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interests of those whe hold political power,
civil war berween these groups with oppos-
ing interests is much more likely than in the
past.

There is still another way in which 2 so~
lution to the war problem is more urgent
today than in the past, ac least from the per-
specrive of ordinary citizens. There was a time,
as late as the 18th century, when anyone who
didn’t want w participate in a war could sim-
ply ignore it. Armies emplayed by kings
fought against each other and did little to dis-
rurb ordinary citizens, who for the most part
were completely indifferent concerning
whether they were to be subjects of King A or
King B. But, as we have noted, that is no
lenger the case. Now even civilian jobs have
military significance, and during a war any
citizen is likely to be the subject of an enemy
attack. As we have already pointed out, in
modern warfare the number of civilians get-
ting killed greatly exceeds the number of mili-
tary personnel getting killed. World War 11
meant a gigantic upheaval in the lives of mil-
lions of people, but there were some places
(part of Latin America and Africa) where the
war made lictle difference, at least directly, to
the lives of the people there. If there is a World
War IIT with nuclear weapons, however, no
one wiil escape. Even people in nations which
have no involvement in the war will be
affected by radioactive fallour, by large
amountrs of dust and smoke in the atmosphere,
and by the alteration of the ozone layer which
protects them from excessive amouats of ul-
traviolet radiation from the sun.

Smaller wars now have a wider impact,
too. Americans tearned in 1973-74 that war in
the Middle East made a great deal of difference
in the availability and price of oil. The same
was true with regard to the civil war in Tran in
1978-79 when the price of gasoline again
rapidly increased. Civil wars in Central Amer-
ica may have an impact on the prices Ameri-
cans pay for coffee or fresh fruits and vegera-
bles. On the other hand, such wars may
eventually open up new opportunities for peo-
ple in some less developed countries — educa-
tion, medical care, and better housing.

Solving the problem of war is more ur-
gene now than in the past also because the
higher cost of war preparations must be borne
by the general public. For example, in the
United States, even though the Cold War is
over, in 1998 military expendiruses averaged
over 380 per month per person ($320 per
month for a family of four),* and rhat does
not even count the huge amount needed to
pay off the national debt, a large proportion
of which is due to past military spending. This
cost of preparing for war even in peacetime
means less goods and services for everyone
both directly and in terms of less productiv-
ity in the long run. In less developed countries
as well as more advanced ones, military spend-
ing means less much-needed government
money for scheols, medical care, police and
fire protection, roads and public transporea-
tion, and other social services.

Today no persons anywhere on earth can
trathfully say chac solving the war problem
makes no difference to rtheir own lives.

Part Two.
Causes of War

4. The Cause of War:

General Considerations

Our basic assumption is that war is a dis-
ease of society. Ir is a sickness that we would
like to eliminare. This analogy leads to the ex-
pectation that perhaps wars could be pre-
vented if we learned more about what causes
them. As a result of this pattern of thinking,
a grear deal has been written and said about
whar causes wars.! [n dealing with chis issue it
is worth pausing to consider exactly what is in-
volved in saying that one kind of event causes
some other kind of event. Then we need to
loclt at the phenomenon of individual haman
aggressiveness and consider whar relationship,
ifany, it has to those violent conflicts we know
a5 wars.

Investigating the Cause of War

There are at least four senses in which
the word “cause” can be used: (1) a necessary
condition, (2) a sufficienr condition, (3) a nec-
essary and sufficient condition, and (4) a con-
wributory facror.

(1) A “cause” in the sense of a necessary
condition means that cthe effect cannot occur if
the cause (whatever it is} is absent (thar is, not
present). If the necessary condition of some-
thing is known, one will chen know how to
prevent that event from occurring. For exam-
ple, the presence of oxygen is a necessary con-
dition for marerials such as wood and paper to
burn and keep on burning. It follows that one
can extinguish such a fire by using 2 gas such
as carbon dioxide, which is much heavier than

oxygen, te prevent oxygen (the necessary con-
dition) from getting to the burning wood or
paper. The carbon dioxide smothers the fire by
keeping oxygen from getting ro it.

(2) A “cause” in the sense of a sufficient
condition means that the effect must occur
whenever the cause (whatever it is) is present.
If the sufficient condition of something is
ltnown, one will know how to make it occur.
For example, the fow of electricity through a
wite made of a metal such as aluminum or
copper is a sufficient condition ro produce
heat, Tt follows thar one can make heat (for a
toaster of an electric blanker, for example} by
producing a flow of electricity through a metal
wire (the sufficient condition).

(3) A “cause” in the sense of a necessary
and sufficient condition means both thar the
effect cannot occur if the cause (whatever it is)
is absent and that whenever the cause (whae-
ever it is) is present the effect must occur. If
the necessary and sufficient condition of some-
thing is known, one will know both how to
prevent it and how to produce it. For exam-
ple, the flow of electricity through the filament
of an incandescent light bulb is the necessary
and sufficient condition of the bulb giving off

- light. One can stop the bulb from glowing by
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cutting off the supply of electriciry (the nec-
essary condition}, and one can make the bulb
glow by letting electricity flow through the
filament (the sufficient condition).

(4) A “cause” in the sense of a contribu-
tory factor means that the effect is more likely
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to occur because of the presence of something,
but the relationship is nor a necessary one. ltis
possible for the cause to be present and the
effect not to occur, and it is also possible for
the cause to be absent and the effect to occur
anyway. I a contributory factor of something
is known, one will be able to make it more
probable or less probable but will not be able
1o guarantes any results. For example, smok-
ing cigarettes is a conrriburory factor to de-
veloping lung cancer. That means that smolk-
ing cigaretres makes it more likely than one
wilt develop lung cancer. Nevertheless some
pecple smoke cigarectes and doa't ger lung
cancer, and others don't smoke bur szl get
lung cancer. There is no necessary connection
between smoking cigarertes and developing
lung cancer, buc there is a probabilistic con-
nection.? Those who smoke cigarettes are in-
creasing the probability that they will get lung
cancer, and those who dor’t smoke cigarerces
are decreasing the probability that they will get
lung cancer.

How do these four different senses of
“cause” apply to the problem of the cause of
war? It seems that if our goal is to prevent
wars, we should search for some necessary con-
ditions of war. We could then eliminate war by
eliminating any one of these necessary condi-
tions. The problem is to discover some neces-
sary condition that we could and would want
to eliminate.?

