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image is likely to be repeated in B. One exception to
this rule seems to be observable: most nations seem
to feel that their enemies are more hostile toward
them than they are toward their enemies. This is a
typical paranoid reaction; the nation visualizes itself
as surrounded by hostile nations toward which it has
only the nicest and friendliest of intentions.

An important subdimension of the hostility-
friendliness image is that of the stability or security of
the relationship. A friendly relationship is frequently
formalized as an alliance. Alliances, however, are
shifting; some friendly relations are fairly permanent,
others change as the world kaleidoscope changes,
as new enemies arise, or as governments change.
Thus. ... most people in the United States visualized
Germany and Japan, even before the outbreak of the

war, as enemies, and after Hitler’s invasion of Russia,
Russia was for a while regarded as a valuable friend
and ally. . . . We can roughly classify the reciprocal
relations of nations along some scale of friendliness-
hostility. At one extreme we have stable friendliness,
such as between Britain and Portugal or between Brit-
ain and the Commonwealth countries. At the other
extreme we have stable hostility—the “traditional
enemies” such as France and Germany. Between these
extremes we have a great many pairs characterized by
shifting alliances. On the whole, stable friendly rela-
tions seem to exist mainly between strong nations
and weaker nations which they have an interest in
preserving and stable hostile relations between adja-
cent nations, each of which has played a large part in
the formation of the other.

Samuel P. Huntington

THE CLASH OF CIVILIZATIONS

For some students of international affairs, the fundamental war/peace issue facing mod-
ern societies is a conflict between “civilizations.” This perspective was most forcefully
developed by political scientist Samuel Huntington, initially in an influential article in
the journal Foreign Affairs (excerpted here) and then later expanded into a book by the
same title. Although Huntington’s initial thesis was broader than simply warning about a
clash between Islam and the West, that component has been the most dramatic part of his
argument, one that has subsequently been taken up by many observers, especially those
of a more conservative bent.

Critics of Huntington's perspective have pointed out that with the end of the U.S.-
Soviet rivalry, “cold warriors” may well have felt threatened by the absence of a desig-
nated enemy, which led, in turn, to identifying a forthcoming “clash of civilizations,” less
because of its likely reality than as a form of post-Cold War job insurance. In addition, the
danger exists that identifying such “clashes” may well serve as a self-fulfilling prophecy,
whereby preparing for some eventualities has the effect of generating responses by the
other side that cause the original prediction to become true. Moreover, others point out
that “civilizations” are hardly unitary or homogeneous and that by identifying “Islam,”
for example, as a single entity, the “clash of civilizations” approach errs greatly by failing
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to recognize the complex heterogeneity of, for example, Sunni and Shiite, Arab and non-
Arab, moderate and fundamentalist, and so forth.

On the other hand, it can be argued that this perspective has proven remarkably pre-
scient: note that it initially appeared in 1993. Only time will tell whether a “clash of civili-
zations” explains past history, underlies current events, or—more to the point—anticipates
the future. In any event, by understanding the argument, those seeking to pursue peace
will be in a better position to reject or learn from it.

THE NEXT PATTERN OF CONFLICT

World politics is entering a new phase, and intel-
lectuals have not hesitated to proliferate visions of
what it will be—the end of history, the return of
traditional rivalries between nation-states, and the
decline of the nation-state from the conflicting pulls
of tribalism and globalism, among others. Each of
these visions catches aspects of the emerging reality.
Yet they all miss a crucial, indeed a central, aspect
of what global politics is likely to be in the coming
years.

It is my hypothesis that the fundamental source
of conflict in this new world will not be primar-
ily ideological or primarily economic. The great
divisions among humankind and the dominating
source of conflict will be cultural. Nation-states will
remain the most powerful actors in world affairs, but
the principal conflicts of global politics will occur
between nations and groups of different civiliza-
tions. The clash of civilizations will dominate global
politics. The fault lines between civilizations will be
the battle lines of the future.

Conflict between civilizations will be the lat-
est phase in the evolution of conflict in the modern
world. For a century and a half after the emergence
of the modern international system with the Peace of
Westphalia, the conflicts of the Western world were
largely among princes—emperors, absolute mon-
archs, and constitutional monarchs attempting to
expand their bureaucracies, their armies, their mer-
cantilist economic strength and, most important,
the territory they ruled. In the process they created
nation-states, and beginning with the French Revo-
lution the principal lines of conflict were between
nations rather than princes. In 1793, as R. R. Palmer
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put it, “The wars of kings were over; the wars of
peoples had begun.” This nineteenth-century pat-
tern lasted until the end of World War 1. Then, as
a result of the Russian Revolution and the reaction
against it, the conflict of nations yielded to the con-
flict of ideologies, first among communism, fascism-
Nazism, and liberal democracy, and then between
communism and liberal democracy. During the
Cold War, this latter conflict became embodied in
the struggle between the two superpowers, neither
of which was a nation-state in the classical European
sense and each of which defined its identity in terms
of its ideology.

