particular, is required to exercise restraint with regard to the key distinction between the public domain of statecraft and the interests of the aspirations of the private citizen.

True the impact of globalisation has had many and varied consequences for even the most well governed and economically successful state;  there is little, for example, that a British government can do if a large multi-national car manufacturer decides to withdraw from, say Birmingham.    Equally coping with so-called ‘new’ security threats – drugs and armed smuggling;  enforced migration;  the apprehension of terrorist suspects before they become actively engaged in violence;  environmental degradation;  money laundering across national boundaries – all of these require a high degree of international co-operation and acknowledgement by their rulers that states, no matter how strong their attachment to sovereignty, have to survive in an inter-dependent world.

But these constraints on state behaviour are not new;  globalisation – its good and bad dimensions – has been a dominant feature of international society for decades if not centuries.   Think of the world in 1914 the inter-connection between states – especially on the economic front – were profound.   What is different – in degree and not kind – is the scale and pace of globalisation in the post cold-war period, a development accelerated by the extraordinary burst of information technology and the resulting sea change in the speed of communications between individuals, companies (especially those in the financial community) and governments.

The impact of globalisation is Janus faced:  states to survive profitably and securely have to conform increasingly to the dictates of the international marketplace.   They have to demonstrate a willingness to liberalise and privatise large chunks of their economic structures and, of course, economic development can and does have important political implications both for developed and developing states:  the electorates in the former may become disillusioned at the seemingly inability of their governments to deliver goods and services efficiently and fairly.   This is – in part – because leaders are under enormous pressure from within and without, having to cope with the constraints of the short run (competing demands, a critical and intrusive media).   How many of our politicians are able to devote time and energy to thinking about planning and executing policies which might have value for the long term future of their societies?    And with regard to developing countries the trick is often to kick start moribund economies and when this does happen successfully as in India and China to cope with the resulting challenge of rising political expectations.   And these constraints, especially media ones, affect the tone and quality of decision making.

I would also draw your attention to the impact of the media on the tone and the quality of decision-making. One effect of the technology available to media coverage is that crimes are exposed very quickly. There is immense pressure on politicians, as a result, to make quick, often hasty and ill-considered decisions. After all, the response that the politician makes has to be intelligible in terms of those new liberal values implicit in the notion of the international obligation of the strong to the weak, the rich to the poor. It is difficult for decision-makers to be indifferent, to appear callous in the face of what appears to be harsh repression of human rights. A decision-maker facing a battery of cameras has to give an impression of control, of capacity to influence events. He/she cannot admit to weakness. He/she cannot adopt the traditional conservative view that there is no easy solution, if one at all, to many of the problems that confront governments in international politics – whether in South Africa or Bosnia. That may be true in theory, but it’s a difficult admission to make in practice.

In other words, the politician faced with the kind of pressure articulated by the post-war consensus via media technology has to assume that solutions are possible. Lack of time when crises break, the pressure of the media, mean that he/she has to make a statement, issue a communiqué. The statement itself becomes news and that in turn influences events. The media, therefore, has a significant political role, as well as the more orthodox one of distributing news and information. And bear in mind that the international media are the prime source of news and debate about the rights and wrongs of international politics.

As for the ‘war on terror’ the benefits of the revolution in technology and the recognition of the need for inter-dependence in coping with that particular threat have at least provided sophisticated means of surveillance;  efficient record keeping with respect to immigration (though the UK has nothing much to be proud of in this context);  and a heightened degree of police and intelligence co-operation across national boundaries.

By the same token, however, the modern day terrorist can and does take advantage of key elements in the globalisation process.   Money laundering via the mechanisms and niches provided by the international banking system is a case in point together with the relative ease with which individuals can communicate with each other via email and penetrate states across borders.    Similarly, the terrorist can count on the media – in the Middle East especially – willing to publicise violent activity and provide outlets for ideological appeals to potential supporters.

v)
The New Terrorism

We now turn to an examination of the global terrorist phenomenon seeking to establish what is new and distinct about it in a post 9/11 world.   First, an obvious point, but one that tends to be forgotten in the horror stricken atmosphere and immediate aftermath of that fateful day:  terrorism is not a new phenomenon, indeed Al-Qaida had committed several acts of major violence in the years preceding the attacks on the twin towers and the Pentagon including an attempt on the former in 1993.

