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FOREWORD

For the larger part of  2,338 years of international wars and politics across the world, this study, 

originally carried out as a part of a masters research, intends to argue and support the claim that  

western states,  viz. White-Europeans of origins, independently or in coalition, from Alexander's 

Greco-Macedonian  alliance  to  American's  NATO-led  bloc,  have  continuously  waged  perpetual 

aggressive wars on the rest of the non-western world and have such made impossible for peace 

to prevail. In short, this paper argues that it has predominantly been the west and not the rest, as  

predominantly and readily-popularly conceived or pointed out, who have been a major source of  

threat to the global security and peace; a huge research gap and a possible future interests, as 

this study hopes. 

The thesis is supported using critical comparative historical research analysis which combines 

quantitative-positivist  approach  based  on  comparative  statistical  and  graphical  analyses  of 

war-data  (major  wars  since  326  B.C.)  and  military  balance  differences  (that  examining  the 

comparative differences on the weapon-systems and budgets between the west and non-western 

nations),  and  qualitative-interpretive  analytical  approach  towards  a  critical  studies  of  the 

primary national strategic security doctrines and policy papers as well as the understanding of 

the  influential  role  of  the  dominant  geopolitical  theories  in  shaping  and  sustaining  ancient  

strategic cultures of the west and non-west; the former being global in strategic approach, offensive and  

over-there  militarily;  while  the  latter  being  regional-centric  and  defensive  in  general  (over-here):  the  

answer lies not in anthropology or psychology, but economics and constructed-history (not survival but  

greed). 
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INTRODUCTION

INTERNATIONAL WARS & INSECURITIES ARE PREDOMINANTLY WESTERN IN ORIGINS

'The primary purpose of a theory', wrote Clausewitz (1816), 'is to clarify concepts and ideas that 

have become, as it were, confused and entangled', adding, '[N]ot until terms and concepts have 

been defined can one hope to make any progress in examining the question clearly and simply 

expect the reader to share one's views' (Paret trans. 1973: 132). This is the primary purpose of the 

present research study to define and explain  why international wars are predominantly western in  

character and conduct, namely in origin, a practice which has yet to be dealt with or largely ignored 

within the western-dominated academic fields of international studies; Buzan observed 'like  IR 

itself,  International  Security  Studies is  mainly  a  western  subject,  largely  done  with  all  of  the 

western-centrisms that this entail' (2009: 1); one might also have a look at an excellent detailed 

study from William and Mary College, 'One Discipline or Many?: TRIP Survey of International Relations  

Faculties in Ten Countries' (2009) on the westernisation of the field. The primary goal of this paper 

as such is to reduce events or actions (observed from the study of the history of international  

wars and politics) with 'no fixed point of view [or] no satisfactory conclusion' and those which 

'appear  sometimes  banal,  sometimes  absurd,  sometimes  simply  adrift  in  a  sea  of  vague 

generalisation;  and  all  because',  the  subject  area,  'has  seldom  been  examined  in  a  spirit  of  

scientific investigation' (ibid.,  132), for whatever reasons (patriotic, cultural cognitive biases or 

affiliated  interests),  to  purely  objective  study.  In  other  words,  this  research  study  seeks  to  

produce a theory of  international geostrategics, a theory that defines, explains and examines the 

general  historical  characteristics  and  conduct  of  international  wars  &  politics,  those  factors  or 

patterns that which can be generalised; see Wylie (1979), Quincy (1943), Clausewitz (1816), Handel 

(1989; 2002) and  the need for a theory to reflect the reality and not attempt to construct one out of 

thin air, the latter being a dominant existing practice on the field, intentionally or not, and thus 

ignores the 'western threat' perspective, by conceiving or rather constructing threats from primarily the 
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'others'; a research gap this paper seeks to fill and to further elaborate in detail, with the focus 

on the role of ''foreign policy experts'' (defined as 'the processes by which certain intellectuals 

figures become ''experts'' and get promoted or certified as such by institutions like the media, 

academia and the states', O' Tuathail (2003: 17)) and their research approaches in sustaining this 

research crisis (see diagram [I] below). 

Diagram I: O' Tuathail's Feedback-loop/Echo Chamber Representation.

Therefore, the primary theoretical objective sought out in this paper is that of a 'satisfactory  

theory of war, one that will be of real service and never conflicts with reality' (Paret 1973: 142), 

and in remaining true to this objective, a  theory of war 'must have been derived from military 

history or at least checked against it', in order not to 'allow itself to get lost in futile speculation,  

hair-splitting, and flights of fancy',  (Paret  1973:  144).  This is the central focus of this research 

seeking only to observe and meticulously compare data observed directly from military history and  

the non-manipulated global  history (of international  wars and relations).  The approach is conducted 

using a critical comparative historical research analysis methodology (CCHRA), where the collected data 

on every international wars conducted by western and non-western states (some of non-western 

states of yesterday are today referred to as western in character, e.g. Turkey, Japan and the 
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'two-continental' Russia, in this paper all are treated as 'non-western') are calculated in order to  

observe differences and repetitive behaviour which are then presented in graphs, statistics and 

tables, as well as in terms of topographical representational analysis (maps) to see if these facts 

support  the  hypothesis  that  [white-Europeans]  the  west,  rather  than  the  rest,  has  been  the  

predominant  and  primary  source  of  threat  to  global  security  and  peace  as  a  result  of  their  

unceasing international wars and racial-inter-politics across the world.

Above  quantitative-positivist  approach  is  further  supported  via  qualitative-interpretive 

analytical approach which brings together for comparative analyses key national security strategic  

policy white papers of Russia, NATO, US, UK, France, Germany, India, China and Brazil to underline 

the  significance  and  influence,  in  the  role  of  strategic  cultures  in  relations  to  international  

wars/relations;  in  other  words,  shaping the west  and non-west  approaches  to  ''international 

politics and security''  (a  western invention by itself,  see  TRIP study above),  respectively,  and 

observing  the  support  for  the  present  thesis  that  western  strategic-military  history  is 

predominantly global in character and conduct than those of non-western states who tend to be 

mostly  concerned  with  the  regional  stability  and  security.  This  qualitative  approach  is  further 

reinforced via an examination of influential geopolitical thoughts, mainly western, since the rest 

as already stated tend to limit their 'geopolitics' to regional and not global affairs. These geopolitical 

influences,  as  the  paper  will  argue,  has  forever  helped  in  encouraging  and  sustaining 

the internationalism (militarism and geopolitical concerns) inherited within the western states from their 

'ancient' strategic culture which naturally further impacts on how the west approach the question 

on the utility of force in international affairs always reduced to that old Roman [il]logic  of 'the  

value of primacy of arms' in order to attain relative power in comparison to ones competitors, as well as that  

of Thucycdidean logic of the strong always take what they want from the weak, both proven ever since as  

an irrational logic since countries can still prosper and be competitive without resorting to use of 

force; e.g. post-war Japan, Germany, Switzerland, BRICS-MIST-EU nations etc.
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Ergo,  the  present  research  study  utilising  positivist-quantitative  and  interpretive-qualitative 

analytical  approaches within a critical  comparative historical  research analysis seeks to show 

that western states, that specifically the major western powers of Greece, Rome, Imperial Europe 

and today  US, and not the west in general, have been the predominant source of international 

wars, and by associative-logic, a major source of threat to global security and peace, and will  

likely continue to do so because moving away from cultural dispositions is not an easy task, or  

even moving away from the perceived 'value of force' as viewed since the 'colonisation' of the  

Americas seems unlikely; both are very interesting areas for future critical research.  

The implications from this study are of both positive nature, especially for the peacenik-idealists 

and their grand Kantian dreams for a global peace, since having found the source (the west), the  

paper  truly  hopes  we  can  also  move  further  towards  the  understanding  and  discussing  of 

the  ideal  new paths to international peace (opportunities for further research), while starting 

from this hypothesis/proposition, that [if] west is the threat, how do we deal with such a threat?  The 

presented  policy  recommendations  focus  mainly  on  moving  away  from  'war  industries'  that 

which seem to be dominant within western economics, and hence geostrategic thinking. Sadly 

the research's findings and it's implications are also negative especially in further sustaining and 

even hurrying new cycles of militarisation via arms races and wars accepting that only a realist  

approach  to  rapid  advancement  in  preparation  for  future  wars,  especially  an  important 

recognition of interests for the new rising powers of east and south, and old colonies against the 

unforeseeable non-cessation on the future of [new western] international wars already in play as 

a result of the action from the contemporary dominant military western states (UK, France and 

US) is to be prepared to take to war; as, apparently, the only way to assure the ''probable chance  

of peace'' as the cliché goes is 'if one wants peace, then one must prepare for war', an advice 

most urgent for these new powers without the need to dominate the rest of the world, the fatal  

unlearned  mistake  by  the  west  throughout  the  ages,  brought  down  like  the  mythical  Greek  

god-warrior Ajax by own sword; see Paul Kennedy (2000) 'overstretched' thesis). 
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The research implications are also tremendous since the thesis might prove very controversial, 

or so the paper hopes, even when it has limited itself to defining and describing the reality rather  

than constructing one out of thin  air, or accepting 'stated interpretation', the latter two practices 

being the most popular within the existing [IR and strategic/security studies] research (the gap 

to be filled). This controversy, the paper hopes, should encourage further testing and re-testing  

of the study findings and the further advancement of the field into a separate academic discipline 

of  a  critical  western  studies  which  should  focus  on  understanding  the  psycho-behavioural  and 

strategic  cultural  realities  of  how  the  west  see  and  approach  the  rest,  historically  and 

contemporary.

In short, this paper is a theoretical  study of international wars and politics, that geostrategy, 

which the paper argues  have been predominantly western and threatening in character and conduct 

since the age of Alexander's wars, 326 B. C. the first to set out the standard for the rest of western 

powers' behavioural conduct on their external relations; aggressive, threatening, believing that  

only  at  the  point  of  a  gun will  power  be  attained,  as  well  as  survival  or  competitiveness  in 

international  affairs  is  assured  by  'taking  from  others  by  force'';  all  based  on  speculative  

irrationality rather than objective facts due mainly to the powerful influence of strategic cultures, 

as the paper argues a factor ignored and absent, intentionally or not, by existing studies and 

sustained  by  'court-experts'  (new  Machiavellis),  preferring  the  constructed  'reality-lie'  than 

facing the truth that it is the west not the rest who are the predominant source of international 

violence, instabilities and insecurities: the threat. It is the examination on the influential role of 

this powerful cultural inheritance, or socialisation, and it's effect on western aggressiveness or  

mistrust,  and (which have lead to  many of  the unnecessary)  international  wars,  towards the 

'others' that this paper turns to next.
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I.I. CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS: STRATEGIC CULTURES & INTERNATIONAL [  WESTERN  ] WARS  

Before defining what we mean by international [western] wars, or strategic culture, it might be 

wise to define what war is since this present study is a theory of [international] wars and politics, 

hence necessary to define what the concept of war means in general,  in order to outline the 

general factors observable at all  levels of warfare; no one can define geostrategy, as such our 

present focus will be on behavioural nature of international wars and politics.