These conflicts between princes, nation-states,
and ideologies were primarily conflicts within West-
ern civilization, “Western civil wars,” as William
Lind has labeled them. This was as true of the Cold
War as it was of the world wars and the earlier wars
of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth cen-
turies. With the end of the Cold War, international
politics moves out of its Western phase, and its cen-
terpiece becomes the interaction between the West
and non-Western civilizations and among non-
Western civilizations. In the politics of civilizations,
the peoples and governments of non-Western civi-
lizations no longer remain the objects of history as
targets of Western colonialism but join the West as
movers and shapers of history. . . .

Westerners tend to think of nation-states as the
principal actors in global affairs. They have been
that, however, for only a few centuries. The broader
reaches of human history have been the history of
civilizations. In A Study of History, Arnold Toynbee
identified twenty-one major civilizations; only six of
them exist in the contemporary world.
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WHY CIVILIZATIONS WILL CLASH

Civilization identity will be increasingly important
in the future, and the world will be shaped in large
measure by the interactions among seven or eight
major civilizations. These include Western, Confu-
cian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox,
Latin American, and possibly African civilization.
The most important conflicts of the future will occur
along the cultural fault lines separating these civili-
zations from one another.

Why will this be the case?

First, differences among civilizations are not
only real; they are basic. Civilizations are differenti-
ated from each other by history, language, culture,
tradition, and, most important, religion. The people
of different civilizations have different views on the
relations between God and man, the individual and
the group, the citizen and the state, parents and chil-
dren, husband and wife, as well as differing views
of the relative importance of rights and responsibili-
ties, liberty and authority, equality and hierarchy.
These differences are the product of centuries. They
will not soon disappear. They are far more funda-
mental than differences among political ideologies
and political regimes. Differences do not necessar-
ily mean conflict, and conflict does not necessarily
mean violence. Over the centuries, however, differ-
e€nces among civilizations have generated the most
prolonged and the most violent conflicts,

Second, the world is becoming a smaller place.
Th? interactions between peoples of different civili-
Zations are increasing; these increasing interactions
intensify civilization-consciousness and awareness
of differences between civilizations and commonali-
ties within civilizations. North African immigration
to France generated hostility among Frenchmen and
at the same time increased receptivity to immigra-
tion by “good” European Catholic Poles. Americans
react far more negatively to Japanese investment
than to larger investments from Canada and Euro-
Pean countries. Similarly, as Donald Horowitz has
pointed out, “An Ibo may be . . . an Owerri Ibo or
an Onitsha Ibo in what was the Eastern region of
Nigeria. In Lagos, he is simply an Ibo. In London,

he is a Nigerian. In New York, he is an African.” The
interactions among peoples of different civilizations

enhance the civilization-consciousness of people
that, in turn, invigorates differences and animosi-
ties stretching or thought to stretch back deep into
history.

Third, the processes of economic moderniza-
tion and social change throughout the world are
separating people from long-standing local identi-
ties. They also weaken the nation-state as a source of
identity. In much of the world, religion has moved
in to fill this gap, often in the form of movements
that are labeled “fundamentalist.” Such movements
are found in Western Christianity, Judaism, Bud-
dhism, and Hinduism, as well as in Islam. In most
countries and most religions, the people active in
fundamentalist movements are young, college-
educated, middle-class technicians, professionals,
and businesspersons. The “unsecularization of the
world,” George Weigel has remarked, “is one of the
dominant social facts of life in the late twentieth
century.” The revival of religion, “la revanche de
Dieu,” as Gilles Kepel labeled it, provides a basis for
identity and commitment that transcends national
boundaries and unites civilizations.

Fourth, the growth of civilization-conscious-
ness is enhanced by the dual role of the West. On
the one hand, the West is at a peak of power. At
the same time, however, and perhaps as a result,
a return to the roots phenomenon is occurring
among non-Western civilizations. Increasingly one
hears references to trends toward a turning inward
and “Asianization” in Japan, the end of the Nehru
legacy and the “Hinduization” of India, the failure
of Western ideas of socialism and nationalism and
hence “re-Islamization” of the Middle East, and now
a debate over Westernization versus Russianization
in Boris Yeltsin’s country. A West at the peak of its
power confronts non-Wests that increasingly have
the desire, the will, and the resources to shape the
world in non-Western ways. . . .