What is distinctive about Al-Qaida in particular is its world-wide appeal to the dispossessed among the Moslem community (and indeed to a middle class Islamic leadership).   Its leader Osama Bin Laden has acquired iconic status and his success in eluding capture or assassination has added to that status.    There is currently some debate about whether Al-Qaida exists as a single coherent centrally organised entity with a chain of command and control governing its activity.   The alternative view is that Al-Qaida is a brand name covering a multitude of organisations – large and small – these acknowledge the standing and impact of Bin Laden but tend on to go their own way focusing on local or regional grievances.    Whatever the truth of the matter, the fact remains that the international society’s response has been uneven and haphazard depending on individual state perception of the seriousness of the threat and particular national interests.

Thus a coalition of the willing embarked on military action against Sadam Hussein’s Iraq;  NATO is currently embroiled in fighting the Taliban in Afghanistan.    However, the initial reaction of France and Germany, for example, to US requests for military support  received a negative response.    What has not occurred is a revival of the old fashioned doctrine of collective security (all for one and one for all).   Indeed, some in the immediate aftermath of 9/11 saw this as a real possibility on the grounds that the ‘new’ global terrorist movement menaced all states – following the experience of the United States, the seemingly invulnerable Superpower – in effect were now equally vulnerable.    This has not happened principally because there is no universal agreement on how best to counter the threat which, in any case, appears to vary in intensity from one state to another.   The sheer uncertainty about when the next attack will occur has added to this sense of vulnerability.    Furthermore, there are considerable differences in capability for dealing with the threat which, in turn, makes effective concerted action difficult.    This applies particularly with respect to intelligence gathering and assessment, control of borders and efficient monitoring of financial flows.

Terrorism is a global phenomenon, the strength of which varies in terms of purpose, commitments, capability and target choice.   It is often perceived by theorists and practitioners alike as one of the so called ‘new’ threats to peace and international security observed earlier in this paper.   Yet terrorism – traditionally the concept of the weak – has been perceived by many of its practitioners as a necessary prelude to the launch of full scale insurgency and ultimately conventional war as exemplified in the Chinese and Vietnamese revolutions.    

What is conceivably different about its modern counterpart – as remarked earlier – its supporters capacity to utilise the downside of globalisation in pursuit of goals which are open ended lacking the relative precision of say the African National Congress’s (ANC) ambition to end apartheid or the FLN strategy of achieving independence for Algeria.    In crucial respects, the Al-Qaida phenomenon bears some resemblance to its counterparts of the 1960s – the Baader-Meinhoff gang in Germany and the Italian Red Brigades of the same period.   Neither of these had any prospect of transforming the their societies by revolutionary means, nor any possibility of moving to the second and third stage of revolutionary war as defined by Mao Zedong.   Can the same be said of Al-Qaida or any of its branches scattered across the globe?   It could, of course, be argued that Al-Qaida’s aims are not apocalyptic envisaging the establishment of a global caliphate which would require more than orthodox terrorism and indeed orthodox revolution to achieve its aspirations.   All – it has been claimed – it is concerned to do is to reduce and ultimately Western influence (and an ally such as Israel) from the Middle East and parts of Asia and Africa.    This issue has promoted much debate.   What can be said with a degree of certainty is that whatever reading of the situation one adopts, the seemingly global reach of new style terrorism, its identification with fundamentalist interpretations of Islam and US/UK perceptions of the threat and their definition of response in terms of immediate dramatic and passionate commitment in terms of a war on terror does provide at least some confirmation of the proposition that this represents a qualitative change in the nature of international politics.

Certainly, the war does not square neatly with the orthodox definition of the concept.

Strictly speaking, in terms of international law, war occurs between states, and involves an official declaration and consequent confirmation of rights and duties on belligerents.