War, according to Clausewitz, 'is an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will',  and by 

force,  student  of  wars  mean  'a  physical  force  [as]  for  moral  force  has  no  existence  save  as  

expressed in the state and the law', and this use of force, 'is thus the means of war: to impose our 

will on the enemy is it object' (Paret trans. 1973: 75; original italics). As such wars are of two kinds, 

though both of two similar general  objectives, 'to overthrow the enemy or merely to occupy 

some of his frontier' to either 'dictate for peace or annexation' (ibid.,  69), and in order to achieve 

these objective one 'must render the enemy powerless' and this, 'in theory, is the true aim of 

warfare' (ibid., 75). This is our point of departure on what war really means, it is an aggressive act  

by one party on another with the primary goal to impose one's will, be it political, socio-economic or even  

cultural, 'with no logical limit to the application of that force', (ibid., 77), a practice which the west 

have applied to their predominantly unilateral international wars on the rest of the world with 

the aim of imposing western  will/interests, of course beyond the rational logic (of survival, of 

economic competition, or political power); as will be further illustrated as the paper goes on. Of  

course this  is  not the study on the causes of  wars,  however,  again,  it  might  be prudent and 

important  to  outline  why  wars  seem  to  take  root  just  to  illustrate  the  irrationality  of  

claimed  casus  belli  (causes  of  war)  by  the  west,  as  well  as  the  western,  not  non-western  as 

popularly approached, strategic culture's role as a dominant cause of international wars, the focus 

of present study.
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A Theoretical Review On The General Causes of [International] Wars

Clausewitz  reduces  the general  causes  of  war  to  two general  categories,  the  '[T]wo different  

motives [which] makes men fight one another', as being of 'hostile feelings  and  hostile intentions' 

(Paret trans. 1973: 76). Within these two main categories everything from economic competition, 

political  power  to  anthropological  survival  or  fitness  (see  Wrangham),  sociological,  or 

psychological factors, all  used to explain international wars in general, and in specific, can be 

reduced to.  For  example,  on  the  general  causes  of  international  wars,  J.  Singer  (1981)  paper, 

'Accounting for International Wars: The State of The Discipline' is a highly recommended starting point 

for the readers. The paper observe the importance of the theories of war 'to observe that the 

processes leading to so frequent an event as conflict are not necessarily those that lead to so  

infrequent an event as war' (Singer 1981: 1); in other words, causes of wars can never be easy to 

explain as these tend to fluctuate to specific conditions of each wars. Hence, this paper is not 

another  attempt  to  do  just  that,  namely explaining  a  cause  and  more  on  studying  a  specific  

generalisable character of global affairs.

Theories on the causes of war are in abundance, so their brief outline is important to illustrate  

their validity within the international [western] wars thesis (present study); that observable as 

the dominant causes of a history of international wars. Wright and Richardson (1960) points to 

the role of political elites, which the present paper accept as an important factor due to factual  

inability  of  these  to  separate  contemporary national  strategic  policies  from  those  of  ancient 

paternalistic,  and  at  times,  even  racial,  colonial  or  imperialistic  in  character  and  conduct, 

practices, due 'to ignorance not peculiar to the practitioners nor the scholarly community [who 

are]  hardly  better  off',  noted  Wright  and  Richardson  (Singer  1981:  2).  Also  pointed  out,  and 

supported here, is the role of ''foreign policy experts'', which the present paper reinforces by 

illustrating  their  influential  geopolitical  'instructive  reasoning'  advisory  prerogatives,  as 

Richardson (1960) brilliantly observed, their approach is not based on historical facts, supporting
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O'  Tuathail  analysis  (see  below),  since  'if  the  decision  makers'  avoided  such  ''instructive 

reasoning''  advise  they  'could  more  accurately  predict-  on  the  basis  of  historically  observed 

regularities and theoretical inferences therefrom- the consequences of their decisions', and thus,  

'there might be a decline in the frequencies and magnitude of wars'  as a result  (ibid.  2):  the  

intended aim of the paper, to make conclusions based only on data observed directly via historical realities  

not constructivism arguments. This reflects the influential role of ancient western strategic culture, 

of  international  militarism and rivalries,  preserved throughout by consecutive generations of 

''foreign  policy  experts''  in  the  west  as  an  important  point  of  argument  and  referential 

comparative analysis for this paper as it shows the dominant role of geopolitical  thoughts in 

sustaining these ancient thoughts and approach to the ever evolving international affairs (the  

great contradiction: how can one, that international affairs, evolve, and the other, that strategic cultures, be  

stuck  on  the  practices  that  were  used  dominantly  during  the  age  of  dynastic  affairs).  The  essential 

recommended reading for this area is the brilliant Murray et al  (1994)  The Making of  Strategy, 

tracing the development and 'evolution' of western as well as the non-western, mainly Russian 

and Chinese, and how both 'blocs' can be clearly observed to be stuck on their old ways, what 

psychoanalysts might refer to as one of the stages of social development; where for the west the 

'shadow of Rome' (pax Ecclesia, pax Franca, pax Britannia, pax America, 'pax Europa') in all it's glory 

and pompous is forever influencing their 'social development', namely what they want to be when 

they  grow-up:  'to  conquer  the  world'. As  for  non-western  the  ancient  shadows  of  'peaceful 

isolationism' and importance of puritanical cultural identity, that to be left alone in peace and to  

interact only on trading and ideas exchanges (a perfect allegory is that of a peaceful Silk Road coming  

from the East towards the West, and of war graves, military pots, and colonies going the other way: an  

interest for research student to compare literatures, architectures and arts), meant focusing primarily 

on  the  regional  security  and stability  rather  than in  the  same par  as  western  global-centric 

ambitions; a tradition which still dominates their thinking and approach to international affairs  

and wars as the paper will  show; from always fighting as a resistance party (wars of national  

liberation, anti-colonial insurgencies, or 'terrorism' etc.) and on defensive. 
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In other words, as this paper is to illustrate western approach to international wars are primarily 

based on illogical reasoning based on ''speculative instructive reasoning'' driven by either some 

form of interests or 'unconscious collective' (Jungian analysis on the role of the past mythical) 

cultural cognitive biases, as a result of the inability of the western states to make a complete or  

even a real  partial  transition from their  ancient  [imperial  and colonial]  strategic cultures due 

largely because of the absence of any real socio-political change, as a result of the lack of any  

dynamic revolutions to have taken places within the western states (even the French revolution 

was reversed back into the ancient order of thing with the defeat of Napoleon in 1815), unlike the 

constant periods of revolutionary dynamics within the non-western states, which forces these 

cultures to  adapt to  new authorities; for  example when Tsarist  Russia/Bolsheviks or Nationalist 

China/Maoists  underwent  violent  revolutions  in  the  early  1900s,  these  new  revolutionary 

authorities though they sought to maintain their nations ancient strategic cultures which generally 

defined  the  interests  of  their  states  to  be  'neighbourhood  security',  they  also  managed  to 

introduce the new  revolutionary ideals  of challenging the '[western] bourgeois status quos' with 

modesty and moderation; hence, the cold war rivalry between the west and Soviet Russia, and  

today, the Asia Pivot Strategy and it's ghosts of new cold war against the Sino-Russian alliance, or 

the Islamist's revolts (the so-called ''Arab Spring''). 

In  short,  as  this  paper  observes  the  predominant  historical  roots,  i.e.  major  casus  belli,  of 

international  wars  can  be  observed  significantly  emanating  from  the  west  rather  than  the 

non-western directions which has been since forced to, as Clausewitz would put it, adapt, since 

western initial  actions only have led to further  extremes as  'each side,  therefore,  compels it's 

opponent, to follow suit', as 'reciprocal action is started which must lead, in theory, to further  

extremes', that escalations (Paret 1973: 77). This is also why a true chance of peace lies in the west, only  

by approaching the rest for a truly multilateral governance of global affairs on equal terms (theoretical  

idealism and not a reality) can this be attained, hence as this paper realistic view holds, there is no 

foreseeable end to international [western] wars as hostile feelings and intentions have taken deep
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 roots on all sides; Foucault noted 'there are no relations of power without resistance' (1980: 142).

For further readings on the causes of international war see Blamey (1973) and theories of power 

discrepancies which are literary Thucycdidean explanations that the powerful  never cease to 

fight or bully others, or Lenin (1939) Marxist's explanation based on class and capital, or Seceror 

(1919) and his business cycles theory of economic competitiveness supported by Organski (1968) 

demographic pressures thesis, similar to early imperialist geopolitical theories, as we shall see 

later on, and the need for free living space or to develop by force if others can not (Ratzel, Haushofer 

and Hitler's Lebensraum), or Choucri and North (1978) resource-needs thesis, further expanded 

by  developmental  [post-colonial]  theories,  and  of  course,  elite  personalities  (Stoeseijer  1978), 

national moods (Kilngberg 1952; McClelland 1961) and misperceptions (White 1968), or realists and 

their single variable explanatory theories such as Morgenthau (1948) and his socio-psychological 

based  human  drive  for  power  or  Advery  (1966)  territorial  grabbing,  or  developmental 

psychologists as Lorenzo (1967) and instinct of human [frustration-]aggression further supported 

and developed by psychoanalytical  theories of  wars such as those by Fornani (1974)  or Freud 

(1936)  and centrality of  the Libidinous drive.  Other theorists focus on structural  pressures, of  

alliance and treaties, see Levy (1979) bipolarity stability/dyadic or uni-polarity instability, which 

has  ever  since  generated  much  deeper  debates,  mostly  used by  many in  the  west  to  justify 

western  'global  leadership'  role  and  position,  namely not  to  accept  'sharing'  power  within  a 

'dangerous' multi-polar systems, or what is today referred to as poly-centric world (where there 

is a proliferation of regional powers: the defiance has already started for example the recent 2010 

AU refusal to sanction  NATO operations against Gadhafi, or South Americans standing together 

against  old  empires  of  Britain  and  on  Malvinas  issue,  and  recently  on  Assange  drama,  or 

against  US on economics, or the Far East doing the same especially on defiance against Iran oil  

ban, or Turkey, 'little Qatar' and Saudi Arabia exerting more regional influence, or the rise of  

Islamists across the Islamic world/Middle East; all echoes Wayman (1981) cluster of/and power 

differences, as well as Charnham (1976), Garnham and Weede (1976), Barringer (1972) and Wright 
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(1965)  or  more  recent  neo-realist  Waltz  (1993)  and  structural  analysis  (security  dilemma and 

anarchy), who viewed such a poly-centric system of 'nations that were approximately equal in 

material capabilities [as] significantly more likely to carry their disputes to war than [those of]  

nations  of  discernible  disparity'  (Singer  1981:  11),  and  more  recently  such  danger  is  further 

reinforced by the old 'chorus boys' of the west in the likes of Kagan, Kupchan and Kaplan, and 

their theoretical advocacy on 'Why the world still needs US and the West' (Kagan: WSJ 2012). Most of 

the  latter  groups,  especially  the  realists,  they  set-off  from  what  is  already  accepted  and 

interpreted to be the state of things, that status quo, and conduct their research from here, hence 

the research gap, rather than seeking to challenge this status quo presentation as the present 

paper attempts to do.

