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Critically assess Kaldor’s assertion that new wars have to be understood in the context of the process known as globalization
This essay will examine Kaldor’s much lauded argument about the idea of ‘new wars’ and their manifestation within the framework of globalization which she asserts can explain the emergence of the alleged phenomenon. This essay will suggest that the fragmentation effects of globalization have not led to a fundamentally new issue of identity politics. Rather I will suggest that identity politics and resulting conflict can be understood much more satisfyingly within a traditional conceptualisation of war. Although I would concede there is terrorism and conflict that we consider to be ‘new’, I will suggest that ‘new wars’ are in fact, not new at all, that terrorism and the existence of non state actors is by no means unprecedented. 
It will be prudent to first establish what can be understood by the key terms in this question, namely, ‘new wars’ and ‘globalization’ as these are both highly contestable terms in their own right. Depending on our understanding of these two concepts, we can come to very different conclusions as to the validity of Kaldor’s assertions. Whilst enormously debateable, for the purpose of simplicity, let us accept Kaldor’s understanding of globalization; “…the intensification of global interconnectedness – political, economic, military and cultural.”
 Understanding exactly what is meant by a ‘new war’ is a much harder task – there is no clear understanding, even amongst new war theorists as to what constitutes and differentiates a ‘new’ from an ‘old’ war. We will firstly consider Kaldor’s argument of ‘new war’ and then provide a critique to this approach.
Kaldor’s central argument is that “…during the 1980’s and 1990’s, a new type or organized violence has developed, especially in Africa and Eastern Europe, which is one aspect of the current globalized era. I describe this type of violence as ‘new war’.  I use the term ‘new’ to distinguish these wars from prevailing perceptions of war drawn from an earlier era.”
  She suggests; “...new wars involve a blurring of the distinctions between war (usually defined as violence between states or organized political groups for political motives), organized crime (violence undertaken by privately organized groups for private purposes, usually financial gain), and large scale violations of human rights (violence undertaken by states or politically organized groups against individuals).
 From this understanding of ‘new war’ we can see that cases of genocide, ethnic cleansing, terrorism, and what many have previously described as low intensity conflict would be included in this definition. The idea is that no longer is war primarily state-to-state actors, but transnational actors that act outside of states. 
Kaldor suggests that ‘new wars’ are globalized conflicts in a number of ways, although they may be localised in terms of geographical location, their dependence on transnational networks for finance, support, mobilisation and thus “the distinction between internal and external, between aggression (attacks within the country) and repression (attacks from inside the country) or even between local and global are difficult to sustain.”
 This argument is clearly sustainable; we can see the evidence of this within the context of war in Iraq, Serbia, Afganistan and much of the conflict in Africa and Asia. 
Kaldor makes a further link between the processes of globalization and resulting conflict due to identity politics, “The point is rather that the processes known as globalization are breaking up the cultural and socio-economic divisions that defined the patterns of politics which characterised the modern period. The new type of warfare had to be understood in terms of this global dislocation.”
 Essentially, globalization creates identity crises, and people feel the need to express these newfound identities. Kaldor suggests that it is the mix of academics and disillusioned and marginalised power hungry people who create these wars of identity. “The political goals of the new wars are about the claim to power on the basis of seemingly traditional identities – nation, tribe, religion….New forms of power struggle may take the guise of traditional nationalism, tribalism, or communalism but they are, nevertheless, contemporary phenomenon arising from contemporary causes and displaying new characteristics.”

Kaldor argues that globalization has created homogenisation across the world; a cosmopolitan McDonalds and Coca Cola culture which has led to the creation of a two tier international society, those that have, and benefit from the effects of globalization and those that have not, and are excluded from the benefits of globalization. “The term globalization conceals a complex process which actually involves both globalization and localization, integration and fragmentation, homogenization and differentiation, etc.”
  These people are being excluded as they are unable to participate in the cosmopolitan culture and those that for the need of creating an identity, seek new forms of identification to gain access to power and self actualisation. “It is now commonplace to talk about a ‘crisis of identity’ – a sense of alienation and disorientation that accompanies the decomposition of cultural communities.”
 Thus, with the effects of globalization come homogenization and as a result of this, fragmentation. 