War, too, in the past has normally been a continual process operating in a variety of theatres with the capability  – in nuclear terms – at least to inflict fearsome damage on a state and, in effect, as was the case of Germany in 1945 destroy its infrastructure completely.   Moreover, wars have traditionally had a beginning, a middle and an end which in the case of major conflicts has been symbolised by a grand treaty which both legalised and legitimised a new balance of power (Westphalia 1648;  Anna 1815;  Versailles 1919).   The difficulty with the war on terror is that none of these criteria apply.   Its impact is haphazard, often unforeseen with no obvious line of battle dividing the protagonists.   Moreover, ‘the war on terror’ seems likely to continue indefinitely and hence its new appellation – ‘the long war’.

And one of the most interesting questions is whether diplomacy has any role in helping to bring this ‘long war’ to an end.    In the past, terrorist/revolutionary movements have been successfully incorporated into the international society.   Once this objective has been achieved – the realisation of national self-determination and the creation of a new ‘liberated’ state – many e.g. South Africa, Vietnam, Cambodia and Zimbabwe (1980) became ‘good citizens’ of international society.    However, could al-Qaida seriously enter into negotiations with the West?   Who would negotiate and what about?   Where would the venue be?   Or, is this question simply out of order on the ground that al-Qaida is a terrorist movement qualitatively different from its predecessors?   And what are the implications of this issue for Bull’s version of international society?   Has that society been fractured and lost its capacity to expand, absorbing new and very different actors?   I can only pose these questions and we might try to answer them in the seminar.

Perhaps the only comfort we may derive from the difficult and unpredictable nature of the ‘Long War’ is the near certainty that terrorist movements of whatever ideological hue lack the means to engage in apocalyptic and total war destroying a state’s capacity to survive.  This, of course, assumes that weapons of mass destruction will not be readily available; but even the most hostile ideological movement will recognise that disaster on that scale would be contrary to its own interests.  I appreciate that this proposition is debatable but in the last analysis governments have to live in the short to medium term, to do all they can to reduce the incidents of terrorism by taking every precaution and cooperating with like minded states.  Certainly, a priority must be to prevent WMD falling into the wrong hands, but in the long run the risk of that happening will always be there.  We can only hope that Lord Keynes was wrong in his assertion that “in the long run we are all dead!”  

The new terrorism is of a different order of magnitude and purely orthodox military strategies are in themselves no longer adequate for dealing with this threat.  Winning ‘hearts and minds’ obviously matters; nothing new there given the bitter lessons learnt buy governments from campaigns in Vietnam, Algeria and indeed South Africa where, incidentally, apartheid will offer nothing of substance except much suffering in the long campaign against the ANC.  

Clearly, massive resources, highly sophisticated communication and political strategies are required to mount a ‘hearts and minds’ campaign to win over the disaffected in Islamic countries.  Hence the emphasis on public diplomacy in Washington and London; hence the widespread acceptance of the need to employ police and intelligence capabilities to forestall terrorist acts; hence the need to devise elaborate surveillance techniques to monitor the day to day life of the citizen.   Finally, in this context we note the general sense of uncertainty about the future (where will they strike next?) which characterises both government planning and the citizens’ response.  Thankfully, as the events of 7/7 in the UK demonstrate the latter has shown remarkable resilience in the face of unexpected and gross disaster.  To sum up this account of the changing nature of war it might be helpful to cite General Sir Rupert Smith’s view expressed in his recent book, The Utility of Force…; 

“We fight among the people, a fact amplified literally and figuratively by the central role of the media: we fight in every living room in the world as well as on the streets and fields of a conflict zone… Our conflict tend to be timeless, since we are seeking a condition, which then must be maintained until an agreement on a definitive outcome, which may take years or decades…. We fight so as not to lose the force, rather than fighting by using the force at any cost to achieve the aim… The sides are mostly non-state since we tend to conduct our conflicts and confrontations in some form of multi national grouping, whether it is an alliance or a coalition, and against some party or parties that are not states.”viii
vi)
The External/Domestic Interface
One implication of the above analysis was the erosion of the boundary between the domestic and the internal realms of political activity.  The most dramatic example of this trend was the suicide bombs in London on 7/7 and the surprise and serious concern that these events engendered: surprise because the perpetrators were home grown young Muslim men from Yorkshire and concern because intelligence organisations had not anticipated their presence.  Hitherto, the threat had been seen to be externally generated; but the recognition that violence of this kind could emanate from indigenous sources has led to a fierce debate about community relations in the UK.  This is a topic that deserves separate treatment and is only cited in this context because it indicates that western governments now have to understand, interpret and act against a threat which can be internally based, but draw external sources of ideological support and pertinent examples of terrorist behaviour.  And here the media of both western and non-western, the internet, etc – act, unintentionally no doubt, as a vital stimulus via their depiction of the rage, hostility to the west and self sacrifice of counterparts abroad.  Thus, western governments have to ‘fight’ on two fronts – internal and external.  In addition, to their public diplomacy abroad governments have to find ways and means to keep their own Muslim communities onside.  And, as recent events in the UK have amply demonstrated this is a difficult enterprise as debate rages, for example, over dress, the influence of mosques and faith schools.  In effect, this is a confrontation between supporters of multiculturalism and those backing integration.  Indeed, the bemused onlooker might feel that both sides are talking past each other.  