Qur definition of “wa:” mentions several
things that must be present in order to have a
war. These things are necessaty conditions.
Cousider, for example, that the existence of
war as we have defined it requires the exis-
tence of groups of people. If we eliminated all
people or somehow made it impossible for
people to form groups, we would eliminate
war. Bur these proposed cures are worse than
the disease. We need o find something less
drastic.

According ro our definirion war is large~
scale violent conflict between organized
groups. It seems that if we eliminated all
conflicts berween groups, we would then also
have eliminated war, that is, vielert conflicts
berween groups, Trying to eliminate all
conflicrs berween groups is cerzainly less dras-

tic than eliminating all groups. Bur the prob-
lem with this approach is thar eliminating 2/
conflict berween groups is even more difficult
than simply eliminating the large-scale vio-
lent conflicts which constitute war. Those who
think that the only way of eliminating war is
to eliminate aff conflicts of interest berween
groups are focusing on an even more difficult
probiem than they had to begin with, Fur-
thermore, as we have previously noted, in
some situations conflict may even be desir-
able.

What is to be said abour the view thar
since individual human aggression is 2 neces-
sary condition for the carrying on of war, the
way to eliminate war is to eliminate a/f indi-
vidual human aggression? Once again, it
seems that eliminaring all human aggression is
a more difficulr task chan eliminating war, We
need not achieve that virtually impossible goal
in arder to rid the world of war.

Since it seems that we cannot find any
necessary condition for war excepr those
whose elimination would either be undesir-
able or even more difficult than the elimina-
tion of war irself, we need to look elsewhere
for ideas on how ro prevent wars.

Ler us consider this problem of prevent-
ing war in terms of the “cause” of war in the
sense of a sufficient condition. Tt seems that
what we need to find is not the sufficienr con-
dition to produce war but rather the sufficient
condition for producing peace. Is there any-
thing which when present always produces
peace? Theodore Lentz, the father of peace re-
search, observed thar just as medical re-
searchers interested in preventing disease
sametimes focus their attention on unusually
healthy groups of people to learn what pro-
duces such good health, so peace researchers
should focus their attention on peacefu! soci-
eries ro learn whar produces them.? Efforts to
find peaceful societies have reached rhe con-
clusion that most of these peaceful societies
are pre-industriaf.* The search has just begun,
however, and there are some nations such as
Switzerland and Sweden which seem to have
very good records in avoiding wars with orher
countries during the past 200 years. Invesii-
gators are also turning cheir attention to the
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cause of peace within countries. There are
many nations which have been relatively free
from internal strife for long periods of time
(including Swirzetland and Sweden). We need
to examine these societies and their institu-
tions to try to discover the cause of peace
within these communities. In the second
chapter we tried w find something which is
“an alternative to war” on the basis of chang-
ing the word “violent” to “nonviolent” in our
definition of “war” (see Chaprer 2, page 15).
If that discussion is on the right track, it seems
thar a properly functioning democratic soci-
ety where leaders are chosen by a vote of the
people might be a sufficient condition of
peace.

Since the concept of “cause” as “necessary
and sufficient condition” does not involve any
issues not already discussed in connecrion witch
the separate concepts of necessary condition
and sufficient condition, only the concept of
contributory factor remains to be considered in
our quest for understanding the cause of war.
The use of the word “cause” to mean “con-
tributory factor” is most likely to be relevant
when one is considering the causes of some
very complex phenomena, and there can be
lictle doubt thar war is a very complex phe-
nomenon. When people say that natignalism
is a cause of war or that individuals who make
profies from selling arms are a cause of war, they
are most likely using the word “cause” in this
sense of contributory factor rather than in the
stronger sense of necessary condidon. They
are claiming merely thar if nationalism were
reduced, or if the profits from selting arms
were reduced, the likelihood of war would be
reduced. They are noz claiming that one can-
not have a war unless nationalism is present or
that one cannot have a war unless some peo-
ple are making profits from selling arms. Na-
tionalism and profiting from arms sales are
things that may make war more fikely but they
are not causes in the sense of necessary con-
ditions for war.

One must temember, however, that
being a cause of something in the sense of
being a contributory factor is not just a mat-
ter of being correlated with that thing, For ex-
ample, suppose that for many different na-

tions over some period of time one finds a pos-
itive correlation between (1) military spending
and (2) the number of casualties suffered in
war. That is, {1} spending moze on the mili-
tary and (2) having more war casualties are
things that scem generally w go together.
Does this prove that high military spending
causes a nation to get involved in war and
suffer many casuaities as a result?” Saying thac
it is more likely thar a nation with high mili-
wary spending will be engaged in war and
suffer casualrics is not the same as saying chat
high military spending causes (is a contribu-
tory factor t0) involvement in war and casu-
alties. For example, there may be tension be-
tween two nations which leads them to
increase their military spending. A war ac-
companied by high casualty counts may fol-
low. But such a war might have occurred even
sooner and been even bloodier if one of the
nations had not increased its military spend-
ing in the face of tension. The positive corre-
lation berween a country’s military spending
and its casualties from war might be the reflec-
tion of some common cause for both {in-
creased tension} rather rhan a causal connec-
tion berween military spending on the one
hand and the occurtence of war on rthe other.
There Is still another paint related to the
issue of causation which needs to be consid-
ered in seeking to discover the cause of war.
We have previously noted che analogy which
can be drawn berween war and disease. Sup-
pose that some physicians were to address
themselves to the cause of disease. They would
probably begin by noting that there is no cause
of disease in gereral but only particular dis-
eases with particular causes. They would
probably nore that some particular diseases
can be put into classes on the basis of their
various causes — diseases caused by bacteria,
diseases caused by viruses, diseases caused by
genetic factors, diseases caused by toxic
chemicals in the environment, and so on.
They would then note that any attempt to
make statements aboust the cawse of all these
various kinds of diseases is bound to fail.
Couldr't a similar point be made wirh
regard to the subject of the cause of war? Per-
haps it is inappropriate to try to make any
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judgments about the cause of war in general.
Perhaps one should begin by examining par-
ticular wars and che particular causes of those
wars. Then one could try to classify these cases
of wars on the basis of cheir different kinds of
causes. World War I and World War 1T may
be superficially similar in thar they are the only
two world wars in history, but in terms of their
causes they may in fact be very different. Try-
ing to discover some cause of war which is op-
erarive in both World War | and World War
If (as well as all other wars) may be an exer-
cise in fudlity. Furthermore, even in particu-
lar wars there seem to be several contributory
facrors wirh little expectation of deciding in 2
parricular war which ones were most decisive.®
Once particular wars had been classified
on the basis of their causes {if indeed that
could ever be done with any kind of consen-
sus), the next step would be to identify symp-
toms thar appear before each kind of war ac-
rually breaks out. Then the knowledge abeur
the various kinds of wars could be used o twy
to prevent particular wars. The situation
would be similar to that of 2 physician who is
familiar with different kinds of diseases and
their symptoms and who can thus diagrose
any developing parcicular iliness and prescribe
the right medicine for it. Ideally one could
learn what type of “medicine” to use when
symptoms of a parzicular kind of war appear
so that the threatened war could be avoided.
Even if such knowledge ever became available,
however, it is questionable whether a knowl-
edgeable “physician” of society would be con-
sulted by policical leaders or that anyone
would pay much attention to taking che “med-
icine” which the “physician” of soclety pre-
scribed.? [n any case, it is evident thar we are
far from being able to deal with the problem
of war in this manner. Previous efforts to clas-
sify wars have usually focused on their size
rather than their cause, a situation compara-
ble to classifying diseases in accord with the
number of persons who suffer from them. Fo-
cusing on the effects of war or of discase is nor
likely to help us to discover the causes.
Before we leave this analogy berween war
and disease, we should nore that there are
some parricular diseases such as some kinds of