Kaldor believes that the “…new politics of particularistic identities can also be interpreted as a form of political mobilization in the face of the growing impotence of the modern state.”
 But is this true? Firstly I would accept the assertion that the role of the state is changing in Western society, to a role more as a facilitator rather than provider. However, this has not rendered the state ‘impotent’, if anything, this adaptation of the role of the state has served to strengthen its legitimacy. New political mobilisations such as the growth of NGO’s I believe can to some extent be contributed to globalization and the commitment to universal social and political rights. It is clear that globalization has facilitated the growth of these organisations and politicizations. However, transferring this globalized politicization to a localised politicization and associating it to the growth of newfound national identities which is creating ‘new wars’  is attributing far greater importance and influence to globalization that I believe is rightly due. It would seem strangely paradoxical that the same forces of globalization create both homogenisation and fragmentation to the extent of war; in truth they don’t. 

We have briefly discussed Kaldor’s understanding of ‘new wars’. We can ascertain that there is some consistency in describing the advent of ‘new wars’ to be around the period of the 1990’s. However, I consider a plausible and legitimate explanation to be that ‘new wars’ as they are now termed to be not a result or by-product of globalization, or for that matter, characteristic of post modernity. In fact, what we can see in conflicts and ‘new wars’ that now prevail across the world is that these are these are not a sui generis phenomenon but can be understand within a more traditional understanding of war; a result of a power struggle; the consequence of a power vacuum. 

It can be assumed that Smith would support this criticism with his assertion that; “All wars are unique to their time and place. They all have distinctive origins and directions. Because they are multifarious they defy categorisation and cannot be reduced and subsumed under general labels…”
 It is precisely this kind of labelling conflict as ‘new wars’ that Smith would regard as spurious.  As Clausewitzian theorists recognise; “All war…is inherently the same and can therefore be understood, in its entirety within the Clausewitzian strategic paradigm.”
 Clausewitz recognises that war is “a continuation of political intercourse carried on with other means.”
 

Kaldor underestimates the simplistic causal reality of conflict. Conflict and war occurs for the same reason that political conflict occurs, it is a question of power; of who has control over the allocation of limited resources. What Kaldor wrongly attributes to globalization (the end of the Cold War and the ensuing politicisation of national identities) can be better understood within the Clausewitzian paradigm of war and conflict. 

Kaldor herself concedes that the end of the Cold War is significant in understanding power relations and conflicts. “The end of the Cold War meant the reduction of foreign assistance to countries such as Zaire or Somalia which has been considered strategically important.  At the same times, pressure for democratization led to increasingly desperate attempts to remain in power, often through fomenting ethnic tension.”
 Where Kaldor fails, is in ascribing the cause of this to globalisation – it was not the mysterious force that led to the demise of the Soviet system. 
A less tenuous link is that which Kaldor makes between the rise of globalization and the rise of identity politics; “At best, identity politics arises out of the disintegration or erosion of modern state structures, especially centralized, authoritarian states. The collapse of communist states after 1989 and the loss of legitimacy of post colonial states in Africa or South Asia, or even the decline of welfare states in more advanced industrial countries provide the environment in which the new forms of identity politics are nurtured.”
 Kaldor is right in recognising the power vacuum that was created after the collapse of the bi-polar Cold War balance of power. However, the resurgence of identity politics is not in itself a reason for conflict. 
It would be foolish not to recognise the importance of the end of the Cold War, and the subsequent rise of previously constrained nationalisms and ethnicities. Yes, the Cold War had in many ways constrained nationalisms but historically we can see that conflict has always existed in the struggle for power whatever the reason behind the proposed assertion. Asserting that these wars are entirely new I think is fundamentally flawed. Conflict prevails where a power vacuum has been created due to the absence of a hegemon; in the Clausewitzian understanding, a continuation of the failed politics. Few would deny the relative peace that existed during the period of the Cold War as both the US and USSR maintained and influenced states under their sphere of influence.  “The idea that the Clausewitzian paradigm is irrelevant to so-called internal war, ethnic war and the rest is a serious misapprehension.”
 We can see that in cases where there was internal conflict and ‘wars of identity’ during this period, due to the balance of power, this was escalated to greater proportions.
As McInnes notes, “During the Cold War, local conflicts such as those in the Horn of Africa, the Middle East and South-East Asia acquired global dimensions due to superpower rivalry.”
 These ‘local conflicts’ are precisely what Kaldor has termed new wars because, with the breakdown of the bi-polar system the wars are no longer seen in an international context but as much more localised conflicts often with warring interests within states themselves. But we can see that these conflicts which could also be labelled wars of identity, wars of race and identity are not new at all, nor, like the alleged political identity conflict of today, is it a war of identity; it is a fundamental question of power.

