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 We are leaving today in an age of conflicts-conflicts within each nations: there are the 

problems of castes and economic classes, of the haves and have-nots, which some people feel 

can be solved only through civil strife. Then there are the problems of the rights of religious and 

racial minorities in some countries, as in South Africa, it is not minority but majority rights that 

are at stake. Further, there is the question whether democracy is not a tardy and slow-moving 

machine? and whether things cannot be ordered more quickly and efficiently under military 

dictatorship or under a dictatorship of the right or the left? It is becoming more and more 

difficult for people concerned with their immediate needs and handicaps in life to realize that in 

the long-run democracy is a more stable, progressive and educative from of government than 

autocracy or dictatorship. In the international field there are the problems of imperialism and 

colonialism of the old and the new communist varieties and of countries forcibly divided and 

kept divided, of armaments of a nature which if used will destroy all the progress that humanity 

has made through the countries and even destroy mankind overnight. 

 For these and many other national and international problems which keep coming up 

there seems to be no solutions in sight. As a matter of fact, today there are only problems and no 

solutions! The old, ultimate solution though violence and war is neither desirable nor practical. 

War today is a spent- out historical device for establishing right and justice. Whatever 

constructive value it had in the past of righting wrongs and establishing justice and equality, 

today it is only a destructive force. It solves no problems. Rather it creates more problems than it 

solves. It has committed, as it were, suicide, ' through the very monstrosity of the weapons that 

have made available by Science and Technology. 

 However, it is not possible for men and women to cruelity, injustice and tyranny for long, 

without devising means to remove them. To allow these to remain un-remedied, because they 

cannot be solved without violence and war,will be an advise of despair which, however, 

temporarily acquiesced in, can never be a permanent solution. Throughout the centuries the best 

spirit of the age have worked for freedom, justice and equality.It is impossible that humanity, 

without abrogating its claim to be human, can give up the struggle or the effort to create a more 

just and a more worthy world to live in. As a matter of fact, the moral and spiritual justification 

for the existence of human beings on earth would disappear if they did not work for noble ends. 

If then the old methods of hate, violence and war serve higher purposes no more, is it not 

incumbent upon the intelligent, thoughtful and morally sensitive people everywhere to find some 

new methods which will solve our problems and cure or ills without killing the patient in the 

process? I should like to suggest that there is such a new method which humanity can try without 

annihilating itself through unclear weapons- the method of diminishing national and international 

tensions and avoiding strife and violence, which was tried in India with some success under the 

leadership of Gandhi, whom we in affection and reverence call the Father of our nation. 
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All right-thinking people are agreed that full-scale warfare would spell the extinction of the 

human race, at least in the form in which we have known it so far. Since the end of the Second 

World War which concluded with the inauguration of the nuclear age, the definition of war, as a 

'continuation of policy by other means' contains within it a literally self-annihilating 

contradiction: a nuclear war would not merely be the end rather than the contribution of policy, 

but the end of the disputing parties as well. 

 Not only are the consequences of nuclear war too terrible to contemplate, the two world 

wars which we have already witnessed involved and affected combatant and civilian and 

populations on an unprecedented scale, involving large numbers in scenarios of dehumanization 

and brutalization. Again there has been a bloody repetition in South-East Asia and the Middle 

East. Hiroshima opened bizarre horizons for humanity, but by no means is it possible to describe 

the preceding world wars or the Asian wars as 'civilized' though there may be worse degrees of 

barbarity yet to come. 

 Although it is unfortunately true that the ruthless and arrogant strategist or ideologue Still 

regards 'limited' wars as 'acceptable' (acceptable to whom?), today advances in Military Science 

and technology bring large-scale suffering to whichever parties are involved in war. The 

sufferings and losses of the Vietnamese and Cambodians for instance have been more 'total' than 

'limited'. Moreover, the interests of the superpowers being global, the possibility of escalation of 

any so-called 'limited' conflict cannot be ruled out, so that the problem of this century is that of 

getting out of the 'war trap' not only war between the superpowers, but war between any powers. 

Today we are faced with the problem of bars women survival. 

 However, the above point of view, which looks upon war in any from, conventional or 

nuclear, 'limited' or global, as an unmitigated disaster, is not held by all people, whether 

decision- makers or otherwise. The meaning of war and its utility or disutility marks the subject 

of research not merely or an army of peace- markers, but regrettably also of war-markers. The 

legitimacy of war cannot be taken for granted but neither has it disappeared from the horizon. 