cancer where there are no known necessary
and/or sufficient conditions. The only kinds of
causes that are known are some contributory
factors. Here we have a closer analogy with
the situation of finding the causes of various
kinds of wars. The best that can be done is to
compile a list of the factors which make war
more likely and rhen try to minimize each of
them. !

What has been said in this section on the
various meanings of the word “cause” is di-
rectly relevant to the examination of various
theories concerning the cause of war to be un-
dertaken in Chapeers 5 and 6. All these theo-
ries must be viewed as being about congribu-
tory factors which are purported to be operative
in some wars but ot necessarily in all wars.
We will be aiming o make true statements
about the causes of war in the sense of some
things which seem to be contriburory factors
in some wars. It is somewhat regrertable that
our discussion of the cause of war wili be car-
ried on in such an imprecise way, but the pre-
sent state of our ignorance permits no other
approach.t

Individual Human Aggression

Aggression can be defined as “any form of
bebavior that ¥s intended to injure someone,
physically or psychologically.” " It is important to
realize that when we use the term in this sense
being “aggressive” is quite a different ching
frem being “assertive.” One can be assertive
without intending to injure others. Qur
meaning of aggression is also different from
“breaking the rules.” There are often rules
about not injuring others, buc it is the injur-
ing of others which Is crucial to the behavior
being classified as “aggression,” not the break-
ing of rules. Note also thar when the aggres-
sion ig carried out in order to accomplish some
ather goal such as coercing other persons to do
something they don't want to do or gaining the
approval of others or punishing a child, it will
be classified as “instrumental aggression,” but it
is stll aggression, Ir also is worth noting that
it is quite possible to commit aggression, es-
pecially insuumental aggression, without
being angry. If the intent of an act is to harm
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semeone, the act is aggression ¢ven though no
feeling of anger has accurred. The term “vio-
lence” refers o a particular kind of aggression.
Vislence 1s an “extreme form of aggression, «
defiberate attempt to do serious physical in-
jury.”® Thus violence can include actually
killing the other individual.

Although the definition of “aggression”
we are using focuses on doing harm to and
possibly even killing anorher person, we don't
want to overlook the refation between aggres-
sion and secking status or dominance over
others. One way for an individual to establish
dominance is through the use of physical force
or even violence against others, but it is not
the only way, especially among humans. An
individual can achieve higher scarus or domi-
pance over others by being very clever or by
being good at some highly-regarded skill such
as peace-making or by being able to persuade
others." In many species of animals, includ-
ing primares, there is competition for status or
dominance, especially but not exclusively
among males. This dominance can be mainly
physical, but there are cases where a super-ag-
gressive physically dominant individual is sim-
ply forcibly driven our from the group by col-
fective action.

One can see parallels here berween the
role of aggression among individuals and the
cole of war among groups. Iadividuals within
a group may use physical force or even vio-
lence wo compete for status or dominance, and
in war it is the groups which use physical force
and even violence to compete against one an-
other for status or dominance. Just as clever-
ness and other abilities, not just pure physical
force, can be used by individuals to gain sta-
tus and establish their dominance, so techno-
logical knowledge, sophisticated intelligence
gathering, and other capabilities, not just pure
physical superiority, can be used by groups
such as nation-seates 10 gain szarus and esrab-
lish their dominance. And just as with indi-
viduals, if one dominant group becomes too
aggressive, the others can join together to sub-
due it.

In chapter two we defined “"war” as
“large-scale violent conflict between organized
groups which already are governments ar

which seek to establish their own government
over some territory.” Even though war consists
of group fighting against group, ultimately the
fighting must be done by individuals. These
individuals will be using violence against the
individuals in the opposing group, In war that
extreme form of aggression is instrumental
since its goal is to get the other side to capit-
ulate. It is importanz, however, to distinguish
berween the aggressive behavior of individu-
als as individuals on the one hand and the ag-
gressive behavior of individuals as representa-
tives of groups which are at war with each other
on the other. The explanation of the former
type of behavior may have very little to do
with understanding che latter type of behav-
ior. The motives for the aggressive behavior in
the two cases may be very different. Giving
causes for the aggressive behavior of individ-
uals as individuals is definitely not the same as
giving causes for war.”

Although there is a question about how
relevant the study of individial human ag-
gression is to the war problem, it is appropri-
ate to discuss the topic simply because many
persons addressing the war problem have
thought thac it is relevant.’ Furshermore, even
if the relationship berween individual agpres-
sion and warfare Is not as direct as some writ-
ers have assumed, whatever relationship does
exist can be berter understood once the basis
of individual aggression is understeod.