Others  favour  the  more  popular  ideo-structural  thesis  that  democracies  do  not  go  to  wars,  

Richardson (1960)  or Gleditsch & Singer (1975),  though since then these have been challenged 

successfully by Gochman (1980), and one might even observe in the present thesis that contrary to such  

claims there is a strong indication that only 'western democracies' seems to be constantly at, or going to,  

war! While others, such as Starr & Most (1978) come in defence of encircled states, and some see 

some nations to be more war-prone than others, see Naroll (1969), Bremer (1980), Choucri & North 

(1975), Small (1978), Weede (1970), though not Ray (1974) or Gochman (1980), as they challenged 

such  reductionists'  view.  While  Wilkenfield  (1973)  claims  a  correlation  between  domestic 

instability or crises and ''little foreign wars'', a study further expanded in understanding these 

relations under authoritarian or democratic regimes carried by Small & Singer (1974) and Haas 

(1965); both found the former more likely to undertake such a path, than the other, apparently;  

both claims found wanted here as not 'objective truth' since the west seem more ready to go to  

war to lessen internal pressures 'and unite the country' especially when the political regime is 

[neo-]conservative, an area which might hold promises for further future research away from 

political  science  or  terrorism  studies  ('on  electoral  effect  of  'terrorism''),  and  into 

strategic/security studies.  On alliance thesis, Singer & Small (1966) extensive case studies 
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research on interstates  wars since  1816 is  commendable,  found 'a  strong association between 

alliance involvement and war proneness', though their study was challenged by Cabrosky (1980); 

this paper support the original study. Others point to arms race, see Richardson (1960), Wallace 

(1971; 1979), as well as diplomatic behaviours (Seng,  1980), or capability-interests gap (North et 

al.,  1964).   In  short,  all  these  causes  appear  more  western-originated  by  nature,  and  hence  western-

explained.

On The Powerful Role of Strategic Cultures and War

All  of  the  above  theories  on  the  general  and  specific  causes  of  international  wars  are  very 

interesting and applicable to the present study, however it is the role of foreign policy experts, 

perceptions and traditions, which is important to the present paper thesis in discussing the cause  

of western international militarism roots and origins, though this does not mean underplaying 

the rest of factors but rather only emphasising the significance of ancient strategic culture defined 

as the 'rules that nations follows, irrespective of distinctions in regime types, national cultures 

and ideology, and level of economic development' (Rosenau 1966: 120), or according to one of the 

most leading expert on the subject, T. Mahnken (2006),  'strategic culture flows from [nations] 

geography  and  resources,  history  and  experiences,  society  and  political  structure',  and  'it  

represents an approach that a given state has found successful in the past', a la Cooper statement above,  

'although not immutable, it tends to evolve slowly' (2006: 3, emphasis added). 

Thus, strategic culture is 'set of shared beliefs, assumptions, and modes of behaviour, derived from 

common  experiences  and accepted  narratives  (both  oral  and written),  that  shapes  collective 

identity', or what C. Jung, the pre-eminent psychoanalyst refers to as 'collective unconsciousness'  

(where past  myths  binds cultures  and races  together  to  almost  uniformity in  behaviour  and 

outlook), 'and relationship to other groups, which determines appropriate ends and means for 

achieving security objectives' (Mahnken 2006: 4). Of course, there are three dominant challenges
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 facing every student of strategic cultures, such as;  

1. 'in  determining  which  institutions  serve  as  the  keeper  and  transmitter  of  strategic 

culture', notes Mahnken (2006: 4); 'Is it the state? The military as a whole? Or some subset 

of the military?' (ibid., 4). In this paper the problem is non-existent, as the categorisation, 

or separation, is reduced into a single focus, the state of western culture; thus treating both 

political and military as single institution of relevance analysis in understanding national 

strategic cultures, as these are equally driven by the same national geopolitical thoughts 

that serve both political and military-security interests. 

2. Another  challenge  'lies  in  identifying  the  content  of  strategic  culture'  that  'the  most 

salient beliefs and attitudes that comprise culture' (ibid., 4), which in this paper is grouped 

or  categorised  into  the  western,  that  White-Europeans  in  origins,  and rest,  that  non-

Europeans races  of  Arabian,  African,  Asiatic  and South America,  including Russians as 

observed throughout the critical comparative historical research analysis: who fights a 

lot? Where? How? Why?

3. Finally there is the problem of 'determining the extent to which strategic culture, rather 

than power considerations, actually determines attitudes and behaviour' (Mahnken  2006: 

5). In here the two are inseparable, as well as the talk of 'interests', though recommended 

is further research studies in categorising the role and influence of these three.

Defined at 'national level, strategic culture reflects the society values regarding the use of force' 

(Mahnken 2006: 5), though this statement can be challenged since in the west there exist, and has 

forever existed a huge clashing-polars between the general popular opinion, which tends to be 

more pacifist  and is  only  prepared to  authorises  wars  that  truly  threatens the state  of  their 

nation's peace and security (Liddell-Hart 1943: 42), and thus which defines and approaches the use 

of force as the very last resort unlike their western political institutions (not elites but strategic  

cultures) which constrains elected political elites to old policies and that which approaches the 
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use  of  force  as  of  first  resort  in  international  relations.  This  contradiction  can  be  observed 

throughout  the  history  of  western  international  wars  for  example  where  the  threat  is  not 

strongly perceived even with extensive levels of public propaganda to define these as of national 

threat, see for most recent examples Vietnam and US public protests to also Iraq Wars and the 

unheeded global protests, or the public calls to cease unconstitutional 'drone wars' in Somalia,  

Yemen, and other regions. This existing contradictions might prove an excellent area of further  

research and their implications in relations between masses and elites (as witnessed today with  

the '1%-99%' occupy-protests), and the ability of state to remaining competitive in international  

affairs. 'At the military level', notes Mahnken, 'strategic culture (or a nation's ''way of war'') is an 

expression on how the nation's military wants to fight wars' (ibid., 5, original emphasis). Both of 

these levels, the contradictory societal and military culture, are important  levels of analyses for 

this paper in illustrating the nature and conduct of international  western  wars, threat, and as 

reiterated, future research opportunities.

Herewith, as observed,  wars are violent forms of clashes originating from one point,  or entity,  which  

seeks to impose it's will on another, as the west have continuously attempted to do so onto the rest of the  

world  even  when western  interests  can  be  attained  through  peaceful  relations.:  examples  are  many, 

Southern Africa during Cold War, Iraq, or today's Iran etc. This tradition, as the paper already 

started to show is traceable to ancient strategic culture that which can no longer pull itself off from 

the global battlefield believing, as Clausewitz noted, due to years of extreme behaviour and wars  

on the rest, 'the result [ha]s never [been] final',  and the need to hold on power with further 

violence and force to suppress any foreseeable rise 'of the defeated states [who] often considers  

the  outcome merely  as  a  transitory  evil,  for  which  a  remedy may still  be  found in  political  

conditions at  some later  date'  (Paret  1973:  80);  in  other  words,  '[T]he[se]  countr[ies]  must  be 

occupied [as]  an enemy could raise  fresh military forces'  (ibid.,  90);  foreign embassy and spy 

attaches  networks  of  subversive  elements,  military  bases  etc.  This  is  exactly  why this  paper 

argues, in realistic terms, that international peace is not a reality at least in any near foreseeable 
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future, 'pleasant as it sounds',  to paraphrase Clausewitz, 'it  is a fallacy that must be exposed'  

since to 'introduce the principle of moderation into the theory of war itself would always lead to  

logical absurdity' (ibid.  75), and as the west believes 'so long as the enemy's will has not been 

broken [since] 'war, that is the animosity and the reciprocal effects of hostile elements, cannot be  

considered ended' (ibid., 90); the lessons, sadly, have not been appreciated/learned by non-western states. 

Before finishing here lets briefly outline what are the specific of the paper's key belligerents' 

strategic cultures (hereafter,  SC). In the west, United States  SC, national/societal, is founded on 

old  European   traditions  of  imperial  self-affirmation  based  on  concept  such  as  'American 

Exceptionalism' or 'Manifest Destiny', 'open door policy', 'spreading civilisation/democracy', for 

in depth analysis see P Maslowski (1994) essay in the Making of Strategy, 'To the Edge of Greatness: 

The United States, 1783-1865'; E Cohen's 'The Strategy of Innocence? The United States, 1920-1945'; 

and CS Gray's 'Strategy in the Nuclear Age: The United States, 1945-1991'.  For 'American military 

way of war', Weigley (2000), also by same author 'American Strategy From its Beginning Through 

First World War' in P Paret (ed. 2000) 'Makers of Modern Strategy', J. Shy's 'Jomini' and his influence 

on American way of  war,  and P Crowl's  'Alfred Thayer  Mahan:  The Naval  Historian'  and his 

influence on shaping American imperialism, or O'  Tuathail  (2003)  and T Roosevelt  presidential  

papers (and the belief in the superiority of Anglo-Saxon race), and perhaps related more to France  

though  with  uncanny  similarities  to  American  contemporary  wars  see  D  Porch  'Bugeaud, 

Gallieni, Lyautey: The Development of French Colonial Warfare'. For further analysis on French SC 

see  from  Murray  et  al  (1994)  J  Lynn's  'A  Quest  for  Glory:  The  Formation  of  Strategy  Under 

Louis  XIV, 1661-1715'  and R Doughty's 'The Illusion of Security: France,  1919-1940';  all  of which 

generally would help illustrates French militarism traditions ('for glory' traditions), and from 

military history, all students of war never miss to observe how the French have been the the  

greatest single acting-source of blame for the many violent wars of generations across the world,  

to the present, which they are already championing for a Malian intervention: the new race for  

western 'Scramble for Africa', as Africans are again being colonised in phases, and by own leaders.
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For British SC, see of course Liddell-Hart (1932) on the 'British Way of Warfare', and from Paret 

(2000) EM Earle's fine analytical essay on 'Adam Smith, Alexander Hamilton, Friedrich List: The 

Economic Foundations  of  Military  Power',  and above  stated  essay  by  Porch (2000),  and from 

Murray et al (1994) see W Maltby's 'The Origins of A Global Strategy: England From 1558-1713', J 

Gooch 'The Weary Titan: Strategy and Policy In Great Britain,  1890-1918',  and 'The Collapse of 

Empire: British Strategy, 1919-1945' by W Murray; all point to British mere insecurities and need 

to put others down before they harm her (an observation to be observed  below while analysing 

key documents). All these western strategic cultures readings will further illustrate the support  

for  this  paper  on  how  the  west  has  never  ceased  to  be  the  predominant  source  of 

belligerency/threat  against  others  due  mainly  to  their  globalist  approach  to  [international] 

relations and driven by the shadows of their past ''glories'' and militaristic strategic cultures.

As for non-western readings, from the two key sources above see Murray et al (1994) 'Chinese's 

Strategy from Fourteenth to the Seventeenth Centuries' by A Waldron, an unmissable reading, 

observes how China has been more concerned with internal and regional dynamics throughout 

it's history and not global power as is today claimed by the many 'new cold war theorists', also see 

Shy & Collier's 'Revolutionary War'. As for Russia, from the same source see 'Strategy For Class:  

The Soviet Union,  1917-1941' by E Ziemke and from Paret (2000) 'Russian Military Thought: The 

Western Model and The Shadow of Suvorov', by W Pintner, and 'The Making of Soviet Strategy'  

by former US Secretary of State, Condolezza Rice.

 

In short, the west, ''not clearly observable'' but when critically studied as this research paper 

has done, is clearly seen has not only has it turned the world into a grand battlefield between white-

European  armies  and  non-whites  armies  (at  one  time  against  the  Africans  and  Russians  of  

yesterday, or Chinese of tomorrow, and Muslims of today) a la Rome-Barbarians traditions, but the 

west has also ever since defined and approached the world as a hostile battlefield due mainly as
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a result of her  ancient  strategic culture, while non-western states have been predominantly the 

real victims of aggression as a result of their 'leave-me-be' strategic cultures. Lets now turn to 

defining what international wars is.