And this interaction between the domestic and external realms of political activity is, I believe, a new and distinctive feature of the post 9/11 world.  This, of course, is not to deny that the erosion of the boundary between the two realms has long been a feature of the international scene.  All that is claimed here is that the role, attitudes, aspirations and behaviour of the indigenous Islamic community within western societies is a new development, the outcome of which is uncertain.

Finally, in this discussion of the internal/external dimension it is relevant to allude – if only in passing – to yet another related debate, namely the impact of 9/11 on the issue of civil liberty.  Again, this is a topic that deserves detailed coverage beyond the scope of this paper, but it is clear that severe inroads have been made into citizens’ rights both in the UK and the US.  Habeas corpus for certain categories has been suspended; suspects can be detained for a minimum of 28 days in the UK; control orders have been devised for some suspects; the practice of so called rendition has been instituted.  Thus a battery of anti-terrorist legislation has been placed on the statute book in both the US and the UK.  It could be argued of course that such legislation is nothing new, witness its use during the Northern Ireland troubles and the Second World War.  What is novel about the present situation is the likelihood that this erosion of civil liberty will continue for many years if not decades given governments perception of the terrorist threat as long term.  

In the past, such legislation has been repealed once a conflict has ended; this seems improbable given current and future circumstances.

In passing it is worth stressing that governments in the UK and US have had little difficulty in persuading their electorates that the threat is serious calling for special if not draconian countermeasures.  Opposition comes by and large from certain pressure groups and sections of the print media; but the state’s response “better safe than sorry” is an argument difficult to counter when the evidence off death and destruction is so close to home.  

There are, therefore, long term changes taking place in both the structure and process of domestic society.  Certainly, the state is far more intrusive than before; there is evident too of a growing impatience if not intolerance of majority groups e.g. the Muslim community for their alleged refusal to conform to so called ‘British’ values.  There is, a public conception that a ‘clash of civilizations’ is under way which threatens to undermine traditional liberal values such as acceptance of opposing views and consensus seeking.  

vii)
Intervention: Incentives and Constraints
It is important to distinguish between two types of intervention characteristic of contemporary international relations.  One is derived from the notion of “responsibility to assist” that is “the duty of being present and bearing witness when wrongs are committed and also of providing more active forms of aid and support where it is possible to do so”ix.  The second type is so called humanitarian intervention to end “massive and systematic human rights violations in a particular state”x.  This may well involve regime change and the construction of a new state base on universally recognised human rights.

Intervention in the name and assertion of some allegedly universal doctrine of political or religious morality is nothing new in the history of international relations.  As Todorov points out, the Crusades and the imperialist policies of the European powers were interventions justified in the name of a higher morality namely the spread of Christianity and the benefits of western civilizationxi.  Yet as we have seen during the Cold War intervention in rival ‘spheres of interest’ was constrained by the clear understanding that any attempt to do so might well result in conflict, possibly Mutual Assured Destruction.  But the end of the Cold War coincided with a series of intra-state wars many of which involved intervention either by the UN, NATO or a regional organisation e.g. Liberia; the former Yugoslavia; Somalia; Haiti; Rwanda; Sierra Leone; Kosovo; East Timor.