Three main groups of theories have been
advanced ro account for individual aggressive
behavior. The first group sees aggression as
rooted in the biolegical natare of human be-
ings. The second group sees aggressive behav-
ior as insrigared by the unpleasant feelings that
accompany frustration. The third group of
theories sees aggression as the result of one’s
social conditioning. These three approaches
to the issue of why individuals are aggressive’
are sometimes considered to be mutually ex-
clusive, but they aren’t. In fact, often propo-
nents of ane view note the need to incorpo-
rate the insights of the other approaches. For
example, one supporter of Konrad Lorenz and
the biological approach pointed out thart it is
a “fallacious idea that what is inborn cannot
be affected by education.™® The issue is rather
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how much emphasis to put on each kind of
theory when one tries to understand aggres-
sion or control it

According to the biological-instinctual
theories, humans, lile other animals, are born
with a propensity or drive to be aggressive.
Such behavior may be triggered by specific
kinds of situations, such as defense of one’s
terriory, but it may also, according ro Kon-
rad Lorenz and orhers, just “explode™ with no
external stimulation. Sigmund Freud wrote of
an instinct of destruction.’® Robert Ardrey
links aggressive behavior with what he calls
“the territorial imperative™! and writes of the
“weapons instinct”® which he believes devel-
oped in the killer apes from which humans are
descended. Another proponent of this etho-
logical approach is Desmond Morris.® A quite
different version of the biological-instincrual
approach has been put forth by Perer Coming,
He emphasizes the evolutionary adaptiveness
of the various inbern aggressive responses to
specific kinds of situations. >

Biological-instinctual theorists rely to
some extent on etholagy, that is, on studies of
animals in their natural environment. They
find that aggressive behavior is exhibited pri-
marily in three kinds of sicuarions. First, there
is aggressive behavior, primarily but noc ex-
clusively among males, for status or domi-
nance in the “pecking order” within the group.
Second, there is aggressive behavior among
males of territorial species for individual ter-
ricory within the group’s overall territory.
Third, there is collecrive aggressive behavior
by males to defend the group and irs terrirory
from other groups. Defense of the young, pri-
marily by females, may be mentioned as a
fourth specific siceation where agpressive be-
hayior occurs, but among the theorists men-
tioned a2bove only Corning seems intezested
in this parsicular manifestation of aggression.

Strong evidence char there is at least some
biological, hormonal basis for aggression
comes from the different levels of aggressive
behavior between males and females, both in
humans and nen-human animals.?® This sex
difference is apparent even in young children.
Although varicus hormones may be involved,
the most important one for aggression scems

to be the male sex hormone testosterone.? It
affects both the development of the brain and
the activation of the physiological mechanisms
for certain behavior patterns. Even pre-natal
females exposed to testosterone while in the
uterus will display a greater tendency to ag-
gressive behavior. There also seems to be a
definite positive correlation between levels of
testosterone in the blood and the degree of ag-
gressive behavior in males, although this cor-
relation is not as great in better educated,
higher income males. Most criminal behavior
in virrually all societies, especially thar which
involves physical attacks on other people, is
committed by males after puberty and before
old age, that is, when levels of testosterone are
highest. Nevertheless some research is raising
questions about whether the presence of more
tessosterone in the blood is something which
produces aggression, something which merely
exaggerates aggression, or possibly something
thar is the resukt of successful aggression.” The
higher testosterone levels of dominant males
may be the effect of achieving high status
rather than something thar causes it, and lev-
cls of aggressive behavior seem o refiect what
is socially approved or disapproved as much as
levels of testostercne. Nevertheless there is a
strong correlation between levels of testos-
terone and amaunt of aggressiveness suggest-
ing that there is ar least some relation berween
thar hormone and aggressive behavior,
Advocates of the biological-instinctual
approach also appeal to careful observations of
behavior by anchropelogists and others which
show striking parallels between what animals
do and the behavior of humans, especially
children and primitive peoples 2 These many
instances, it is claimed, show beyond doubr
that there are generic factors greatly influenc-
ing human aggressive behavior, including not
only individual aggression buc also intergroup
warfare. That does rot mean thar the behav-
ior cannot be modified by experience, bur it
does mean that those who want to make such
modifications should know abour the biolog-
ical base on which they must build.? For ex-
ample, we should realize that humans do have
natural inhibitiens against killing our own
kind but these have been undermined by at
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Jeast three developments: (1} the cultural de-
velopment of viewing other ethric groups as
if they were not humans but members of an-
other species, (2) the technological develop-
ment of weapons that allow us ta kill at a dis-
tance without perceiving our individual
victims, and (3) the development of knowl-
edge which allows the psychological manipu-
|ation of soldiers ro nullify their natural inhi-
bitions not to kill other humans.

A second group of theories abour the
cause of Individual human aggression are
those which view aggressive behavior as the
result of hostility brought about by frustra-
tion. According to this approach, human be-
ings are viewed as goal-oriented organisms. As
tong as they are making adequace headway in
achieving their ends they do not become frus-
trated and aggressive, but when they are
blocked from reaching their goals they become
mote irrisable. This theory developed by John
Doliard and his colleagues at Yale claimed that
any kind of frustraticn leads to aggressive be-
havior.? Leonard Berkowirz has developed a
revised version of the theory which empha-
sizes thar frustrations generate aggressive en-
dencies only to the extent that they are un-
pleasant and that the unpleasaniess depends
on our expectations for satisfaction.” He also
notes thar people learn how to reacr to such
frustrations on the basis of what kind of be-
havior pays off. If behaving aggressively gets us
what we want, then we will learn to be ag-
gressive while if some kind of nonaggressive
response gets us what we want, we will learn
to behave nonaggressively. Frustration leads
to the disposition to be aggressive, burt expe-
ricnce teaches us what kind of behavior works
in dealing with this aggressive disposition.
Readiness to allow for such learning on how
1o respond to feelings of frustration shows
movement in the direction of accepting the
social learning view, but propenents of this
second approach continue to maintain that
without frustrarion there wouldn’t be agpres-
sion,

The third group of theories about indi-
vidual human aggression emphasizes the role
of social conditioning in aggressive behavior.
According to this approach it is a mistake to

assume that humankind has some fixed bio-
logical navare that makes people either ag-
gressive or nonaggressive.’? Human beings
have the capability of learning to behave in
many different ways depending on what kind
of behavior is observed and consequently im-
itated, as well as on what kind of behavior is
rewarded, Alchough this view is particularly
associated with behaviorist psychologists such
as John B. Wasson and B.F. Skinner, many
psychologists of ather schools of psychology
also favor the social learning theory. Anthro-
pologists such as Margarer Mead, Ashley
Montagu, and Geoffrey Gorer also are sup-
porters of the social learning approach to ex-
plaining human aggressive behavior.