On The Definition of International Wars

M.R. Sarkees paper, The COW Typology of War: Defining and Categorising Wars, is an excellent review 

of Singer & Small (1972) research project 'The Wages of War 1816-1965: A Statistical Handbook' already 

briefly looked at above in reference to causes of war in defining international wars they first 

categorise it as made up of two types of wars, inter-states defined as 'those which a territorial state 

that qualifies as a member of the interstate system is engaged in a war with another system 

member' (Sarkees 2010: 3), here is the 'West v Non-West' category (white-Europeans and others). 

And like any other definition of wars, all wars to be defined as such must meet three conditions; 

1. 'sustained combat involving regular armed forces on both sides',

2. '1,000 battle-related fatalities among all of the system members involved', and

3. 'any individual member states qualifies as a war participants through either of two 

alternative  criteria:  a  minimum  of  100 fatalities  or  a  minimum  of  1,000 armed 

personnel engaged in active combat' (Sarkees 2010: 3).

Above criteria definition of war are also the basis of the present research approach as taken into  

account for this research are those wars that meet such criteria. The second type of international 

wars are the extra-systemic wars, 'those in which the interstates system members engaged in a war with a  

political  entity  that  was  not  a  system member,  [and]  is  further divided into two major sub-types 

depending on the political status of the adversary',  imperial wars and  colonial wars, respectively 

defined  as  those  'involved  an  adversary  that  was  an  independent  political  entity,  that  was 

seeking to maintain that independence, and that did not qualify as a member of the inter-state 
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system,  because  of  it's  limitation  on  it's  independence,  insufficient  population  to  meet  the 

inter-state  membership  criteria,  or  a  failure  of  other  states  to  recognise  it  as  a  legitimate 

member';  while  the  latter  is  'when the  adversary  was  already  a  colony,  a  dependency,  or  a  

protectorate  composed  of  ethnically  different  population  and  located  at  some  geographical 

distance from the given system members, or at least peripheral  to its centre of government', 

adding that these extra-systemic wars 'derived their identity from the involvement of a system member's  

active participation in a war beyond it's own ''metropolitan'' territory and against forces of a political entity 

that was not a recognised member of a system' (Sarkees 2010: 4, emphasis added). In short, international  

wars  are  aggressive  wars  between  one  system  member,  independently  or  in  coalition,  against  another  

system member, here defined as western states wars against the rest, hence international western wars, of 

both inter-state and extra-systemic nature and conduct (i.e.,  colonial  and imperial,  as well  as  

simply inter-state). The table below from COW illustrate the typology of international wars;

Table I: The COW Project’s Two Typologies of International Wars (Source: Sarkees 2010: 10)

I. International wars 

A. Inter-state wars (war type 1)

B. Extra-systemic wars 
(1) Colonial
(2) Imperial

II. Extra-state wars

A. Colonial--conflict with colony (war type 2)
B. Imperial--state v. non-state (war type 3)
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I.II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: 
A CRITICAL COMPARATIVE HISTORICAL RESEARCH ANALYSIS

This research study begun with the usual popular war/strategic studies' question, why the world  

appears to be in a constant state of [international] wars/why we fight? This question set out a path that 

which  saw  the  paper  narrowing  the  focus  onto  the  study  of  the  character  and  conduct  of 

international  wars and it's historical  generalisation (the who, why and how).  As a student of  

military studies (first degree: international politics and military history) for over eight years and 

a  practitioners  of  lesser  ('guerilla'  and  professional),  the  present  author  delved  deeper  into 

military history to observe the persistent patterns, as stated in the introduction the primary aim 

of  any  attempted  general  theory  of  [international]  war  is  to  observe  generalisable  patterns, 

where  I  started  by  asking  further  three  key  sub-questions;  [1]  who  has  been  the  ever  present  

participants?;  [2] why?;  and finally  [3] how these  actors  conducted such wars?  In time these three 

research sub-questions plus the initial main research question slowly transformed as a result of  

further research into the present research question which still contains all of the previous four  

questions' enquiring needs: [the Why] International Wars [the world's state of wars] Are Predominantly  

Western [the who] In Character and Conduct [the how]? From here, I set out, as the present paper has 

since attempted to do, to support the hypothesis I observed directly from the initial research 

that 'international wars are predominantly western wars in character and conduct'. In doing so I  

consulted, as stated, extensively on military historical research, of course avoiding the research 

pitfalls  inherent  in  military  as  well  as  general  history  approach  to  research  to  either  being  

reduced to interpreting what the 'victors' wanted reinstated of the recorded past for posterity or 

for  mere  vindication,  or  public  needs,  and not  reality.  For  great  literature  on  the  pitfalls  of 

military historical studies and research see M. Howard (2003) 'The Use and Abuse of Military History', 

and the 'myth-making'  nature of  the  field,  which is  practise  that  has  been 'expected'  on all  

military historians 'to do this almost since history began to be written at all' (2003: 18). The 

[20]



popular research approach as such tends to distorts reality as it becomes 'not what happened in 

the past, but what historians', and theorists (of international studies), 'say happened in the past'  

(ibid.,  20); as already looked at with the 'foreign policy experts' (the result is the huge research 

gap hoped to be filled here).  Another recommended reading on the matter  is  the brilliant  J. 

Luvaas  (1982)  'Military  History:  Is  It  Still  Practicable?',  excellently  reviews  research  pitfalls, 

challenges,  ways  to  avoid  these  as  well  as  key  texts  and  documents  on  military  studies,  of 

historical and theoretical approach. Jessup & Cockley (1979), 'A Guide to the Study and Use of Military  

History'  is  another  key  recommended  work,  comprising  over  20 essays  by  leading  military 

historians on various areas, from research to the evolution of warfare, art of war and scientific 

development. Finally, for general historical research reading Liddell-Hart (1953) 'Why Don't We  

Learn From History?' is a must reading as it attempt, in honesty, to point with clarity the pitfalls 

such as 'attach[ing] too much value to documents' when 'men in high offices are apt to have a  

keen sense of their own reputation in history', and thus, 'many documents are written to deceive 

or conceal the struggle that go on behind the scenes', as these 'are rarely recorded in documents'  

(Hart  1953:  12);  in sum, 'nothing can deceive like a document'  (ibid.,  12).  Also there exist  the 

problem of 'gaps' or 'adulteration of history in the imagined interests of national and military  

morale', as Howard et al have observed (ibid., 17). In short, the little work is useful in serving, as 

the  author  intended,  as  the  'warning  signs  [to]  show  us  what  to  avoid'  (ibid.,  7).  One  final 

contemporary work is without a doubt J. Black (2004) critical work, 'Rethinking Military History' 

which observes it's 'westernisation'. 

In order to avoid above pitfalls  from military historical  research as key base for  the present 

paper,  the  paper  approached  data  collection  by  limiting  itself  to  the  recorded  wars  ever 

conducted in the history of warfare and selecting these major wars for testing not re-interpreting: 

a quantitative approach to solving the pitfall problems. These (wars) were then tested to affirm to the 

above COW three criteria for war (1,000 death, sustained combat and the further two participants' 

qualifications; minimum 100 fatalities or minimum 1,000 armed combatants). The 'list of wars'
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was collected from the readings of Dupuy & Dupuy (2000) encyclopedic study of military history 

since  3000 B. C., the list was then further cross-checked with other sources such as wikipedia's  

own 'list of wars' since pre-historic and was later further tested with the individual states' own 

military history works collected from regimental websites and history (where they fought?) as  

well as from the textbooks on the military histories of US, Britain, France, India, NATO, China and 

Russia, as well as Islamic Military History to the present. These data, after extensive and meticulous 

testing and re-testing, were then reduced to a collection of 1075 total of majors wars fought since 

the Greco-Persian wars. The total was then put into varieties of tests and analysis, for example,  

examining out of these 1075 wars;

1. How many of it's share accounted as western wars? The total was found to be 741, that a good 

two-third of the total. Does this mean the west is more war-like, not a relevant interest or  

a place for such study, but might be an interesting area for future research.

2. Out of the total (1075), I then examined how many were non-western in character and 

conduct? The answer was 334, or one-third of the total. 

3. From above, I was able to examine out of the western total of  741, the share for western 

international  wars,  as  defined by  COW study stated above,  how many were conducted 

against a member state of a different system out of such total, 475 was the answer; another 

two-third of the total. In other words, out of  741,  475 wars conducted by western states 

were international and only 266 were inter-systemic.

4. Enquiring the same for non-western, the study found out of the original total,  1075, only 

334 were  by  non-western  states  in  total,  and  only  48, that  a  fifth  of  the  total,  were 

international  wars,  and mostly conducted by Russians on their  neighbouring 'western 

states' of Finland, Sweden, Poland, or Turkey against the medieval Italian city states or 

Holy Roman Empire alliances, as well as her eastern European neighbouring countries, 

and zero Islamic wars (as Tours assault was not a war by definition), and the Mongols 
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hordes stopped at the eastern borders of old Ottoman empire. What is observable was 

that larger share of non-western wars were mostly regional and inter-systemic wars by nature 

and conduct  (accounting  for  a  fourth  of  total  share,  286).  Thus,  supporting  the  already  

observed strategic cultural differences.

In short, as the two graphs below illustrates western states have predominantly accounted for a 

greater share of international wars against non-western states (475), while non-western states 

have tended to be more pre-occupied with regional wars (on the borders or internally against 

insurgents or power struggles of civil war or coups), to a mere 48 extra-systemic wars against the 

west. These figures are further supported by analysis of the key national doctrinal documents, 

for example examining;

• United States 'National Security Strategy' from Bush era known commonly as the 'Bush 

Doctrine' of post-9/11 which reinforces American exceptionalism for unilateral use of 

force internationally, or 'Obama Doctrine' and the  Pivot  Strategy with the focus on 

Asia-Pacific (the probable major powers battlefield of the future, see Appendix for the 

map). Also consulted on  US was Quadrennial  Defence Reviw (QDR)  from Rumsfeld's 

'Transformation' Doctrine 2008 to Obama's Asia Shift/Global Partnership 2010. Finally, the 

first ever State Department's Quadrennial Review  2010, and Intelligence community 

'Global  Trends  2025'  projecting  the  future  of  international  affairs,  security  and 

economics  (recommended for  those  interested in  the  understanding of  the future 

projection of international affairs and wars).

• On European powers, I examined EU common 'European Security Strategy'  (2008),  UK's 

two key documents, the Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR:  2010) and National  

Security Strategy  (NSS:  2010).  Also examined were the white policy papers of similar 

dispositions from Germany, France and NATO's '2010 Strategic Concept'.

• On non-western states, India's own doctrine, for example, 'Non-Alignment 2.0', clearly 
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shows Indian strategic culture of non-alignment, other reviewed were Brazilian  

and Russian doctrines as well as Chinese (with former two mostly classified, and 

only pieced together from open-source (intelligence approach:  OSINT) materials  

such as newspaper articles and headlines, for these see this web-link: 

             http://spadoffice.wordpress.com/2012/08/16/research-bibliographical-extension     

sources/which contains a list of over  500 consulted articles or at the end of this  

paper, which includes online research paper links, think-tanks and other website 

consulted daily in the making of this paper: contains 125 pages in total collected 

between Nov 2010-Aug 16, 2012: and the recent added was a collection between Aug-Nov).