Fifth, cultural characteristics and differences
are less mutable and hence less easily compromised
and resolved than political and economic ones. In
the former Soviet Union, Communists can become
Democrats, the rich can become poor and the poor
rich, but Russians cannot become Estonians and
Azeris cannot become Armenians. In class and ideo-
logical conflicts, the key question was “Which side
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are you on?” and people could and did choose sides
and change sides. In conflicts between civilizations,
the question is “What are you?” That is a given that
cannot be changed. And as we know, from Bosnia
to the Caucasus to the Sudan, the wrong answer to
that question can mean a bullet in the head. Even
more than ethnicity, religion discriminates sharply
and exclusively among people. A person can be
half-French and half-Arab and simultaneously even
a citizen of two countries. It is more difficult to be
half-Catholic and half-Muslim. . ..

As people define their identity in ethnic and
religious terms, they are likely to see an “us” versus
“them” relation existing between themselves and
people of different ethnicity or religion. The end of
ideologically defined states in Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union permits traditional ethnic
identities and animosities to come to the fore. Dif-
ferences in culture and religion create differences
over policy issues, ranging from human rights to
immigration to trade and commerce to the environ-
ment. Geographical propinquity gives rise to con-
flicting territorial claims from Bosnia to Mindanao.
Most important, the efforts of the West to promote
its values of democracy and liberalism as universal
values, to maintain its military predominance and
to advance its economic interests, engender coun-
tering responses from other civilizations. Decreas-
ingly able to mobilize support and form coalitions
on the basis of ideology, governments and groups
will increasingly attempt to mobilize support by
appealing to common religion and civilization
identity.

The clash of civilizations thus occurs at two
levels. At the microlevel, adjacent groups along the
fault lines between civilizations struggle, often vio-
lently, over the control of territory and each other,
At the macrolevel, states from different civilizations
compete for relative military and economic power,
struggle over the control of international institu-
tions and third parties, and competitively promote
their particular political and religious values.

THE FAULT LINES BETWEEN CIVILIZATIONS

The fault lines between civilizations are replacing
the political and ideological boundaries of the Cold

War as the flash points for crisis and bloodshed.
The Cold War began when the Iron Curtain divided
Europe politically and ideologically. The Cold War
ended with the end of the Iron Curtain. As the ide-
ological division of Europe has disappeared, the
cultural division of Europe between Western Chris-
tianity, on the one hand, and Orthodox Christianity
and Islam, on the other, has reemerged. . . .

Conflict along the fault line between Western
and Islamic civilizations has been going on for
1,300 years. After the founding of Islam, the Arab
and Moorish surge west and north only ended at
Tours in 732. From the eleventh to the thirteenth
century, the Crusaders attempted with temporary
success to bring Christianity and Christian rule to
the Holy Land. From the fourteenth to the seven-
teenth century, the Ottoman Turks reversed the bal-
ance, extended their sway over the Middle East and
the Balkans, captured Constantinople, and twice laid
siege to Vienna. In the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries, as Ottoman power declined, Britain,
France, and Italy established Western control over
most of North Africa and the Middle East.

After World War 11, the West, in turn, began to
retreat; the colonial empires disappeared; first Arab
nationalism and then Islamic fundamentalism man-
ifested themselves; the West became heavily depen-
dent on the Persian Gulf countries for its energy; the
oil-rich Muslim countries became money-rich and,
when they wished to, weapons-rich. Several wars
occurred between Arabs and Israel (created by the
West). France fought a bloody and ruthless war in
Algeria for most of the 1950s; British and French
forces invaded Egypt in 1956; American forces went
into Lebanon in 1958; subsequently American forces
returned to Lebanon, attacked Libya, and engaged
in various military encounters with Iran; Arab and
Islamic terrorists, supported by at least three Middle
Eastern governments, employed the weapon of the
weak and bombed Western planes and installations
and seized Western hostages. This warfare between
Arabs and the West culminated in 1990, when the
United States sent a massive army to the Persian
Gulf to defend some Arab countries against aggres-
sion by another. In its aftermath nato planning is
increasingly directed to potential threats and insta-
bility along its “southern tier.”