The evidence for the social learning view
about the cause of aggressive behavior comes
mainly from two sources: psychological stud-
ies which show how people’s behavior and at-
titudes can be modified by conditioning and
education, and anthropological studies which
find very different behavior patterns in
different cultures. Anthropelogists can point
to some societies, such as the Eskimos, where
individuals are pugnacious but there is no
group warfare; among others such as the
Puebio Indians, individuals are not pugna-
cious but there is group warfare ? This situa-
tion would suggest that both individual ag-
gressiveness and group aggressiveness must be
learned — separately. The social learning the-
ory is supported also by the fact chat adopred
individuals reared from infancy in a culture
different from that of their natural parents will
display the attitudes and behavior pacrerns of
the culture in which they are reared rather
than chat of their biological parents.

When the social learning theorists say
that the environment causes the presence or
absence of aggressive behavior, they mean that
excepe in extreme cases of genetic abnormal-
ity or the like, the aggressiveness of an indi-
vidual will be the resuls of the social condi-
tioning to which the person has been expased.
The evidence abour sex differences in aggres-
sive tendencies mentioned in connection with
the biological-instinctual theory cannot be ig-
nored, but the social learning theorists claim
that these inborn tendencies can be completely



04 PART TWO. CAUSES OF WAR

overcome by the proper training, as is demon-
strated by the existence of many nonaggressive
societies,

The casual observer might question the
social learning approach on grounds that cer-
tain individuals, even offspring of the same
parents, are very differenr in their aggressive-
ness though reared in the same environment.
'The social learning theorist responds that no
wwa people, even children in the same family,
have exactly che same environment. For ex-
ample, there is a grear difference between
being a boy with a younger brother and being
one with an older brother even when the boys
are in the same family. It seems that, even
though there may be some slight differences in
the inborn tendency to aggressive behavior
among individuals and even though people
raay be more likely to behave aggressively
when frustrated, the most important faccor de-
rermining the degree and kind of aggressive
behavior displayed by individuals is their so-
cial conditioning.

The social learning approach is sup-
ported by evidence that aggressive behavior is
displayed even in the rotal absence of any frus-
tration or hostifiry by persons who are merely
obeying orders to be aggressive. Such aggres-
sion would be classified as instrumenral ag-
gression, but it Is still aggression. Furthermore,
the context is somewhat similar to that which
occurs during waz, Stanley Milgrim conducted
a classic experiment on aggression in the early
19605 which showed that people will admin-
ister what they believe are very strong injuri-
ous electric shocks to others just because they
were told to do so. He concluded:

Although aggressive tendencies are part and par-
cel of human nature, they have hardly anything o
de with the behavior ohserved in the experiment.
Nor do they have much to do with the destructive
obedience of soldiers in war, of bombardiers killing
thousands on a single mission, or enveloping 2
Vietnzmese village in searing napalm. The typical
saldier kills because he is rold to kill and he regards
it as his duty to obey erders. The act of shocking
the victim does not stem from destructive urges bur
from the fact that subjects have become integrared

into a social structure and are unable to ger out of
34
Ie.

Experiments by Milgrim and others in-
dicate thar the intensity of aggression dis-

played by individuals in these experimental
situations is totafly independenr of how frus-
trated they are.® In fact, in some experiments
the amount of apgression displayed seems to
depend much more on (1) the swengrh of the
attack which stimulated the aggressive re-
sponse and {2} what kind of reaction those be-
having aggressively expected from others wit-
nessing their aggression.®® Such evidence
challenges the validicy of the frustration-ag-
gression theory. It may be that on some occa-
sions frustration produces hostility which pro-
duces aggressive behavior, but that viewpoint
neglects the fact that aggressive behavior may
be brought about by other factors which have
no connection to frustration.” People can be-
have aggressively without being angry, espe-
cially when raking orders from someone in au-
thority as they do in the armed forces.

So what kinds of conclusions can we
draw from these three different views abour
the source of human aggression? Each has
something to contribure, and itisa grave mis-
take to assume that any of these views is False
just because another one is true with regard ro
what it affirms, The bivlogical-instinctual view
seems to be correct in affirming that there isa
biological basis for human aggression (just as
for many aspects of human behavior), When
people have been hurt, especiafly when badly
hurt physically, their narural reaction is to ei-
ther flee or strike back depending on their an-
ticiparion of how successful they would be in
a fighz. The less able they are to flee from ag-
gression against them, the more aggressive
they become. Other things being equal (which
often is not the case), males are more likely to
fight than females. But even the best known
of the proponents of the biological-instinc-
tual view such as Freud and Lorenz recognize
thar this genetic compoenear of human behav-
ior is modifiable by cultural and environmen-
tal factors. %

The frustration-aggression view is correct
in noting thart frusiration increases aggressive
behavior, especially when one recognizes that
frustration is not merely a reaction to any fail -
ure o attain some goal but depends on whar
is expected. Think of the different reactioss to
losing a game when one expects 1o win as
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opposed to the reaction when one does not
expcct to win., On the other hand, the frus-
sration-aggression view is demonstrably wrong
if it holds that frustration is the only source of
aggressive behavior. People can engage in very
aggressive behavior simply because someone
they regard as an authority has told them to
do so.

"The sacial learning theory is cotrect in rec-
ognizing that ultimately people’s aggressive
behavior alang with their standards of ap-
proval or disapproval of it is the resulc of what
has been: learned from experience. This learn-
ing comes from observing and imitating the
behavior of adules and from one’s own expe-
rience of whether aggressive behavior has paid
off or not. People can also be intentionally
taughe new ways to deal with conflict and ag-
gressive behavior on the part of others, Fram
their experience they learn when aggression is
not appropriate as well as how much and what
kind of aggressive behavior is acceptable. Con-
sequently, they learn rules which are very im-
poreant not only with regard 1o what kind of
behavior is acceptable for themselves bur also
for others. Children learn such rules even
while young and then tend to folfow them and
expect others to do likewise, even their par-
ents.”?