In short, approaching the present study through what I termed as  Critical Comparative Historical  

Research Analysis (CCHRA) the large volume of data collected does support the paper's hypothesis 

that international wars are predominantly western in character and conduct since 326 B. C. From here we 

can turn into an historical analysis of these [western] international wars.
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Graph 1: illustrates the comparative statistical differences in totality of wars
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Graph 2: Comparative Statistical Analysis of All 1075 wars 



- II -

A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF INTERNATIONAL WARS: ALEXANDER SETS THE STANDARD

After having examined what international wars are, by cause and characterisation, i.e. why these 

as  the  research  data  collected  and  initially  summed  out  above  showed  are  predominantly 

western in character and conduct, here we can now trace these international western wars. The 

two graph above [1 & 2] both provides a clear graphical-statistical representation of how western 

states have dominated wars throughout their history and to be further supported by a number of  

spatial-visual topographical representations (below) which all sustain a clear visual illustration 

on international western wars across the world. This present section, as such, briefly outlines the  

historical  continuity  of  such wars  from the age of  Alexander,  first  western leader to  set  the 

standard for generations of western states and their statesmen in the desire for the conquest of the  

rest of the world (of course, meaning also the desire of a more powerful western state in positioning itself as  

western leadership by conquering other western nations as well; the successors of old power) by force or or  

other means, to present ''terror age'' or Global Partnerships.

In beginning, 326 B. C., Alexander rose to power and set out to conquer the first known world, 

after being inspired by his own private 'foreign policy experts' of ancient times where he learned 

of military glories of Greece and barbarism of the 'other', non-Greeks, of the 'east' (the limit of the 
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known world at the time),  and these two cultural  socialisation lessons and the high-status of 

arms to the Greeks naturally saw the desire to conquer the known ancient world to its limits, a  

practise that persisted to date; of 'foreign policy of what is a constructed-reality', primacy of arms, 

and barbarization of  'others',  which also reduces the moral  limit  on the use of  force for  the 

conquests of these races and their lands. In short, Alexander reached India and even went into 

North  Africa,  the  areas  that  which  persisted  in  their  importance  in  the  minds  of  western 

institutions of strategy making to date (see the map below of Alexander empire and conquests).

 

The map shows the extent of Alexander's imperial conquests which was to be  succeeded  by the 

next  western  imperial  power,  Rome  (see  map  2  below).  In  short,  the  Romans  inherited  the 

imperial conquests of Alexander in the west and east and divided the two into a western centre  

of administration, directly from Rome, and a Eastern administration centre at Constantinople; 

[28]

Map I: The Extent of Alexander Imperial Conquests (Source: Wikipedia) 



the latter  was to  survive the fall  of  Rome as  a  Byzantine power,  leaving a western footprint 

within a non-western system for centuries when western new powers were engaged in their own 

western succession wars after the fall of Rome; seeing four powerful contesters dividing the spoils 

between each other  in  the  west-  the  British,  French,  Iberian  powers  (Spain & Portugal)  and 

Germanic states of  north (Dutch and Scandinavian) and the central  (Prussia, Austria-Hungary 

and Poland). In the rest of the non-western world, regional wars between nomadic tribes and 

more settled peoples was the dominant nature of warfare at the time; e.g. China and Huns.  

For the larger part of western middle ages period, as such, western powers wars and violence  

were limited to within their own system and only periodically they moved beyond these regions,  

in specific, the Palestine, where they conducted a number of crusading wars against the Muslims, 

sanctioned by the church, to 'secure the holy land' (see the map 3 below).
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Map  2: Alexander-Roman Imperial Wars, illustrating the continuity in the colonisation of the same areas.



Map 3: Western Middle Ages Crusaders Wars in Palestine, illustrates the rarity of wars of the time.

The reason for rarity of international western wars of the time (middle ages) can be explained in 

terms  of  the  dire  socio-economic  and  political  crises  on  top  of  inter-systemic  wars  that 

dominated the age;  from poor harvest as  a  result  of  drought to severe cases of  diseases and 

plagues that almost  obliterated entire  large towns.  All  these proved a huge constrain on the  

states efforts to raise tax/funds for inter-systemic wars, let alone expensive expeditionary wars. 
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The age saw the proliferation of piracy and naval exploration to find outlet or hijack treasures or  

new sources  of  income,  and by  accident,  literary,  Columbus  changed the  fortune of  western 

states for good by his discoveries of a first western colonies, the Americas. The discovery brought 

unlimited source of wealth and natural resources from new foods, spices, opening new markets 

and spaces for immigration as well as 'new economics' of slavery and cotton or tobacco. From 

there onward capital was in plenty in Europe and the western states did not shy away in the 

undertaking of new imperial-colonial expeditionary actions, the age of colonialism begun (see 

map  4  below,  which  illustrates  the  new  European  conquests  across);  an  interest  for  future 

research to investigate the correlations between the acquisition of first colonies, and the new founded  

wealth and new western colonial wars across the world, or new western aggression across the world, 

as the drive that encouraged further western colonisation of 'others' to acquire new raw wealth  

that western lands did not possess; hence today we hear a new thinking of energy self-sufficient  

(apparently US and Venezuela will outstrip Saudis productions soon), that the west might be the 

new sources of gas and oil, from shale to others explored within (heavy fracking), and the Arctic 

crises to come (the new great geopolitical contest). 

In  short,  did  the  colonisation  of  Americas  created  within  western  strategic  thinking  (culture)  a  more  

embracing nature towards the use of force against others? If we consult geopolitical and international 

studies there is a strong vindication on this fact as all commentators observes and reiterates on 

the importance of close relations between military power and economic power (the list is long)  

even Barnett, a neo-liberal militarist/geopolitician (see below) noted, or rather summed up the 

general point of agreement on the western weltanschuung that the greatest western export to the world  

is ''security'' which in itself supports Charles Tilly sociological approach to the study of war and 

the relations to war-making state as inseparable since each depend on the other for existence  

like racketeers or the general organised crime Mafias who 'sell security and protection' for free 

services and products; a very interesting future research area as stated.
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Anyway,  Britain  becomes  the  centre  of  the  world  as  she  centralised  capital  and  wealth  and 

started a violent  new phase of western succession wars  with France and the Dutch, and later with 

German. 
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Map 4: Colonial Age, 1500-1945: the west sets out to conquer the world. 



The British and the French survived as the remaining contesters for succession and imperialism, 

carving  larger  chunks of  the rest  of  the world between themselves  and other  western client 

states (see map 5 below showing British imperial power at it's apex in 1900).

During this same period the non-western states begun a long, and largely poorly executed or 

with hindsight a seemingly worthless effort to ''liberate'' themselves from western dominance, 

undertaking what became known as the wars of national liberations or decolonisation. These  

efforts coincided with another violent round of  wars of western succession  with the Germans and 

Italians on one side and the Anglo-French alliance on another, which was to be further supported 

and integrated into  the new actual  rising  western leadership  successor,  the United States  (a 

colonial-imperial power by birth as E. Hobsbawn defines it and O' Tuathail brilliantly observed 

her interest, traditionally, is not to occupy but to create an informal chain, or what today are 

referred to as ''global partnerships'', of imperial colonies). The United States, with France and 

Britain by her side from 1940 to the present took on the mantle of international western wars, 

and thus literary continuing to threaten the security of the world; are these the real axis of evils?  

(to use Bush phrase: see map 6 below illustrates on new wars): a research opportunity.
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Map 5: The British Empire at it's apex c.1900 



 

In terms of statistics, during the ancient times the west fought 31 international wars (hereafter, 

IW)  compared to  only 8 by  non-western,  in  particular  the Muslims and Persian-Greeks wars, 

while on inter-systemic wars the numbers were 67 inter-west (hereafter, WW) and 38 inter-'east' 

(hereafter, EE); these saw a total of 98 wars undertaken by the west at the time compared to 46, 

actual half, by non-western (ratio of  W2:E1, and total of  144 combined for the age). During the 

middle ages, all  sides saw a huge dip especially in extra-systemic international wars with the 

west conducting 16 in total and the non-western states only 5. Though, as stated above, the age 

saw a far more rise in inter-systemic wars with 46 WW wars to 23 EE wars, bringing the total of 

western wars at the time to 62 to 28 for non-west, another half (yet again a ratio of 2:1, and a total 

of mere  90 wars compared to previous age's total,  144). During the colonial period  I  (1500-1800) 

there was a slow spike in totality of wars, rising to 196, with a share of 132 (a third) being western,
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Map 6: International Western Wars c.1945-2012, illustrating key theatres of western wars. 



and 64 non-western, and within such totals we can see 79 out of 132 of western wars to be inter-

systemic  (WW)  as  a  result  of  succession  and  colonial  competition  wars  after  discoveries  of 

Americas, while on extra-systemic western wars, 53 accounted for colonial wars. In terms of non-

western for same period, out of the 64 total, half of western total,  23 or a half of their total was 

extra-systemic wars conducted by Ottomans and Russians at the time, and  41,  again by same 

actors, between themselves or other same system's members (ratio remained at  W2:E1). During 

the colonial II (1800-1945), after seemingly 'honey-dipping' from Americas wealth, western extra-

systemic wars out-numbered the total  of  all  wars examined bringing the total  to  242  against 

others and 61 WW, that a round total of 303 and ratio difference of 4:1. While non-western states 

saw a rise in inter-systemic wars with 81, a larger share of their total of the period [92] and only 11 

were against western states. The period total was 395, with the west taking 303 and non-west only 

92 (W4:E1). During the Cold War-Decolonisation age (1945-1990) wars begun to subside again to 138 

in total, with the west taking out of the total share [93] and 89 as extra-systemic wars against 

others and only 4 within the western system. The non-western states, on the other hand, from 

there onwards, saw extra-systemic wars falling to static zero, and to remain so until Sept 2001, when 

an Islamic non-state actor attacked a western state, US. During the same period, i.e. cold war, non-

western states mostly fought internal civil wars after ''liberating themselves'' accounting to 45 in 

total (and overall total as such). In post-Cold War era (1991-2001), the west conducted  17 extra-

systemic (non-covert) wars, and only 9 for inter-system, totalling 26 out of 59 in total for the age, 

while  non-western  totalled  33 (higher  in  totality),  mainly  as  a  result  of  post-''liberation'' 

civil/internal,  or  border  wars,  with  zero  extra-systemic  wars.  Finally,  as  for  the  most 

contemporary  time,  the  so-called  terror  war  age  (2002-present),  the  west  was  involved in  27 

against the rest, with  25 of these supporting internal coups and civil wars or insurgencies, and 

only  1 as stated was conducted by non-western against the west, bringing the total of the age 

to  53.  This means after  1800[-present] the comparative statistics for extra-systemic wars was  375 for west  

and only 12 for the rest (see the graphs below). A defining gap.
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Reprinted Graph: Comparative Statistical Analysis of wars Throughout the Ages (author) 



For a much simpler extra-systemic analysis of the both actors see line-graph below which clearly  

shows how western states have never ceased to fight, and thus out-numbering non-western in 

the conduct of international extra-systemic wars throughout each defining age as the paper's 

hypothesis stated.
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Also, see the table below for similar statistical analysis:
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Graph 3: How Western extra-systemic international wars consistently out-numbered others



Table 2: Comparative Statistical Analysis of West-Rest's Extra-& Inter-Systemic Wars

The War Periods        The Actors and Systemic Wars

              Extra-Systemic Wars    Inter-Systemic Wars       Total

WEST EAST    WEST     EAST

Ancient (to 1000) 31 8     67     38         144

Middle Ages (1000-1500) 16 5     46     23         90

Colonial I (1500-1800) 53              23     79     41         132

Colonial II (1800-1945) 242              11     61     81         395

Cold War (1945-1990) 89              0     4     45         138

Post-Cold War (1991-2001) 17              0     9     33         59

Terror Age (2002-2012) 27              1     0     25         53

TOTALITY             475 48     266     286         1075

And for a final graph (see below a comparative graphical analysis) of the total (1075) to western 

total (741) and non-western total (334), with further extra-systemic and inter-systemic analysis of 

each as one graph supersedes another. 
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Reprinted Graph: A comparative Graphical Analysis of Totality of wars by both Systemic Actors, 
illustrates visually the greater share of western wars, in general and extra-systemic to the general 
total of 1075, unlike the non-western states whose share remains consistently regional.