 In Biblical times we can read of how the Israelites conquered Canan, what they believed to be the ‘promised land’ which God had given to them.
 The Israelites, like many of the new identities and nationalisms of ‘new wars’ believed that they were God’s chosen people and that God was with them. We can clearly recognise that this was a conflict of power but that similarly to ‘new war’ conflict today, the people came together around a common identity. The issue here is not identity, but power. But to get power, support need to be mobilized, and this requires some sort of identity creation. People may come together in pursuit of power around a common goal and identity, but the pursuit of power is always the underlying purpose. We can see this common theme throughout history – from wars of the Cross and Crescent to the Islamist Jihads of today. 
Thus, where power is sought, the use of identity to mobilise support for the conflict is necessary. However, whether they are newfound identities, or deep rooted and historic identities, the fact remains, they are still identities. Conflict doesn’t just occur because people find a new identity or in an attempt to feel individual and reassert their difference in the face of homogenization. Conflict exists for want of power, a question of politics, whether this through reasons of religion, racial or any other identifier. Kaldor may be right in recognising, “In many parts of the world, there are religious revivals, or renewed interest in the survival of local cultures and languages and this, in part, is a response to the stresses of globalization.”
 But the key here is renewed interest. 
The pursuit of power is not new, nor is the formation of identity to provide support in the pursuit of power. The Cold War may have temporarily stabilised the balance of power and elevated what conflict there was to superpower power politics but the pursuit of power around identities has always existed. We can see that in the absence of a hegemon, opportunism develops and thus the pursuit for power begins; it excites a primordial instinct to push for power. We can relate this to the Hobbesian view of human nature; people are in a perpetual state of conflict due to human nature and the absence of a coercive force. Because of the absence of scarce resources, conflict develops in an attempt to procure resources. 

Kaldor is somewhat missing the point. Whilst people may feel a newfound need to express identity, this is not the reason for war. For example the conflict between Christianity and Islam has existed since the death of Mohammed, this has not been a war of identity, but of power, of who is in control.
 The fact that there has been a resurgence of these identities does not mean that they are new or somehow illegitimate because they have been for many years suppressed by hegemonic forces. 
In conclusion, Kaldor’s weakness is in her loose definition of what constitutes ‘new war’; it is particularly vague and inclusive of seemingly any type of non state-to-state conflict - this undermines its usefulness as an analytical conceptualisation. there is an obvious tension surrounding exactly what we can understand by the term ‘new wars’, as Keen notes, “…some authors describe the new wars as ‘privatized or informal wars’
; but we can see that these informal wars are really not new. Furthermore, there is some ambiguity as to what exactly constitutes a ‘private’ or ‘informal’ war. These are quite loose and meaningless identifications. Consequently, I would contest the idea that new wars exist as a genre. 
Current conflict is as much a war as it ever was. Like much over-theorising, I believe this is a mistaken belief that something new and fundamentally new is happening, which in reality is not. There are no ‘new wars’. Although there may not have been a major world war in the last fifteen years, war and conflict has still occurred between states. Wars have not been so much about issues of identity, but the larger issue of power. Creating identity is simply a means of mobilising support to pursue power. I believe that we can understood the alleged identity politics conflict of the 1980’s and 1990’s within the context of a power vacuum created by the fall of the USSR and the subsequent struggle for power.. As Smith rightly suggests, “War is war, regardless of what tactics are used.”
 We need to recognise that whilst there may have temporarily been a decrease in state-to-state conflict, war, whatever the type has always existed and whilst the pursuit for power continues, conflict will remain. 
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