In 1986 an international ream of biolo-
gists, psychologists, ¢thologists, geneticists,
and others adopted 2 statement in reaction to
the belief of some people that war cannot be
eliminated because it is a biological necessity.
It is known as the Seville Statement because
the meeting where it was first adopted was in
Seville, Spain. This statement, which reflects
support for the social learning view on the
basis of aggression, has subsequently been en-
dorsed by mapy organizations of scientists
around the world, and in 1989 was officially
adopred by UNESCO. Here are a few excerpts:

1t is scienrifically incorrect to say that we have in-
herited a tendency to make war from our animal
aANcestors. ...

The fact that warfare has changed so radically
over time indicates that it is a producr of culcurs.
Its biological connection is primarily through lan-
guage which makes possible the coordination of
groups, the transmissicn of techrology, and the use
of wols. War is biologically possible, but it is not

built up in membersiof:

inevirable, as evidenced by irs variation in occur-
rence and nature over time and space....

It is scientificalfy incorrecr to say that war ar any
other violent behavior is generically programmed
into our human nature,... Except for rare par.ha]u—
gies, the genes do not produce individuals neces-
sarily predisposed to violence....

It is scientificaily incorrect to say that in the
course of human evolution there has been a selec-
tion for aggressive behavior more than for other
Linds of behavior.... “Deminance” involves social
bondings and affiliations; it is not simply a macter
of the possession and use of superior physical
power, althaugh it does involve aggressive behav-
ior,,., When ... experimentally-created hyper-ag-
gressive animals are present in a social group, chey
either disrupt its social structure or are driven out.
Violence is neither in our evolutionary legacy nor
in our genes.

it is scientifically incorrect to say thar humans
kave a “violent brain.”... How we act is shaped by
how we bave been conditioned and sociatized.
There is rothing in our neurophysiology that com-
pels us ro react violently.

It is scientifically incorrect to say that war is
caused by “instinet” or any single modvarion....
Modern war involves institutienal use of personat
characteristics such as obedience, suggestibiliry, and
idealism; social skills such as language; and rado-
nal considerations such as cost-caleulation, plan-
ning, and informacion processing. The technology
of modern war has exaggerated traits associated
with violence both in the training of combartants
and in the preparation of support for war in the
general population. As a result of chis exaggeration,
such traits are often mistaken to be che causes rather
than the consequences of the process.®

Qur own investigation of these issues is com-
pletely consistent with this very important
statement about biology, violent behavior, and
war adopred by scientists from around the
world.

Individual Aggression and War

Having discussed various views about the
basis of individual human agpression, let us
wurn our attention to the issue ‘of hiow such
individual aggression may beé related: to’ chat’
violent group conflict we call war. Three rather .
different situations need to be'considered. The

first deals with the aggressiveriéss of proup

leaders who have a great deal’sf influence on
the behavior of the groups r_hey lead: The sec
ond deals with the ways in: w]:uch hosul:t
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ion, may be direcred against other
Emsu:“’?hc ¢hird deals with the way in which
S:,TCEEI; are conditioned to actually engage in

acts of violence against the.cn.emy. . .
There is 2 remarkfible incident involving
hesus monkeys that gives support to the no-
o hat a particularly aggressive individual
fi:ﬁei can bea cause .of war, Robert Ardrey re-
lates? how ethologist C. R. Carpenter had
transported scveral. groups of rhesus monkf:ys
From India to Santiage ‘Islau.]cl off Puerto Rlc.o
to observe their behavior in a narural envi-
ent. One matter which he wanted to
l'Oﬁcll'B was the dominance relationships of the
f;:lc); in the various groups of monkeys. The
usual pattern of deminance among these mol.‘ll-
keys is such that the top male monkey prevails
in disputes about four or five times as o‘ﬁ:en as
the bottom male monkey. While .makjng his
ohsecvations Carpenter was surprised to ﬁ.nd
that one group of mon[:ceys began conquering
territory from five neighboring groups. In
such smlggles bezweenlgroul.:s the usual pat-
cern was much threatening, !lttle actual f.igh.t.
ing and no exchange of rerricory; but rhis sic-
uation was different. Furtl'zf:rm.m-e= there
seemed at firse o be no explanation for the
cxpaﬂsionist actilvlty‘ since an adequate food
supply w2 distributed to all the groups each
day and the size of all the groups was roughly
the SzﬁilCaxpentcr soon found an explana-
tion. The conquering group was led b.y an ex-
tremely stromg, COUrAZEOUS, and domineering
male. His facror of dominance over .the second
male in the group was the 5.1 ratio usually
found berween the top male and the battm'n
male. This commanding leader had a domi-
aance factor of about 50:1 aver the .bottom
male in his group. Tt was he that led his group
on the warpath against the neighboring
groups. When Carpenter r.emovcd the maser
monkey from the group, it went bzllck to its
own terzitory and stopped attacking its neigh-
hors. When he returned c}‘le master monkey to
che group, it 2gait began imposing on the ter-
ritory of its neighbors. One could not ask for
2 more striking case of L[‘ze effecr of an aggres-
sive leader on the behavior of a group. In this
case the master monkey was both the neces-
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sary and the sufficient condirion for aggre,
sive behavior on the part of the group as
whole, This incident suggests that rhe inc|i‘"
vidual aggressiveness of leaders may be a Vfir?
relevant facror in the causation of war.
When we look at human history, we a,
struck by the names of individual aggressi,”
leaders who led their people along the parh ,);
conquest— Alexander the Great, Gengl;
Khan, Napoleon Bonaparte, Adolf Hitler, aqi
so on. It may be oo siroplistic o believe h,
a single aggressive human leader makes all tht
difference as was the case with the rhesus ma, ©
keys, but the role of the individual leader i\
determining whether a giver human soci"
group will go ro war deserves more attenci(;:
than it usually gees. Having made seven <
studies of wars foughr in the twentieth ce, ©
tury, John Stoessinger in Why Nations Go .
War concludes: °
With regard to the problem of the susbreak of w,
the case studies indicare the crucial importance of s

personalities of leaders. I am less impressed by ye
. - 1,
role of abstract forces, such as nationalism, mj