52 Understanding War

This centuries-old military interaction between
the West and Islam is unlikely to decline. It could
become more virulent. The Gulf War left.some
Arabs feeling proud that Saddam Hussein had
attacked Israel and stood up to the West. It also
left many feeling humiliated and resentful of the
West’s military presence in the Persian Gulf, the
West's overwhelming military dominance, and
their apparent inability to shape their own destiny.
Many Arab countries, in addition to the oil export-
ers, are reaching levels of economic and social
development where autocratic forms of govern-
ment become inappropriate and efforts to intro-
duce democracy become stronger. Some openings
in Arab political systems have already occurred. The
principal beneficiaries of these openings have been
Islamist movements. In the Arab world, in short,
Western democracy strengthens anti-Western politi-
cal forces. This may be a passing phenomenon, but
it surely complicates relations between Islamic
countries and the West.

Those relations are also complicated by demog-
raphy. The spectacular population growth in Arab
countries, particularly in North Africa, has led to

increased migration to Western Europe. The move-
ment within Western Europe toward minimizing
internal boundaries has sharpened political sensi-
tivities with respect to this development. In Italy,
France, and Germany, racism is increasingly open,
and political reactions and violence against Arab and
Turkish migrants have become more intense and
more widespread since 1990.

On both sides the interaction between Islam
and the West is seen as a clash of civilizations. The
West's “next confrontation,” observes M. J. Akbar, an
Indian Muslim author, “is definitely going to come
from the Muslim world. It is in the sweep of the
Islamic nations from the Maghreb to Pakistan that
the struggle for a new world order will begin.” Ber-
nard Lewis comes to a similar conclusion:

We are facing a mood and a movement far tran-
scending the level of issues and policies and the
governments that pursue them. This is no less
than a clash of civilizations—the perhaps irra-
tional but surely historic reaction of an ancient
rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage, our

secular present, and the worldwide expansion
of both.”

.. . The interactions between civilizations vary
greatly in the extent to which they are likely to be
characterized by violence. Economic competition
clearly predominates between the American and
European subcivilizations of the West and between
both of them and Japan. On the Eurasian continent,
however, the proliferation of ethnic conflict, epito-
mized at the extreme in “ethnic cleansing,” has not
been totally random. It has been most frequent and
most violent between groups belonging to differ-
ent civilizations. In Eurasia the great historic fault
lines between civilizations are once more aflame.
This is particularly true along the boundaries of the
crescent-shaped Islamic bloc of nations from the
bulge of Africa to central Asia. Violence also occurs
between Muslims, on the one hand, and Orthodox
Serbs in the Balkans, Jews in Israel, Hindus in India,
Buddhists in Burma, and Catholics in the Philip-
pines. Islam has bloody borders. . . .

THE WEST VERSUS THE REST

The west West is now at an extraordinary peak of
power in relation to other civilizations. Its super-
power opponent has disappeared from the map.
Military conflict among Western states is unthink-
able, and Western military power is unrivaled. Apart
from Japan, the West faces no economic challenge.
It dominates international political and security
institutions and with Japan international economic
institutions. Global political and security issues
are effectively settled by a directorate of the United
States, Britain, and France; world economic issues,
by a directorate of the United States, Germany, and
Japan, all of which maintain extraordinarily close
relations with each other to the exclusion of lesser
and largely non-Western countries. Decisions made
at the UN Security Council or in the International
Monetary Fund that reflect the interests of the West
are presented to the world as reflecting the desires of
the world community. The very phrase “the world

7 Bernard Lewis, “The Roots of Muslim Rage,” The Atlantic

Monthly, Vol. 266, September 1990, p. 60; Time, June 15,
1992, pp. 24-28.
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community” has become the euphemistic collective
noun (replacing “the Free World") to give global
legitimacy to actions reflecting the interests of the
United States and other Western powers.® Through
the imf and other international economic institu-
tions, the West promotes its economic interests and
imposes on other nations the economic policies
it thinks appropriate. In any poll of non-Western
peoples, the imf undoubtedly would win the sup-
port of finance ministers and a few others but get
an overwhelmingly unfavorable rating from just
about everyone else, who would agree with Georgy
Arbatov's characterization of imf officials as “neo-
Bolsheviks who love expropriating other people’s
money, imposing undemocratic and alien rules of
economic and political conduct and stifling eco-
nomic freedom.”

