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There is a striking difference in the world as Americans see it in 2005 from the one they saw in 1989.  Then, the threat came from the East.  Now, it comes from the South.  Terrorists, civil war atrocities, refugees and asylum seekers, genocide, disease, and humanitarian emergencies – all located in developing countries of the global South, have replaced communist revolution and Soviet military power in American minds and fears.


There are a number of reasons for this change in perceptions, but a primary one is the shift in the security concerns of governments and citizens in the wealthy North – the US and its European allies.


This concern is puzzling because the facts show the opposite: while there was a peak in civil war and armed conflict in the world in 1992 and a slight increase again in 1998, the curve has been flat since 1995.  Indeed, the probability that any particular country will be involved in armed conflict has been declining since the late 1950s or earlier.  And in 2002, there were 40 per cent fewer armed conflicts than in 1992.


Moreover, the very change in the international environment that freed both governments and publics to see more violence also made possible  range of diplomatic and military actions, largely through the United Nations, that is responsible for the secular decline.


For those of us interested in inequality and difference, however, two aspects of this violence and its consequences are significant.


First, the extent of such violence is still significant – “close to one quarter of all countries in the world were embroiled in civil war in the mid-1990s” and the world is now divided into zones of peace and security for the wealthy and zones of violence and pervasive insecurity for the poor. Statistically there is a high, robust positive correlation between global inequality and violent conflict.  Civil wars occur in poor countries, and civil war makes countries poorer – much poorer.  Short of civil war, moreover, there is a clear and robust correlation between income inequality and violent crime, and a growing inequality within these unequal countries between those who purchase private security and gated communities and those who must rely on cash-starved public security.


Second, explanations for this violence and its location emerged in the first half of the 1990s that illustrate too well Susanne Rudolph’s concern, in her 2004 presidential address to the association, about the “imperialism of categories.”


Those two schools of thought were: (1) ethnic conflict – more broadly cultural explanations, and (2) economic inequality – but not, as this second school labeled the first, as grievance, indeed it found no statistical association at all with economic inequality, but as motivation and the conditions necessary to solve the collective action problem of rebellion – the selective incentives of financial gain and for the unemployed males seen to be recruits, the opportunity cost of future income.


Thus, poor countries are seen to be characterized by ethnic heterogeneity; ethnic, religious, and other cultural differences cause conflict; and stable democracy requires ethnic homogeneity.  Both poor countries and democratization are dangerous for the North.
At the same time, it is not injustice that is the problem but resource predation, looting, and criminals.


Like the data on patterns of armed conflict, subsequent scholarship has shown both of these explanations to be fundamentally wrong.  [can add here, from my article, page 10, paragraph 2; in any case, can say, I can defend this fully with sufficient time]


The negative result of this early scholarship is the influence they had, and still have, on public policy.  Our policies for both prevention and resolution are still designed to address cultural rights or resource predation.


The positive result is what we have learned by critiques of these two schools of interpretation.  I go into this literature in detail in my paper.  Let me mention only a few today.  First, the methodological aspects; I’ll mention three:

(1) we now have a very developed recognition of the poor quality and inadequate coding rules for all our current measures of the crucial variables, such as ethnic heterogeneity, civil war, and political violence, and of existing data sets.   Data bases are being revised and new ones created.  A multitude of new techniques for measurement and analysis have been developed, and there is an important search on for alternative measures of politically relevant inequality.

(2) this search has shifted focus from individual income inequalities to group-based, or horizontal, inequalities, and especially to spatial inequalities within a country, particularly unbalanced development.  This move has demonstrated best the limits to statistical analysis of this subject – the data not available and the poverty of proxies used, the fallacies of composition in the earlier work, and the necessity of case knowledge because the inequalities and differences that matter are those that result from the organization of political power and the social relations in which economic opportunity is embedded in a particular country.

(3) There has been thus a very healthy revival of interest in case studies to be able to analyze the microanalytics and the political dynamics of conflict that are necessary to understand violence
Substantively, I’ll also mention three results:
(1) The emphasis on individual choice – as strategic choice in the economic-causes literature or no choice in the ethnic conflict explanation – fundamentally misunderstands violence:  the experience of violence for individuals and households, the organization for violence, and the dynamic of violence.  For example, while resources are needed for rebellion and that need may transform a conflict, “guerrilla armies do not survive on either selective incentives or ethnic solidarity,” and while “violence inevitably incorporates discourses of difference,” the causality is the reverse of the ethnic conflict school.
(2)  The belief that violence is masculine – that men are violent and women are peaceful – is also wrong.  Women participate at high rates in almost all cases of armed conflict, and some insurgent armies are even “female-intensive.”

(3)  An emerging commonality in more and more cases is recent landlessness, frequently the result of neoliberal programs of liberal reform and the lack of alternative employment opportunities common in those contextds.

Which shows that armed conflict, civil war, and its related horrors – and they are horrible indeed – are not so separate from the lack of attention to the distributive consequences of current trade policies and development assistance as the security discourse in the United States intends one to think.
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