What is striking about all these cases is that they are examples of collapsing or – in extremis – failed states and the inducement too intervene in these cases came from two imperatives: to restore stability of a sort to an area the threatened or actual collapse of which constitutes a danger to the wider regional and possible international order.  The second motive is ostensibly altruistic; the clear evidence of violations of human rights strongly publicised by an intrusive media; the result is an aroused public in the west voicing the cry ‘something must be done’.

Thus the concern about the importance of human rights which surfaced during the closing stages of the Cold War was magnified in the 1990s by the spectacle of ethnic cleansing, the Rwanda genocide, and a host of appalling examples of ‘mans inhumanity to man’.  Indeed, this concern was noised abroad by Kofi Annan, the Secretary General of the United Nations, and a variety of prominent and influential NGOs e.g. Amnesty International.  But the most dramatic manifestation of this concern was voiced by Tony Blair, the UK Prime Minister, in his April 1999 Chicago address.  This was the so called Doctrine of International Community which set out unambiguous criteria for intervention when genocide and major crimes against humanity threatened.  “They were: are we sure of the case?  Have we exhausted diplomatic options? Does the military assessment offer prudent and achievable goals?  Are we prepared to be in this for the long term, including the task of rebuilding?  And is our national interest truly engaged?”xii  

What is important to note here is the emphasis placed on national interest.  This explains why intervention, why for whatever reason, has been selective.  Some, Somalia (1992/93) was genuinely altruistic and the failure to restore order and some semblance of good governance profoundly influenced the Clinton administration against later interventions.  Indeed, both in respect to Kosovo and Bosnia, the US administration had to be pushed and shoved to play a key and decisive forceful role.  This is partly because the US initially argued that Bosnia was a European problem demanding a European solution.

Yet there is no doubt that the political climate changed following the end of  the Cold War; initially, as Bush senior hoped following success in the 1991 Gulf War a new world order would be characterised by the collective will of the UN taking action against aggressor states.  But, as pointed out earlier, the wars that did occur were on the whole intra-state calling for a mode of intervention quite different from the more orthodox use of force as deployed in the first Gulf War.

Intervention, for whatever reason, has come to preoccupy western governments.  And although their response has been selective, there can be no doubt that the principle of humanitarian intervention employing the use of force if necessary has in effect, become a norm in terms of which modern international behaviour is judged.  It may, of course, be a norm more honoured in the breach than observance, but western statesmen can no longer rely on the principle of sovereignty and its corollary of non-intervention as a sure line of defence against the case for intervention.  Indeed, states like France and Germany who opposed intervention in Iraq, nevertheless put their faith in soft power, in constructive engagement - a more benign form of intervention.  True, Russia and China still abide by the old fashioned dictums against intervention making concerted action by the Security Council under Chapter 7 difficult if not impossible.  Hence the need – so it is argued- for coalitions of the willing as in Kosovo, Iraq and Afghanistan.

Of course, not every crisis has merited intervention; as argued earlier national interest is the decisive criteria and explains why forceful intervention has occurred in Iraq rather than, say Darfur.  Indeed, in the latter case the Africa Union has been deemed to be the responsible authority, but its mandate has been to monitor a peace agreement in southern Sudan and to do what it can to discourage violence in Darfur itself.  There is a real reluctance however to engage in peace enforcement without the permission of the Sudanese government.  This particular example illustrates yet another difficulty with respect to military intervention: the business of disarming combatants in areas the size of Darfur or – yet another example – the Democratic Republic of the Congo calls for peace enforcement resources (as distinct from peace keeping) seemingly beyond the capacity of the UN or the Africa Union and – in any case – would not correspond to particular national interests.  In the case of Iraq and Afghanistan it could be argued that self interest and altruism coincided; for Tony Blair, for example, intervention in both areas was justified in terms of his 1999 Doctrine of International Community.  For the Bush administration the justification was offered in terms of an influential neo-conservative philosophy: thus the west and more particularly the United States had an historic mission arising from its status as the ‘exceptional state’ with a manifest destiny to spread the benefits of democracy and free market capitalism to those societies denied them.  And the mission might manifest itself in dictatorial regimes or because existing institutions had collapsed in a particular state.  Incidentally, there is nothing new about this aspiration of US foreign policy; Woodrow Wilson articulated it forcefully in World War I; indeed current neo-conservative thinking has been described as ‘Wilsonism in boots’!  