tarism, or alliance systems, which traditionally by, i
been regarded as the causes of war. Nor does a 5 ¢
gle one of the cases indicate that economic faCt‘\]\
played 2 vital pare in precipitating war. Fhe p,ér“i
sonalities of leaders, on the other hand, have of;
been decisive.? iy
Bruce Bueno de Mesquita in The War T,
succinctly describes the critical role of ¢ @
leader for iniriating war as follows: “the a, ®
proval of the key leader is necessary for wy
while his disapproval is sufficienr to preve
his narion from starting a war.”# Since the 4 't
gressiveness of the individual leader may b
significant factor in whether a society goes 3
war and since it seems that women genera)
are fess aggressive than men, an interesti, ¥
question is whecher having more women lea_R
ers might mean less war.* On the other har, >
perhaps even women would need to be somr, &
what aggressive in order to get into leadcrsh?\
positions. b
A second way in which individual 4
gression may be related to the problem of w*-
involves the psychological phenomenon call
“displaced aggression.” A person who is fry, %
trated may not be able zo direcr his hosriiis\
toward the real source of his frustracion a, ‘¥
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may; OBSeqUEntly, talce it ot on others. The
eypical examp le of diSplaced aggression is the
man who is frusteate j, 1 job by bis supe-
riors. He may becom, angry, but he cannot di-
rect his hostility toWard his superiors witholt
tosing his job or damaging his chances for pro-
meotion, so when he gets home he acts aggres-
sively toward his Wife, who then acts aggres-
sively toward her cpjqren who then act
aggressively toward the e dog.

The phenomenqy of displaced aggression
can be relafed 'O War in the following way- If
there is widespreaq frustration among the
members of 2 SOciety, possibly because eco~
nomic conditions are bad, a leader may be able
to direct the resulting hostility toward some
P articula.r BIOUP: possibly toward some mi-
nority within the Ountry or toward some for-
eiga nation.’ Whep economic conditions
were very bad in Getm:my in the carly 19305,
Hitler's attacks on (f, Jews gained a consid-
Emb-’lc followinlg While just a few years earliefs
during prosperity, very few persons paid any

attention to him. Ty day we can expect that

when the anticip ation of rapid ecopomic ad-
vancement in less

. devcloped countries is dis-
appointed the hosﬁlity toward the richer na-
vions will be greac, {0 gince the people of
these poorer nations ge yyqple successfully 1@
avcack these rich coypneec their hostility is
likely to be directed 1yard their own leaders
or toward their pog, neighbors. ¥ In fact, the
leaders of these frusyyo o] parions may delib-
erately dircet their People’s hostilivy toward
neighboring countrje, in otder to keep it from
being direcred towa g themselves. Tt is an old
device of political Jegders ro protect them-
selves from troubleg 5, home by starting a cri-
sis abroad, bue the 1985 experience of Argen-
tinian leaders wizly regard to the Falkland
Islands—MalVinas indicatcs why politic:tl lead-
ers adopring such 5 strategy ought to make

sure they take on 5 weak enemy rather than
strong one.

All of the aboye
is likely to make pe,
economic adversi
tilicy and war,

suggests that prosperity
ce more probable while
1y is likely to produce hos-
&Ven though the hostility and
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o directed against the real source

war MY nf_Jt It should be noted, however,
10 ‘omcnon of displaced aggression

ore closely related 1o the issue

< get their followers o partici-
of how 1¢4 (han I the issue of how the wars
ate in 8V rS ill, petsons who call for aggres-
ot stareed: ¢ more [ikely to make their way
ioft 2" sicions when the populagion
into leade™™ frusn;atcd, and leaders are much
a5 2 whol¢ is o emabatk on a course of action
e Likely d to war when they fecl their

sive #ctio?
5

\r:rll?ich wi :rea dy and.eager for the- effort, .
followrers ard way individual aggressiveness is

A chird = s i the preparation of soldiers
relared © ol fighting of a war, This marc-
codot ac to do with h?w wars get
ter has pot | with how individuals are in-
srarteds e in violent behavior once the

duced 1€ eﬂgde cided to go to war. Both t_he
|eaders . a col¥ of aggression and the social
Frustrati® ory of aggrlcsslon are relevanlt.
Jearning * Aty training, e.spemally basic
od on the principle that.a frus-
training s more likely to be a hostile per-
er fore an aggressive person. The

sont &l reomes one of directing this ag-
rask then einst the enemy racher t.be‘m the
gressioﬂ agé rs in charge of the taining or
military '€ Jeaders who have been responsi-
the politi®® " p e young person away from h}s
ble for P”J]mguirs ro fight for the glory of his
urs aently used device is to de-

_rf.: s committed by the enemy.
scribe atroc 0 efort to ger che soldiers to
There i§ also soldiees as less than human
view the €™ desef"ing of the respect usually
amans. A& concerred efforr is

chese soldiers to follow ordefs
made © geestioning them. Of course tl:us
wichout 4 ping I8 supported by 2 Eorllg prior
military muocia] Condition{ng lez}dmg the
eriod of s 0 identify with theie country

oung 50 ositive value on the idea (?f

and 10 plafie life for their country.® This

crson
COUBU ¥-

. et . i -
Josing €7 " ith the natlolnal group, na
identifica™ one of our subjects to be ad-
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frustration, may be directed against other
groups. The third deals with the way in whlc‘:h
soldiers are conditioned to actually engage in
a2cts of violence against the enemy.

There is a remarkable incident involving
rthesus monkeys that gives support to the no-
tion that a parcicalarly aggressive individual
leader can be a cause of war. Robert Ardrey re-
lates?! how ethalogist C. R. Carpenter had
transported several groups of rhesus monk.eys
from India to Sactiago Istand off Puerto Rica
to observe their behavior in a natural envi-
ronment. One matter which he wanred to
study was the dominance relationships of the
males in the various groups of monkeys. The
usual pattern of dominance among these mon-
keys is such that the top male r_nonkcy prevails
in disputes about four or five times as often as
the botrom male monkey. While making his
observarions Carpenter was surprised to find
thar one group of monkeys began canquering
territory from five neighbering groups. In
such struggles between groups the usual pat-
tern was much threatening, little actual fghe
ing, and no exchange of territory; bur this sit-
uation was different. Furthermore, there
seemed at first to be no explanation for the
expansionist activity since an adequate food
supply was distributed to alf the groups cach
day and the size of all the groups was ro ughly
the same.