 All are agreed that the era of world peace has not yet dawned. Indeed, as Bounding says, 

"The instability of empire, the instability of peace and cyclical stability of war compose the 

constant theme of the whole age of civilization from 5000 BC to the present time". There are two 

themes contained in the above quotation: the first, which has caught the attention of all strategic 

thinkers, as to why and how wars occur with unfailing regularity, and the second, which is not 

such as innocent observer of the former, as to why they fail with such unceasing regularity in 

achieving their objects. Boulding himself notes that nothing fails like success, and one may add, 

in the context of the continuous resort to war, nothing succeeds like failure! There is therefore, a 

third philosophical question arising out of this paradox, which is: why is warfare so persistently 

resorted to in spite of its repeated failure to reach its goals? 

 However, it has been the received wisdom of humanity so far that warfare is symptomatic 

of power struggles between nations (or tribes, clans and other groups) and that this is a very 

natural state of affairs. Power struggles may be territorial, economic or religious and ideological 

but they are inevitable and often end in violence, as history is witness. Clausewitz, the renowned 

military theorist of the nineteenth century while reflecting on the phenomenon of warfare, came 

up with his now famous dictum, that warfare is a continuation of state policy by other means. 

This analysis, whatever the environment in which it was conceived, has in fact served as a very 

powerful legitimization of the practice of warfare amongst nation states. It may have reflected 

the reality of nineteenth -century European politics, but today the statement possesses normative 

force in a debate where the propriety of warfare has begun to be questioned. It tacitly accepts the 
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theatre of international politics as a jungle where fierce power games are proper and natural, and 

where the only important lesson to be learnt is how to play the game to one's best advantage. 

George Simmel provided a philosophical-cum-sociological justification for this point of view by 

totally accepting conflict as an integral part of the sociative process, as a necessary element in 

group life. The group is constituted through both conflict and co-operation. As a unity the group 

functions homogeneously, and only in the process of reflection do we describe two tendencies 

where there is in fact only one relationship. Having rated conflict so positively as an aspect of 

unity, he took a more 'detached' view of conflict and peace, as a very natural and uninterrupted 

series of alternations, "Both in the succession and in the simultaneity of social life, the two are so 

interwoven that in every state of peace at the conditions of future conflict, and in every conflict, 

the conditions of future peace, are formed". It is merely a subjective feeling to look upon conflict 

as the preliminary and peace as the end of purpose of the process. 

 Whereas Clausewitz suggested that the parties in conflict were just individual sovereign 

states concerned with their national interests, other theorists have included warfare in an overall 

systematic view, where it is explained as part of a universal process, larger than the individual 

combatants thought which it manifests. A grandiose systematic view was held by Hegel, in 

which conflict and warfare positively contributed to reaching the third leg of the dialectical triad-

synthesis. Even more specifically, Hegel counted as one of the benefits of war, the firming up of 

the national ethos, leading to a desirably sharper national identity. 

 Karl Marx, in his takeover and inversion of the Hegelian system, also endorsed the role 

of conflict and violence in the context of dialectical and historical materialism. However, he 

transposed the legitimacy of warfare sphere, where he condemned the 'wars of the bourgeoisie' to 

interclass conflict, where it supposedly cut across national frontiers. Nonetheless, he saw some 

functional utility in the national wars of the middle classes in that at some stage, it would be 

possible to convert them into revolt 'revolutionary' conflicts by turning the wrath of the ranks 

from the enemy of their alienated leaders. Marx did not envision warfare as inevitable for 

mankind, but was prepared to make use of violent conflict to bring about the emancipation and 

rule of the proletariat under communism, which he believed, would ultimately usher in world 

peace. Lenin's account of the inevitability of the wars of capitalism was but an extension of the 

Marxian thesis. He again, was not opposed to use violence as a means: he pleaded with his 

comrades for non- participation in the First World War of the capitalists, but was not squeamish 

in indulging in warfare and violence to consolidate state power when the opportunity presented 

itself. 

 Apart from the systematisers, there are those, particularly in the aftermath of the 

twentieth-century wars, who accept conflict as inevitable in society, but seek for a way to isolate 

and contain the phenomenon of war. Some regard the military 'machine' which is bigger and 

more powerful than the wills of the individual decision- makers, as the inevitable cause of war. 

This would indicate that peace lies in the direction of reducing stockpiling and proliferation of 

arms and weapons systems. Those who see warfare as the result of ideological clash stress 

conference diplomacy and initiate or perhaps pray, for some 'maturation process' to set in. Anatol 

Rapaport emphasizes the 'symbolic universe' within which human beings interact with one 

another, and where war reflexes may be triggered-off, perhaps even and unintentionally by the 

appropriate symbol. War avoidance shifts therefore to the region of manipulation of symbols. 

 Most would probably tend to agree that war is bad, but inevitable, and therefore every 

state while working if possible, towards building structures for world peace, has to have a 

defense system in reserve to cope with any eventuality. There are many international tensions, 
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due to economic disparities, competition, 'historical disputes and various other compulsion: 

hence while praying to God for peace we must keep or powder dry. 