This idealist strand in US foreign policy is not surprising; it combines with a genuine concern for the national interest as defined as maintaining security from the threat of terrorism to US homeland and this is precisely where policy towards collapsing or failed states enters the equation.  These are seen as having the potential to undermine regional order; to encourage the growth of terrorism by providing safe havens and the means to import weaponry and finance terrorist operations.  As Thomas Friedman argues “the lesson of 9/11 is that if we don’t visit bad neighbourhoods…they will surely visit us.”

viii)
The Implications of Intervention
What lessons, if any, about the utility and morality of intervention can be learnt from coalition action in Afghanistan and Iraq?

· Intervention to effect regime change in oppressive states or, alternatively, to rebuild failed states commits the intervener to the long haul.  The achievement of military victory is one thing; it can be relatively easy as in Iraq or profoundly difficult and expensive as in Liberia.  What is likely to be costly is the time factor, resource allocation, and the business of post conflict reconstruction.  Moreover, as both Iraq and Afghanistan demonstrate the achievement of outright military victory may well only offer a temporary respite against the resumption of hostilities by local protagonists against each other or the occupying power.  It is factors of this kind that make the devising of a successful exit strategy very difficult.  When does one go?  Once order and secure institutions are in place?  Once a decent enabling environment has been created?  Who judges when these goals have been achieved – the occupying power or a newly created indigenous government.

· NB the impact of the long haul on western public opinion.  The Iraq intervention is, for example, deeply unpopular in the UK.  The government’s position has not been helped by accusations that poor and faulty equipment have been delivered to military personnel while sufficient troops have apparently not been available to achieve military objectives in both theatres.  

It is doubtful to my mind whether the UK electorate and their continental counterparts have sufficient appetite for the prosecution of the long war.  Citizens may well prefer their governments to tighten up internal security even if that means some erosion of traditional civil liberties.  The citizenry may well be mistaken in their refusal to accept the link between internal security and external insecurity.  They may take comfort from the blessings of a consumerist society, absorption in reality television and the drama of national and international sport.  The electorates may also require governments to devote more attention and resources to improving the provision of social goods – health, education, pensions etc.  In other words, are we not witnessing a considerable backlash against intervention in far away places for whatever reason.  

· There are those who argue that the costs – human and material – in removing the Taliban from Afghanistan and destroying Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq were well worth bearing.  But the sceptic might well answer that the loss of many thousands of lives since the invasion of Iraq in 2003 is a very high price to pay for Saddam’s removal.  Had his regime been left intact would the sheer loss of life been greater or less than that suffered since his downfall.  The sceptic might further argue that what the experience of both campaigns really teaches us is that western ideologues are mistaken in their belief that defeated or failed states with very different political cultures can, in effect, be reconstructed as democratic, free market societies.  Would it not be better in these circumstances to recognise that states - however nasty – are not static enterprises; that they do change imperceptibly; that left to themselves their peoples might find a capacity and a leadership to bring about change in their societies; that in the last analysis we in the outside world should help where we can interpreting the duty to assist in the most sensible and fruitful way.  As for failed states and the terrorist threat that they present, it could be argued that regional organisations are best left to cope with that particular problem.  The alternative – which I believe is frankly absurd – is to engage in a massive campaign of benign imperialism intervening here, there and everywhere.  

· Finally, perhaps we should recognise that intervention in many instances can make things worse rather than better.  We would do well to recognise the Clausewitsian imperatives:  devise a precise and achievable objective; have the will and the means available to achieve the objective; have a manageable exit strategy.  Clearly ideological objectives e.g. the spread of democracy to distant states does not accord well with these imperatives.

ix)
Conclusion
The views expressed in this paper are based on a conservative, realist interpretation of international relations.  Realism – it seems to me – at its best exemplifies the virtues of caution, a rational concern for the national interest and a recognition that the world is imperfect and resistant to grandiose programs of change.  Of course, I accept that the arguments on the issue of intervention are finely balanced.  What I have tried to do in this paper is to alert my readers to the ramifications of that debate together with an explanation of the forces of continuity and change that govern political decision making.
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