In short, an historical analysis of international wars, in descriptive and statistical approach, does 

clearly illustrates and thus further supporting quantitatively the hypothesis that international 

wars have in general, from ancient time to present, been predominantly western in character 

and conduct as wars have continuously been made on non-western peoples with 'justifications' 

ranging from 'for glory', 'for god', 'for freedom', 'for democracy', or what I define here, and next, 

in detail, as 'the western way of international wars': ''For Common Peace and Security''. E. P. Thompson 

(1985),  a  brilliant  historian,  stated that 'the  most  dangerous  expansionist  nationalist  ideologies  are  

those which disguise themselves as missions on behalf of human universals ' (124: emphasis added). Today  

Africa and other  ''under-developed''  though very rich parts  of  the world,  are again being progressively  

colonized by western powers, the slow ''colonization creep'', as US has extended it's grip on Africa 

with an increase in military bases and activities, for an excellent source see Nick Turse (2011) The  

Changing Face of the Empire or his blog TomDispatch, the extensive use of ''proxy local forces'' for 

western ends; the manipulation of Arabian democracy for a ''more pro-western inclined leaders'' 

etc.
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-III- 

THE WESTERN WAY OF INTERNATIONAL WARS: 

'FOR COMMON PEACE AND SECURITY'

This  section  focuses  on  the  final  why  and  how, i.e.  the  analysis  of  national  doctrines  and 

geopolitical thoughts in order to observe respective national strategic cultures and how these are 

not  at  all  separated  from  their  ancient  approaches  as  can  be  observed  through  a  detailed 

examination of the respective contemporary national doctrines and white papers on the national 

strategic  security/defence  and geopolitical  'ambitions'  or  intention,  with  the  latter  observed 

mainly  through  the  influential  'foreign  experts'  geopolitical  speculation,  reductionism, 

generalisations  or  just  mere  interests.  The  paper  follows  these  analyses  with  final  statistical 

analyses on the military balances focusing mainly on contemporary age ( IISS 'Military Balance 

2012' as the main source of the collected data), and finally, a brief militarisation of western states;  

such as  the  burgeoning of  arms industries  (SIPRI as  the main source),  when western  leaders 

[Cameron; Sarkozy; Merkel; Obama] travels abroad with defence contractor by their sides (the 

above relations of ''racketeering'' or ''exporting [in]security''), as well as of 'modern mercenaries  

companies' (see Terry Jones excellent article from The Guardian 2012; private security websites as 

the main source of data collections), the main arms in use across the contemporary Arab-Spring 

''local insurgencies and rebellions'' and in the new phase of western colonisation of the rest.

In short, on this final section before a brief policy summary the paper seeks to further reinforces 

the argument that the western states (especially today the trio of US, UK and France) continue to 

undertake international wars disguised in the name of ''common peace and security'' (as well as  

''economic prosperity'') while intentionally seeking to maintain it's paternalistic, at times racial, 

and ''perceived economic advantages'' and dominance over the rest of the world, and mainly by  

force  (hence,  not  far-fetched to  confidently  claim that  the trio,  are today,  and western great 

powers in general in the past, have been a dominant source of international wars and 
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insecurities, as well as political instability: the nature or definition of a threat. The first point of 

referential support is that from the geopolitical traditions, which for the west has always been 

concerned with 'globalism or internationalism',  unlike non-western who are more concerned 

with regional political stability and security, and global economics (globalisation).

III.I. WESTERN STRATEGY: GLOBAL GEOPOLITICS AND SECURITY [NON-WESTERN: REGIONALISM]

This section examines the influence of geopolitical  thoughts on western strategic culture and 

behaviour, as well as non-western, the latter required the reading of a history of political and 

military  thought  of  each  state,  i.e.  India,  China,  Russia  and  others,  as  there  is  no  single 

anthologies or edited works on these, this might be an interest for future research and academic 

undertaking.  There  are  many  important  works  consulted  for  this  section,  but  I  am  able  to 

recommend  only  the  few  key  compendiums  the  brilliant  Murray  et  al.  (1994)  The  Making  of  

Strategy which  provides,  as  already  mentioned,  an  excellent  overview  in  the  developmental 

evolution of western strategic culture, it's primacy of force/arms in relations with 'others'; it's 

paternalistic  foreign policy;  and it's  inability  to  breakaway from ancient  militarised  strategic 

thinking and cultures,  of  imperialism and colonialism; it's  claims as  Mr.  Blair  (2010)  apparent  

observed of no 'natural differences' between domestic and international, a claim sustained by ''scholars''  

without  a  question:  a  simple  tenet  of  legitimising  western  new  interventions  and  over-there  wars  and  

policies.  P. Paret (2000) edited 'Makers of Modern Strategy' or E. M. Earle (1979) work of same title, 

provides an excellent overview of 'western way of warfare'; the offensive nature; the pre-emptive 

'naturalness';  the  pre-occupation  with  politics  and  security  of  others;  the  militarisation  of 

policies,  at  home  and  abroad  (as  above),  and  the  general  violent  nature.  On  geopolitics,  O'  

Tuathail et al (2003) edited works of geopolitical thoughts is a fantastic place for those seeking to 

save time and energy to research the history of geopolitical thoughts as every influential works 

from Mackinder to Huntington is available under one book. Though a reader might need to 
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consult  other  compendiums such as  'Reordering  The  World'  essays edited by M Leonard (2002) 

which provides influential insights from key western policy-makers on a ''post-9/11 geopolitical 

rethinking'', or of same title by Demko & Wood (1994). Final works to be recommended will be 

Roberts  et  al.,  (2003)  'Neo-Liberal  Geopolitics',  examining mainly  US Post-9/11 ''neo-geopolitics'', 

developed directly  from a military centre, the Pentagon, by a radical neo-conservative thinker T 

M Barnett (2003) and his influential 'The Pentagon's New Map', which essentially, as what R Cooper 

(2002) was doing in the  UK with his  Post-Modern State  essay, [both] were calling for 'new liberal 

imperialism' by western states; that the new phase of global colonisation of the 'others'.

In short, as we shall see these key influential geopolitical thoughts have had tremendous impact  

on not only shaping, but essentially sustaining the ancient approach to arms on international 

relations within 'civilised-west' towards the 'barbarian-others': to be ruled, saved, nurtured etc.

On Geopolitics: Militarism Veiled As A Scientific Objectivity

O'  Tuathail  (2003)  defined  geopolitics  as  distorted,  unscientific  and  dangerously  speculative 

attempt by foreign policy experts and statesmen in 'providing a ''big picture'' of international  

politics and rivalries,  framing great varieties of  dramas,  conflicts and dynamics with a grand 

strategic  perspective  (cultural)  to  offering  an  Olympian  viewpoint',  mostly  reductionist  and 

generalist  on  relational  dynamics  and  other's  behaviour  (2003:  1).  Adding  that  'much  of 

geopolitics  in  the  past  was  concerned  with  imperialists  expansions  and ideological  struggles 

between competing territorial  states'  (ibid.  3),  a practice  that  survives  to  date  within geopolitical  

discourses, especially the so-called realists and neoliberalists, unlike the critical geo-politicians like O' 

tuathail himself who 'seek to reveal the hidden politics of geopolitical knowledge', and thus treat  

the field 'as a discourse, as a culturally and politically varied way of describing, representing and  

writing  about  geography  and international  politics',  and 'does  not  assume that  ''geopolitical  

discourse'' is the language of truth; rather, it understand it as a discourse seeking to establish 

[44]



and asserts it's own truth' (ibid. 3): the essence of ''foreign policy experts'' research--- creating or  

constructing fabricated realities as actual realities. 

For a recommended reading on war and geopolitics co-relations, C Flint (2005)  The Geography of  

War  and  Peace  is  the  best  start  as  it  observes  how  'imperative  that  we  understand  war  and 

geography in their many forms, The two are entwined [that] closely related, and their dynamism 

is  a  product  of  the  relationship  [as]  geographic  entities  are  the  terrain  over  which  peace  is  

maintained or new wars are justified' (2005: 5). Flint added war 'is a political process that has its 

purpose', as already stated throughout this paper, 'the control of territory to enable subsequent 

projections of  power...  either through destruction or  ''spare''  and thus accept  the will  of  us' 

(ibid., 6); or as the brilliant Yves Lacoste (1977) stated in his brave little pamphlet 'La Geographie, ca  

sert d'abord a faire la guerre', that 'geography serves, first and foremost, to wage war', 'its the mapping of 

the world out there, and has strong connections to rulers and their attempts to control territories 

and peoples' (cf  ibid.,  26); or as the so-called father of geopolitics Kjellen observed 'war is the 

experimental  field  of  geopolitics'.  This  relation,  J  Black  (2005)  interpreted  correctly,  as  'the 

dominant  meta-narrative  of  war  one  that  is  securely  located  within  the  western  intellectual 

traditions' (ibid., 20). Herewith, we can now turn to critically examining the development of such 

western  global  geopolitical intellectual traditions and it's emphasis towards arms and force  for  

conquests and mastering of 'others' space and self.

The Development of Western Global Geopolitics: Spencer-Hegelian Racial-Master-Slave Culture

O' Tuathail  as leading experts in critical  geopolitical  is  the key source of  our  interpretation  of 

geopolitics  Foucaultian Power/Knowledge character and it's self-proclaimed 'experts' whose claim 

of their 'objective scientific truth' on realities of international politics is purely intended towards 

'monopolising the right to speak authoritatively about ''security'' in the name of everyone- the 
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ability to evoke the ''national interest''  or a universal  ''we''-  is at  the crux of the practise of 

power'; Foucault observed 'the exercise of power is always deeply entwined with the production 

of knowledge and discourse' (2003:  4).  Thus acknowledging the influence of geography on the 

conduct  of  global  strategy  from the  early  imperialists-geopolitics  of  Mackinder  (dividing  the 

world into heartland and periphery, and 'whoever controls the former, controls the world': seen 

as the architect of 'the great game I', and today ''part II'' underplay credited to him as well: the  

division of the world in accordance to western eagle-eye continues to date, see appendix), Mahan 

(sea and imperial power), Ratzel to Haushofer (state as living organism, that it's apparent needs  

to grow by taking over the weaker states to make these strong or today ''democratically and 

economically liberal') and 'it's within [these] imperialist discourses that geopolitics first emerges 

as a concept and practice', as 'the writings of these elite caste of men were full of the hubris of  

empire and national exceptionalism: as their country represented the zenith of civilisation; their way of  

life was superior to that of others; their ideals were the ideals of ''mankind'' or humanity ' (ibid., 5, emphasis 

added); the same discourse which persist to date under the claims of neoliberal democratisation 

of the world (and failed states).  These are the origins of  'supremacists arguments, sometimes 

overtly expressed but more often tacitly assumed that European civilisation [are better]  over 

non-Europeans' (ibid. 5). 