 Of these there are some who believe that we are gradually moving towards a position 

when war will disappear from the world, in the same way, as it appears, small-pox has 

disappeared, or Sati.Kotarbinski is one who has faith in this rational new world, and stresses the 

need for avoiding warfare, but not at all costs, it is important to be realistic and not be defeated if 

a state of war exists. Armed battle is 'a tragic necessity'. 

 

 The pacifists have no use for armed warfare at all. Tolstoy and Gandhi are among those 

who regard war, the spectacle of humans killing humans, as a social diseases. The concern of 

both these and their successors has been to forge non-violent methods for struggle (conflict) and 

to turn 'malign' fights into 'benign' ones. Mahatma Gandhi in particular, had a positively 

favourable view of non-violent, conflicts, undertaken in particular circumstances for which he 

laid down the rules. Tolstoy was also favourable to non-violent struggles for justice: although he 

condemned internal violence or external warfare as irrational, he accepted them as inevitable 

choices for state policy. He was driven to an anarchist condemnation of the state, and stressed the 

need to meet violence with Christian love. Both Gandhi and Tolstoy rejected the inevitability of 

warfare, believing it to be possible to contain or transform conflict through moral and spiritual 

means. Von Weisacker in the Politics of Peril points to the need for a 'transformation of 

consciousness' to achieve peacefulness. In other words, he emphasizes the necessity for a 

transformation in human awareness and response to the symbolic universe. Sri Aurobindo held 

similar views. 

 

 There are thus basically two types of prevalent views on the subject of conflict and war. 

First, that conflict is endemic to human society, so that as long as there are people in the world 

there will be conflicts of interests amongst them.This view produces two different responses: 

one, that conflict and warfare are natural and positive, serving a basic human purpose, and the 

task is merely to master the rules of the game to play it well and two, that conflict is inevitable 

but can be contained: instead of being allowed to deteriorate into malign forms of violence and 

warfare, it can be transformed into a benign mode. The second approach to conflict and war is 

that although these serve some larger logical or evolutionary purposes, the final goal of society is 

to be minimally without warfare and maximally without conflict. Again, there are two responses 

to this premise: one, that only though conflict will conflict finally be laid to rest (the Marxist-

Hegelian type of dialectic), or that only though psychic transformation, through transformation 

of consciousness in every individual psyche, will conflict and warfare be eradicated from the 

world. 

 Our approach, while sharing some of these features, is yet a different point of view from 

both. We certainly accept the prevalence of conflict throughout human history and also that 

conflict was in some way essential to the universal purpose, but not for ever conflict in today's 

world is mainly dysfunctional. Warfare can have only negative consequences, and non-violence 

is a preferable, but only intermediate stage because is Still embodies a conflictual process. There 

is no need to accept the theory of evolution: individual centres do not 'evolve' but retain a basic 

identity, and in any case the interpretation of history ruled out evolution or progress and 

emphasized instead a see-saw pattern with periodic frustration. Hence, there was no question of 

any natural process which would inevitable lead to a society without warfare and conflict. 

Conflict characterizes a stage of the universe, the third stage, and it will come to an end once this 
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stage is over. This will involve the co-operation of all the individuals in the world, but not 

merely though a personal Sadhana. An individual is an individual though his or her instructions, 

so that striving towards peaceableness must always be social as will as individual. It will involve 

first knowledge of the fact that conflict arises out of the human social situation which is 

characterized by unequal valuation and that awareness of the functioning of logic and mythology 

together with the practice of mutual abstention can bring an immediate health to conflict, once 

that becomes the goal we set before ourselves.After this will commence the stage of imaging the 

new social order, an effort requiring universal co-operation, and this will be the state of harmony. 

It is not the final goal however, but a necessary preliminary for the new order to emerge. The 

new order will be one of fulfillment, the turn pair of frustration, for which the logic of the 

universe is due to make provision. 

 It may be objected that if history has been characterized by conflict, co-operation is 

equally part of the record of the human race, and indeed, it was against this peaceful foil to the 

historical setting of conflict that, that Gandhi had pinned his hopes on the possibility of non-

violent human society. 

 It is a strange and curious phenomenon that while men and women preached peace and 

unity for mankind, they never could desist from waging war against considerable sections of the 

sane mankind. While they scrupulously made professions of goodwill and peace for the whole of 

the human race, they sought to materialize that profession by putting to the sword millions and 

millions of the same race. And this happened not merely in wars that were frankly religious in 

the main, but also in wars that were waged on the political and economic plane. While equality, 

liberty and fraternity for mankind at large were proclaimed with a burning zeal, human life was 

held as cheap as a pumpkin whenever by chance it was cast the shadow of doubt.Even today the 

same inscrutable phenomenon can be seen striding across the political horizon. In the wake of 

this almost diabolic march of peace, it has been difficult to know what is peace or who are 

claimants to the heritage and pedigree of main 
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