Western domination of the UN Security Coun-
cil and its decisions, tempered only by occasional
abstention by China, produced UN legitimation of
the West's use of force to drive Iraq out of Kuwait
and its elimination of Iraqg’s sophisticated weapons
and capacity to produce such weapons. It also pro-
duced the quite unprecedented action by the United
States, Britain, and France in getting the Security
Council to demand that Libya hand over the Pan
Am 103 bombing suspects and then to impose sanc-
tions when Libya refused. After defeating the larg-
est Arab army, the West did not hesitate to throw its
weight around in the Arab world. The West in effect
is using international institutions, military power,
and economic resources to run the world in ways
that will maintain Western predominance, protect
Western interests, and promote Western political
and economic values.

That at least is the way in which non-Westerners
see the new world, and there is a significant element
of truth in their view. Differences in power and strug-
gles for military, economic, and institutional power

* Almost invariably, Western leaders claim they are acting
on behalf of the “world community.” One minor lapse
occurred during the run-up to the Gulf War. In an interview
on Good Morning America, December 21, 1990, British
Prime Minister John Major referred to the actions “the
West” was taking against Saddam Hussein. He quickly
corrected himself and subsequently referred to “the world
community.” He was, however, right when he erred.

are thus one source of conflict between the West and
other civilizations. Differences in culture, that is, basic
values and beliefs, are a second source of conflict.
V. S. Naipaul has argued that Western civilization is
the “universal civilization” that “fits all men.” At a
superficial level, much of Western culture has indeed
permeated the rest of the world. At a more basic level,
however, Western concepts differ fundamentally
from those prevalent in other civilizations. Western
ideas of individualism, liberalism, constitutional-
ism, human rights, equality, liberty, the rule of law,
democracy, free markets, the separation of church
and state, often have little resonance in Islamic,
Confucian, Japanese, Hindu, Buddhist, or Orthodox
cultures. Western efforts to propagate such ideas pro-
duce instead a reaction against “human rights impe-
rialism” and a reaffirmation of indigenous values, as
can be seen in the support for religious fundamental-
ism by the younger generation in non-Western cul-
tures. The very notion that there could be a “universal
civilization” is a Western idea, directly at odds with
the particularism of most Asian societies and their
emphasis on what distinguishes one people from
another. Indeed, the author of a review of a hundred
comparative studies of values in different societies
concluded that “the values that are most important
in the West are least important worldwide.” 1In the
political realm, of course, these differences are most
manifest in the efforts of the United States and other
Western powers to induce other peoples to adopt
Western ideas concerning democracy and human
rights. Modern democratic government originated
in the West. When it has developed in non-Western
societies it has usually been the product of Western
colonialism or imposition.

The central axis of world politics in the future
is likely to be, in Kishore Mahbubani’s phrase, the
conflict between “the West and the Rest” and the
responses of non-Western civilizations to Western
power and values. ' Those responses generally take

? Harry C. Triandis, New York Times, December 25, 1990,
p. 41, and “Cross-Cultural Studies of Individualism and
Collectivism,” Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, Vol. 37,
1989, pp. 41-133.

w Kishore Mahbubani, “The West and the Rest,” National
Interest, Summer 1992, pp. 3-13.
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one or a combination of three forms. At one extreme,
non-Western states can, like Burma and North Korea,
attempt to pursue a course of isolation, to insulate
their societies from penetration or “corruption” by
the West, and, in effect, to opt out of participation
in the Western-dominated global community. The
costs of this course, however, are high, and few states
have pursued it exclusively. A second alternative,
the equivalent of “bandwagoning” in international
relations theory, is to attempt to join the West and
accept its values and institutions: The third alterna-
tive is to attempt to “balance” the West by develop-
ing economic and military power and cooperating
with other non-Western societies against the West,
while preserving indigenous values and institutions;
in short, to modernize but not to Westernize.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WEST

This article does not argue that civilization identi-
ties will replace all other identities, that nation-states
v:/ill disappear, that each civilization will become a
SI.ngle coherent political entity, that groups within a
civilization will not conflict with and even fight each
ofher. This paper does set forth the hypotheses that
differences between civilizations are real and impor-
ta'nt; civilization-consciousness is increasing; con-
flict between civilizations will supplant ideological
and other forms of conflict as the dominant global
form of conflict; international relations, historically
a game played out within Western civilization, will
!ncreasingly be de-Westernized and become a game
in which non-Western civilizations are actors and not
simply objects; successful political, security, and eco-
nomic international institutions are more likely to
develop within civilizations than across civilizations;
conflicts between groups in different civilizations
will be more frequent, more sustained, and more
violent than conflicts between groups in the same
civilization; violent conflict between groups in dif-
ferent civilizations are the most likely and most dan-
gerous source of escalation that could lead to global
wars; the paramount axis of world politics will be the
relations between “the West and the Rest”; the elites
in some torn non-Western countries will try to make
their countries part of the West, but in most cases face
major obstacles to accomplishing this; a central focus

of conflict for the immediate future will be between
the West and several Islamic-Confucian states.