During  the  Cold  War  the  old  imperialists  theories  of  geopolitics  were  transformed into  new 

ideo-geopolitical struggle, where 'the very geographical terminology used to describe the world 

was  also  a  description  of  ideological  identity  and  differences.  The  West  was  more  than  a 

geographical  region;  it  was  an  imaginary  community  of  democratic  states  that  supposedly 

represented the very highest standards of  civilisation and development'  (continuity from old 

imperial justification); while the eastern [Soviet and allies] belonged, in the words of Reagan, to  

'the evil empire'.  The world was further divided into first, second and third world, with wars 

conducted within the latter two for  supremacy of the world;  well  viewed within the domino 

theories and Kennan's (1954) containment of the evil empire, as the leading geo-politician of the 
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age,  and Fukuyama's  premature victory declaration for  western Hegelian ideals  in his  End of  

History: announcing the victory of western ideals over the rest (the barbarians).

All  these  were  made possible  by  foreign  policy  experts,  in  themselves  a  product  of  state  to 

uphold it's power legitimacy and authority, see O Tuthail  and Chomsky works for a  detailed 

analysis on the influential role of these in sustaining the continuity in the west and it's ancient 

strategic  thought  on  international  affairs;  from  Machiavelli  to  post-Cold  War  popular  

commentators, literary in pay of the state like Huntington and his new fault-lines, or battle-lines,  

between [clash of] civilisations (apparent Muslims-Confucian alliance, choosing to leave Xianjin  

clashes, the ''barbarians'', against the good civilised guys of west under Anglo-Saxon leadership).  

To the role of leading private ''independent'' institutions from CFR, IISS, RUSI, Chatham House and 

so forth,  whose association to  their  national  governments  are so open and 'some with quite 

extremists views and ambitions' (O' Tuathail  2003:  9-10).  In short, as O' Tutathial  observed 'in 

general, geopoliticians are usually strong national chauvinists and also entrenched conservatives,  

with western ethnocentric discourse of power' at forefront, 'articulat[ing] national and personal 

variations of racial, sexual and cultural supremacy in the name of ''common sense'', ''reason'' 

and ''objective perspective'' (ibid.,  cf  Haraway  1991: 10). This is a perfect summary of western 

global geopolitical and military thought:  always presented as only for the ''common good'' of ''peace  

and  security''.  This  can  be  observed  below  with  a  brief  examination  of  primary  key  national 

security & strategic policy papers from the non-western and their regional pre-occupation, and 

western and their globalism, in politics and ''security''  (below is a summary table of  western 

geopolitical discourses).
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The Doctrines of National Security: Violent Western Globalists vs. Leave-Us-Alone Eastern Regionalists

Let start with India's aptly titled 'Non-Alignment  2.0: A Foreign and Strategic Policy For India In The  

Twenty-First Century'. In it's very opening it observes the value of 'a word about the title' which 

means, 'a strategic autonomy [as] a defining value and continuous goal of India's international 

policy ever since the inception of the Republic... that value we believe continues to remain at the  

core of India's global engagement even today' (2012: 6).  In short, India's strategic doctrine and
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Table 3: O Tuathail Summary of Western Globalist Geopolitical Discourses. 



culture prefers non-aggression and non-alignment, and is mostly pre-occupied with the regional 

(Sino-Pak)  threats,  economics  and  internal  security  as  well  social  and  human  capital 

development. This can be observed also within Brazil's own strategic papers, which sums the 

national strategic traditions as 'Brazil is a peaceful country, by tradition and conviction. It lives 

in  peace with it's  neighbours,  and it  runs it's  international  affairs,  among other  things,  [by]  

constitutional  principles  of  non-intervention,  defence  of  peace  and  peaceful  resolution  of 

conflicts', and emphasising 'this pacifist trait [a]s part of the national identity, and value', and 

one 'that should be preserved by the Brazilians' (Lula 2008: 8). Finally stressing it's rising power 

status in the new world order, it stresses that the rise 'in the world [should] neither promot[e]  

hegemony nor domination...  [that] willing to exert her power on other nations....  or reigning 

upon others' (ibid., 8). Even Russia and China, though not officially published, but can be collected 

from news headlines and other sources, seeks regionalism, international peace and co-operation.

On  contrary  to  non-western  regional-centric  approach  to  global  politics  the  west  is  

predominantly global-centric from the very title of their key documents one observe such a trait,  

for  example  UK two key  documents  SDSR (2010b)  &  NSS (2010a)  ('Securing  Britain  In  An  Age  of  

Uncertainty'),  talks of  'Britain's  place  in  the  world',  'global  force  of our language',  or  'in  order to 

protect our interests at home, we must project our influence abroad', and adding 'we should be under  

no illusions that our national interests requires our continued full and active engagement in world affair s' 

(2010a:  4,  emphasis  added);  'standing  up  for  democratic  values',  the  traditional  excuse  and  

justification,  in  order  'to  advance  these'  throughout  the  world  (nostalgic  felling  of  past 

imperialism); and how should Britain do this, the answer is 'to do so requires us to project power' 

with the help of other western states, US, EU, NATO, and be able 'to maintain the capability to act 

well beyond our shores... as well as use all the instruments of national power to prevent conflicts  

and  avert  threats  beyond  our  shores',  the  popular  humanitarianism  intervention  discourse 

legitimised  by  ''international  security''  studies  and  scholars.  Finally,  the  paper  warns  the 

policy-makers not to break with the past 'as Britain's national interests requires us to reject any notion 
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of  the  shrinkage  of  our  influence...  [in]  shaping  a  stable  world'  (2010a:  9-10,  emphasis  added),  The 

document  goes  on  to  construct  and  articulate  what  correctly  can  be  defined  as  is  the  'new 

domino  theories'  based  on  the  grave  threats  from  non-state  actors  and  failed  states  inter-

relations, to new rising powers and new major wars, and the need 'to continue to play an active 

role in shaping international laws and norms' (ibid., 15). SDSR (2010b) echoes above interpretations 

of Britain's ''place and role in the world'', with the opening line stating in clarity that ' our country  

has always had global responsibilities and global ambitions', and she 'should have no less ambitions' 

(2010b: 1), this is enough to sum up the global-centric nature of an old imperial power unable to  

move beyond her past glories. This old imperial nostalgia is found in a rather more forceful and 

not 'diplomatic' presentation by the French where 'security interests are appraised globally, and 

concentrates on a priority geographical axis' (see map below) of the old French Empire, 'from 

Atlantic  to  the  Mediterranean,  the  Arab-Persian  Gulf  and  the  Indian  Ocean',  as  '[T]his  axis 

corresponds to the areas where the risks related to the strategic interests of France and Europe 

are the highest', apparently (2008: 6). Adding '[I]n parallel, France will preserve its presence and 

action capabilities on the western and eastern seaboard of the African continent as well as in the 

Sahel', another imperial-stuck geopolitical and strategic thinking culture which recently led to 

Libyan regime change and at the present even the defeated Sarkozy and his conservative party  

are calling on the new elected president Hollande 'to do something' and stop with the 'ethical  

foreign policy' nonsense on Syria and Mali. 'The white paper also sets forth a series of guidelines  

for  the intervention of  French armed forces  on foreign theatres'  (ibid.,  6),  and makes strong 

voices for  a  European Grand Army of  a  '60,000 strong intervention force',  and finishes off with 

discussing  the  intervention  requirements  specific  to  French  armed  force  restructuring,  the 

geographical  interests  and  further  future  agendas.  The  two  maps  below  illustrates  the 

comparison of the two ancient western imperial powers and their continuing presence across the 

same world apparently 'liberated' from white imperial-colonists: Syria, Libya, Mali, Sierra Leone, 

Iraq, Iran (after overthrow of 1950s), South America etc.
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Map 8: The French imperial map (source: the official French White Paper, 2008)
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Map 7: British Troops Deployment Across The [Old Imperial] World (BBC) 



As can be observed from the two maps [7 & 8] above the old imperialists are still acting as the old 

imperialists, still concerning themselves and keeping presence in the ''old colonies''; Britain still  

playing the role of over-fearful nation seeking to get other to fight each other while it reaps the  

reward (even the gods don' t trust Britain was the old cries, perhaps still valid today), nowadays 

with France, both rely mostly on intelligence services covert operations to create instabilities 

and  justifications  for  ''humanitarian  interventions''  in  order  to  support  their  key  economic 

industries of arms (makers and services providers such as the mercenaries); while France forever  

insecure and trouble-making all because of ''pride'' of  'what she used to be'. And this bring us to 

United States,  the new western imperial  power,  this claim can be qualified by examining the 

following  maps  below  as  well  as  examining  an  excellently  detailed  and  researched  work  by 

aforementioned Mr.  Nick Turse of  TomDispatches.  The first Map [9]  sees  the US dividing the 

entire world into 'military command centres' of administration a la Rome and every other imperial  

before her, the old favoured practise.
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Map 9: US Imperial-Militarisation of The World 



Another observation is that of the military bases and presences see maps [10] above and [11-12] 

below,  showing how  US has  literary dominate the world,  militarily,  and more contemporary, 

there  is  also  an  extension  into  private  intelligence  contracts  throughout  Africa,  Asia,  Latin 

America,  and  new  posture  for  'global  partnership'  which  sees  the  old  colonial  practices  of 

''supporting'' or training local ''proxies'' states to fight local problems; for example, Somalia, and 

across the north Africa, with unauthorised (by congress) US presence only made visible recently 

after  a  highly  secretive  and  experienced  three-men  covert  special  operations  teams  had  an 

accident  (official  position  was,  these  were  on  vacation  with  local  Moroccan  prostitutes).  In  

Pakistan,  the  US is  literary  conducting  (internationally)  unlawful  war  (new  legal  actions 

underway), which has cost a number of innocent Pakistanis. In South East Asia, the US, with it's 

new Pivot Strategy is re-militarising what is naturally a regional issues (which these countries can 

manage  by  placing  these  contested  regions  and  resources  under  a  special  supervisory  office 

at ASEAN). In middle east recently leaks from CNN shows Obama had authorised CIA paramilitary 

and intelligence support in Syria (UK confirmed as well from Cyprus SIGNIT), to 'red-lines' warning 

on WMD (Iraq de javu).
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Map 11: US Military Bases and Presence II 



Above  three  maps,  and  the  first  on  command  centres,  in  clarity  supports  the  claims  of  the  

present  paper  without  the need to  go into further doctrinal  analysis  of  US strategic  security 

approach,  which for  those  interested  can be  found within  QDR (2008;  2010)  as  well  as  above 

analysis on contemporary behaviourism as all still do not deviate from the general assertion for  

global expansion of national military power with statements such as those found in the official  

papers of 'entwined is American interests and international system security' (iii), to 'maintaining 

global power' (i), 'prepared to fight all over the places', (iii) continuing importance of sustaining 

'our global basing and posture...[and] enhancing the presence and responsiveness of  US forces 

abroad' (vi), to being a 'nation at war' (seemingly never ceasing to having being so since the civil 

war,  1886), to 'promoting an international order that advances our interests by reinforcing the 

rights of responsibilities of all nations' (8: the old imperial ''world policing'' excuse and discourse)
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Map 12: US Military Bases and Presence Worldwide III 



and finishes off with ''spreading democracy'', and geographical analysis of where to base, how 

and why. A second interesting document is QDDR (2010) from the State Department, the very first 

of it's kind, and it's call  for the need for ''foreign development aid'',  J. Nye's 'soft power',  by 

'elevating civilian power alongside military power as equal pillars in the  US foreign policy' (ii), 

and this is emphasized as 'an affirmative American agenda-- A Global Agenda' (iii: emphasis added), 

which  means  the  country  'must  maintain  our  global  military  advantage  and  leadership'  (8). 