Bur Carpenter soon found an explana-
tion. The conquering group was led by an ex-
tremely strong, courageous, and domineering
male. His factor of dominance over the second
male in the group was the 5:1 ratio usuafly
found berween the top male and the bostom
male. This commanding leader had 2 domi-
nance factor of abour 50:1 over the bottom
male in his group. It was he thac [ed his group
on the warpath against the neighboring
groups. When Carpenter removed the mastex
monkey from the group, it went back to its
own territory and stopped artacking irs neigh-
bors. When he returned the master monkey to
the group, it again began imposing on the ter-
ritory of its neighbors. One could not ask for
a more striking case of the effect of an aggres-
sive leader on the behavier of a group. In this
case the master monkey was borh the neces-

sary and the sufficient condition for aggres-
sive behavior on the part of the group as a
whole. This incident suggests that che indi-
vidual aggressiveness of leaders may be a very
relevant factor in the causation of war,

When we look at human history, we are

struck by the names of individual aggressive
teaders who led their people along the path of
conquest — Alexander the Grear, Genghis
Khan, Napoleon Bonaparte, Adolf Hider, and
so on. It may be too simplistic to believe thar
a single aggressive human leader makes all the
difference as was the case with the rhesus mon-
keys, bur the role of the individual leader in
determining whether a given human social
group will go to war deserves more acrention
than it usually gets. Having made seven case
studies of wars foughrt in the twentieth cen-
tury, John Seoessinger in Why Nations Go to
War concludes:

With regard ra the problem of the outbreak of war,
the case studies indicate the crucial importance of the
persanalivies of leaders. T am less impressed by the
role of abstrace forces, such as nationalism, mili-
tarism, or alliance systems, which tradidonally have
been regarded as the causes of war. Nor does a sin-
gle ene of the cases indicate thar economic Factors
played a vital part in precipitating war, The per-
sonalities of leaders, on the other hand, have often
been decisive.

Bruce Bueno de Mesquita in The War Trap
succinctly describes the critical role of the
leader for initiating war as follows: “the ap-
proval of the key leader is necessary for war,
while his disapproval is sufficient 1o prevent
his nation from starting a war.”* Since the ag-
gressiveness of the individual leader may be a
significant facror in whether a society goes to
war and since it seems that women genezally
are less aggressive thar men, an interesting
question is whether having more women lead-
ers tight mean less war.** On the other hand,
perhaps even women would need to be some-
whar aggressive in order to ger into leadership
positions.

A second way in which individual ag-
gression may be refated to the problem of war
involves the psychological phenomenon called
“displaced aggression.” A person who is frus-
trated may not be able to direct his hostilizy
roward the real source of his frustrarion and
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may, consequently, ralke it out on others. The
typical example of displaced aggression is the
man who is frustrated in his job by his supe-
riors. He may become angry, but he cannor di-
rect his hostility toward his superiors without
losing his job or damaging his chances for pro-
motion, so when he gers home he acts aggres-
sively toward his wife, who then acts aggres-
sively toward her children, who then act
aggressively tcoward the per dog.

The phenomenon of displaced aggression
can be relared co war in the following way. If
there is widespread frustrarion among the
members of a society, possibly because eco-
romic conditions are bad, a leader may be able
to direct the resulting hostility toward some
particular group, possibly coward some mi-
netity within the country or toward some for-
eign npation.* When economic conditions
were very bad in Germany in the carly 1930s,
Hitler’s artacks on the Jews gained a consid-
erable following while just a few years eatlier,
during prosperity, very few persons paid any
attention to him. Today we can expect thar
when the anticipation of rapid economic ad-
vancement in less developed countries is dis-
appointed the hostility voward the richer na-
rions will be great, but since the people of
these poorer nations aze unable successfully to
attack these rich countries their hostility is
likely to be directed toward rheir own leaders
or taward their poor neighbors.¥ In facr, the
leaders of these frustrated nations may delib-
erately direct their pecple’s hostility toward
neighboring countries in order to keep it from
being directed toward themselves. It is an old
device of polirical leaders to protect them-
selves from troubles ar home by starting a cri-
sis abroad, but the 1982 experience of Argen-
tinian leaders with regard to the Falkland
Islands—Malvinas indicates why political lead-
ers adopting sach a strategy ought to make
sure they take on 2 weak enemy rather than a
strong one.

All of the above suggests that prosperity
is fikely to make peace more probable while
economic adversity is likely to produce hos-
tility and war, even though the hostilicy and

war may not be directed against the real source
of frustracion. Tt should be noted, however,
that this phenomenon of displaced aggression
seems to be more closely related to the issue
of how leaders ger their followers to partici-
pate in a war than to the issue of how the wars
get stareed. Still, persons who call for aggres-
sive action zre more likely to make their way
inta leadership positions when the population
as a whele is frustrated, and leaders are much
more likely to embarl on a course of action
which will lead to war when they feel their
followers are ready and eager for the effort.

A third way individual aggressiveness is
related to war is in the preparation of soldiers
to do the actual fighting of a war, This mat-
ter has rothing to do with how wars get
started, bue only with how individuals are in-
duced to engage in violent behavior once the
leaders have decided to go to war. Both the
frastration theory of aggression and the social
learning theory of aggression are relevane,
Much of military training, especially basic
training, is based on the principle thar a frus-
trated soldier is more likely to be 2 hostile per-
son and therefore an aggressive person. The
task then becomes one of directing this ag-
gression againse the enemy rather than the
military leaders in charge of the trairing or
the political leaders who have been responsi-
ble for pulling the young person away from his
personzl pursuits to fight for the glory of his
country. A frequently used device is to de-
scribe atrocities committed by che enemy.
There is also an effort to get the soldiers to
view the enemy soldiers as less than human
and thus not deserving of the respect usually
accorded to humans, A concerced effort is
made to get these soldiers to follow orders
witheut questioning them. OFf course this
mifitary training is supported by a long prior
period of social conditioning leading the
young soldiers to identify with their counrry
and to place a positive value on the idea of
losing their life for their country.®® This
identification with the national group, na-
tionalism, is one of our subjects to be ad-
dressed in the next chaprer.