This is not to advocate the desirability of con-
flicts between civilizations. It is to set forth descrip-
tive hypotheses as to what the future may be like. If
these are plausible hypotheses, however, it is neces-
sary to consider their implications for Western pol-
icy. These implications should be divided between
short-term advantage and long-term accommoda-
tion. In the short term it is clearly in the interest of
the West to promote greater cooperation and unity
within its own civilization, particularly between
its European and North American components; to
incorporate into the West societies in Eastern Europe
and Latin America whose cultures are close to those
of the West; to promote and maintain cooperative
relations with Russia and Japan; to prevent escala-
tion of local inter-civilization conflicts into major
inter-civilization wars; to limit the expansion of the
military strength of Confucian and Islamic states; to
moderate the reduction of Western military capabil-
ities and maintain military superiority in East and
Southwest Asia; to exploit differences and conflicts
among Confucian and Islamic states; to support in
other civilizations groups sympathetic to Western
values and interests; to strengthen international
institutions that reflect and legitimate Western inter-
ests and values and to promote the involvement of
non-Western states in those institutions.

In the longer term, other measures would be
called for. Western civilization is both Western and
modern. Non-Western civilizations have attempted
to become modern without becoming Western. To
date only Japan has fully succeeded in this quest.
Non-Western civilizations will continue to attempt
to acquire the wealth, technology, skills, machines,
and weapons that are part of being modern. They will
also attempt to reconcile this modernity with their
traditional culture and values. Their economic and
military strength relative to the West will increase.
Hence the West will increasingly have to accommo-
date these non-Western modern civilizations whose
power approaches that of the West but whose val-
ues and interests differ significantly from those of
the West. This will require the West to maintain the
economic and military power necessary to protect
its interests in relation to these civilizations. It will
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also, however, require the West to develop a more
profound understanding of the basic religious and
philosophical assumptions underlying other civili-
zations and the ways in which people in those civili-
zations see their interests. It will require an effort to

identify elements of commonality between Western
and other civilizations. For the relevant future, there
will be no universal civilization, but instead a world
of different civilizations, each of which will have to
learn to coexist with the others.

Michael T. Klare

RESOURCE COMPETITION IN THE 21°" CENTURY

It is possible that in focusing on explanations for past wars, we give insufficient attention
to the causes of future conflicts. (On the other hand, it seems likely that certain funda-
mental characteristics—of “human nature,” social systems, and so on—are likely to sur-
vive relatively unchanged from one era to the next.) In this selection, we present an effort
by a noted peace researcher to look ahead and anticipate “new global schisms” that may
characterize violent conflict in the twenty-first century. Note especially the suggestion that
interstate wars have been and will be replaced by intrastate conflicts.

s in all previous epochs, the world of the 21%
Acemury faces a variety of political, economic,
social, and ecological pressures that threaten stabil-
ity in many parts of the globe and embody a poten-
tial for violent conflict. Many of these pressures are
akin to those that have imperiled regional and inter-
national stability in the past: ethnic and religious
antagonisms; the struggle for dominance between
aspiring and established powers; territorial disputes;
economic competition; and so forth. It is likely,
however, that additional sources of friction and
instability will arise in this century, emerging from
the distinctive features of the current era. Among the
most powerful of these will be global competition
for access to and control over key sources of vital
non-renewable resources: oil, water, natural gas, ara-
ble land, and various industrial minerals.

The significant role played by resource competi-
tion in sparking conflict is evident in many of the
recent outbreaks of armed violence, such as those in
Afghanistan, Chad, Chiapas, Colombia, Congo, Iraq,
Liberia, Mali, the Philippines, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
Sudan, Zimbabwe, and parts of India. Violence has
also arisen in disputes over contested offshore ter-
ritories, such as the East and South China Seas, the
Caspian Sea, and the Persian Gulf. Like all human
conflicts, these upheavals have more than one cause;
all, however, are driven to a considerable extent by
competition over vital or valuable resources: dia-
monds in the case of Liberia and Sierra Leone; oil in
the case of Colombia, Iraq, and Sudan; timber and
minerals in the Congo; arable land in Chiapas and
Zimbabwe; and so on. Indeed, the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) reported in 2009

Copyright © Michael T. Klare.