Finally there is the NSC papers (2004; 2008; 2010), the highest of most (minus National Intelligence 

Estimates, which tend to be classified so no access unfortunately was obtained other than the 

usual leaks from closed-doors senate sessions). These support previous two and can be traced to 

the influences of Bush Doctrine and the need for an American Empire to deal with world problem  

of post-cold war era, a power which will not shrink from a pre-emptive action and will embrace  

the primacy of force and arms; the doctrine which saw US bogged-down across the Islamic world. 

Today the key document is simply referred to as the Obama Doctrine, or Pacific Century Strategy  

and it's aim is to counter the rise of China, with the rapid militarisation of the Pacific-South Asia 

region under way, to encircle the Chinese; while middle east strategy veils a Russian strategy. 

In short, as observed on this section, geopolitics have had tremendously dangerous influence in  

sustaining  an  ancient  (and  incompatible)  strategic  culture  in  approaching  (contemporary) 

international affairs. From here we can move to the final section of this paper before conclusion, 

discussing  'the  how'  of  western  states  approach  and  conduct  towards  their  international 

wars: offensively and over-there.

III.II OPERATIONAL & TACTICAL: OFFENSIVE & OVER-THERE (EAST: DEFENSIVE& INTERNAL)

M Shaw (2005) is at the top of the list for efforts made to study and codify the general 'western'

characterisation and the conduct of warfare, titled aptly The New Western Way of War', and mostly 
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defined as 'Risk-Transfer War',  that which seeks to 'averting risk to military personnel [which] 

means increasing the risk of civilians being killed or harmed' (2005: 1). The book is recommended 

but does not really tell us anything new rather attempts effortlessly to observe and merge the 

British, American and other western (Rome to Greece) 'ways of war', and to define the similarities 

as  those based on technologies  (Weigley  2000),  seapower (Mahan  1858;  Corbett  1866),  need to 

minimise civilian risk, offensive-centric and defining-battles (Liddell-Hart  1932). These are still 

important here in defining the realities of a western way of international war, however, the truth 

is at operational and tactical level (while the geopolitics serve as grand strategy) the west have  

approached warfare by turning the entire world surface, land-based and sea, and since 1940s aerial, and  

1960s  the  outer-space,  into  a  massive  battlefield,  seemingly only themselves  participate in.  This is 

the first characterisation of the western way of international wars, which is not well observed or openly 

acknowledged.  Secondly,  the  west  have  ever  since  time  made  sure  that  they  remained  in 

competitively  advantaged  in  terms  of  arms  research  and  development,  limiting  myself  to 

contemporary military balance analysis I am able to graphically and statistically illustrate and 

support this claim; which sees the western states as generally amassing offensive weapon systems, 

unlike the rest's purely defensive in nature: out of top 100 arms industries in the world according to SIPRI  

statistics 2011-12, 95 places go to western states (some shared with non-western, this paper defines Russia,  

Japan and South Korea as such);  and out of these 100 86 are western. In terms of private security, that  

mercenaries firms, the new condottieri or compagne, the west has no really challengers, as it dominate the  

sector. Hence, the assertion, and what non-western strategic leaders reading this paper must take out of  

this is, for the west war is natural and necessary not because it is a social practice but rather because it is  

an essential economic sector, with critical investment returns; This is why the west goes to war!

Take for example on military budgets, the west have continuously outspent the rest by a greater 

margin and still  do,  the graph below shows exactly this,  as the west (that  US,  UK and France 

combined totals,  excluding  NATO overall  members and partners  across  the world)  out-spends 

non-western states (Russia & China only) in comparatively military spending in 2011.
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The graph above in clarity shows the immense gap between the west ($905b) and non-western
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Graph 4: Comparative Military Spending Analysis  



bloc ($142b) military spending. The difference is amazing, at a ratio of almost W7:E1, even when 

excluding the rest of western allies. We can follow on this evidence with further comparative 

analysis between the two on weapon-systems and capabilities,  which as can be observed,  the 

west  maintain the  offensive capabilities  (for  over-there  wars),  while  the  rest  prefers  a  defensive 

posture (for over-here wars); in other words, when we examine the weapon systems in possession 

by  western  and  non-western  states,  we  can  clearly  see  that  western  nations  possess  highly 

offensive-centric weapons intended for big international wars, more than one at a time; while 

the  rest  limit  their  spending  on  highly  defensive  and  security-concentrated  measures  and 

weapon systems, to fight local regional, border or civil wars, or internal insurgencies.

Let start with comparative statistical analysis on air-power capabilities. The three graphs with 

each comprising further three mini-graphs examine specific key weapon systems in air war or  

battle and all show the west to be overwhelmingly outnumbering the non-western, minus the 

bombers aircraft (a by product of cold war production when Russia out-numbered the west and 

still  own much of these).  All  the ratios average the 'military aimed-target'  of  3:1,  on western 

favour.  Also  observable  is  the  western  offensive  weapon  systems,  only  the  west  posses  a  

fifth-generation  fighter  jet,  for  example,  also  in  possession  of  a  larger  percentage  of 

heavy/medium transport  aircrafts,  at  3154 (500 per  unit)  to  non-western  bloc  of  a  mere  932 

(W3.5:E1); and finally at overwhelming ratio of W18:E1, the west maintain critical assets in terms 

of tanker and multi-role transport aircraft (100 per unit) at  599 to 33: All are capabilities for states  

with intention to fighting over-there wars, as stated here.
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Graph 5: comparative airpower analysis I
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Graph 6: Comparative airpower analysis II 



Above statistics and assertions are further supported by those from naval power, the true 
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Graph 7: Comparative Airpower Analysis III 



indicator  of  global  power  projection  differences,  where  to  no  surprising  the western  ratio  is 

more than the 'accepted limit of advantage of  3:1' but at times reaching amazing over-gap, for 

example, in terms of amphibious ships, i.e. for landing troops (for invasion, or covert missions), 

the difference is in ratio of 39:1, with the west possessing more than 975 to 25 for non-western, or 

on the aircraft carriers (key  imperial  power projector, 'naval diplomacy',  the Mahanian-beast), 

the west posses over 60 and the rest less than 10 (see the two graphs below); and more contracts 

are under-way for further naval expansions in the west; plus more international bases/ports,  

while China and Russia in between possess less than 3 external overseas naval bases, compared to 

western over 50.
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Graph 8: Comparative Naval Statistical Analysis I 



Graph 9: Comparative Naval Statistical Analysis II

[66]

 



In terms of land based comparison there are no real major difference, this in itself reinforces the  

thesis that non-western powers are not over-there belligerents but rather over-here with the focus 

primarily on internal security and regional wars; this can be seen in clarity with differences in 

manpower, with the west maintaining a small armies of  2 million though of a greater quality, 

especially for expeditionary missions, for over-there wars; while non-western maintain a large 3.2 

million men-armies for defence and internal order, and filling the technology-gap. Even on main 

battle tanks there is no real difference (W6783:E4100); after all, one can't invade with tanks (the 

logistics nightmare, etc: see graph 10 below).
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Graph 10: Comparative Land-Power Statistical Analysis 



In  sum,  as  this  paper  has  attempted,  hopefully  with  greater  success  to  show  using  both 

quantitative-positivist and  qualitative-interpretive  analytical  approaches  within  the  critical 

comparative  historical  research  analysis  methodological  approach,  whose  findings  seems  to 

point predominantly to the west, and not the rest, as, historically and to the present, being the predominant  

source of threat to global security, peace and stability, mostly in the form of unceasing international wars  

conducted  under  the  justification  of  either  national  or  international  security.  What  are  future 

recommendations for policy?

In terms of policy recommendations this paper can advise that; 

[a] the west start rethinking the 'primacy of arms' for a more mutual beneficiary policy, which is 

unlike because the west has been, historically and by nature, and will continue to be so, suffer  

shortage of key natural resources in abundance which is why these western states feel the need 

to  create  their  own  little  'competitive  resource  and  advantage'  to  their  competitors  in 

international politics, a strong armed forces, which can take these resources when needed or  

when another refuses to 'barter' it  for cheaper price (this logic is expounded throughout the 

literature and policy papers, openly and ''behind the lines'').

[b] for eastern and southern nations, the advise will be to never trust the western power to be 

able to be open to mutual and equal relations and dealings, and should reinstitute their own 

armed forces competition reinforced by own national arms industries and not foreign western 

firms, the logic is self-defeatist (the west is already growing into bigger mergers, e.g. the recent 

''failed'', meaning still open for future discussions, between EADS-BAE). These states will need to 

create stronger expeditionary forces and equally formidable offensive weapon systems, that can 

take the war into the heartland of the west, just as the west easily do so within own lands.

[c] the Africans, Middle Easterners and South Americans, and South East Asiatic nations and their
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people, and leaders, need to wake up and smell the threat of a new western colonial-creeping 

into a full blown colonization of their lands and people in decades time. 

[d] there are few recommended strategic thinking that might finally bring the western aggression 

and threat to the well-being of the rest to a complete halt;

[d.1.]  the institutionalisation of many centres of  finances and trading;  meaning,  the complete 

break with the system that created a centralisation of global economics, finances, bankings and 

trading; a truly post-Bretton Woods system. This system should not attach currencies to western 

currencies  or  models  but  rather  it  should  be  as  chaotic  and  decentralised  as  nature  (or  the 

invisible hand of markets, according to Adam Smith) intended. Only this decentralised system of 

finances and banking structures can truly bring peace to non-western peoples and lands, as the 

west will no longer be able to freely sanction any state or actor as they feel like; or control the 

powers of international institutions, especially of monetary nature, or wage war relentlessly and 

so forth; it will suffer all advantages of the old system, which favoured them most.

[d.2.] there should be a complete breakaway from so-called international institutions, especially  

from the ''UN'',  IMF,  World Bank, etc. There should be regional bodies and structures but not  

mammoth of international juggernauts of power abuses on behalf of certain parties and states.

[d.3.]  nations  should  strive  to  institute  an  agreement  on  either  halting  war  industries  and 

economics, that mercenaries and private arms industries, for state-run equivalent which will be  

open  to  scrutiny  between  individual  states,  where  respective  states  will  maintain  mostly 

defensive  weapon  systems  and  not  offensive  over-there  supporting  equivalents.  If  this 

recommendation and attempt fail, then nations should arm themselves to teeth, ready to go to 

war  any  where  against  anyone  who  threaten  their  interests  and  security:  this  is  why  Nazi  

German or Imperial Japan was able to challenge others, being ready to fight back. 

Above are just  few of  policy and structural  recommendations this  paper  believes  are critical  

towards the attainment of peace, or at least an armed peace, in place of unnecessary destructive 

wars that the west seem unable to do without, economic founded on rubble of nations. 
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