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Part 2 Question 3: The Ideological Nature of Warfare and why people willingly go to War
   The history of mankind civilizations is characterized by war. As a result, many scholars have studied the subject of war in trying to evaluate the ideological nature of warfare, and why people would face the threat of death, with the aim of killing other people. Among the reasons that people voluntarily go to war is the transformation that they are taken through during their initiation into the military.  Social and cultural reasons such as depiction of bravely and losing of face could make a person willing to kill and die in war. In the same manner, coercive tactics, and biological traits are attributed to people willing to lay their lives and kill their fellow humans. This paper will discuss ideological nature of war, citing the reasons why people overlook the danger of death and willingly proceed to war to kill fellow humans. 
The transformation process changes the values and diverts the loyalty of an individual, making them capable of volunteering to take part in a war. Dyer  (2005) argues that the process of transformation is commonly referred to as basic training, and it is similar for almost all military groups around the world. Contrary to many people’s believe, basic training does not entail brainwashing; neither is it a “glorifiedb physical training. (105).” On the contrary, the process entails a short but intense duration of indoctrination during which the recruits’ values and loyalties are changed. Changing the values of the recruits is among the vital element that makes them kill willingly in war. For instance, Dyer notes that the basic value that is changed is the inhibition of killing fellow humans. The guilt of killing a fellow human is one of the things that could keep a person from taking part in the war. However, when the guilt is eliminated, an individual can comfortably kill fellow humans in war, and consider it as a normal and unavoidable occurrence. 
Alternatively change of loyalty entails the diversion of love from family and friends, to the military unit, military colleagues, and the responsibility for life. When a person’s loyalty is diverted, they are fully committed to the operations of the unit, and neither family, nor friends can come before their military duty. As a result, Dyer (2005) considers the transformation process as a significant element that makes people willing to risk their lives and to kill their fellow humans in war.
In addition, coercive strategies may make soldiers to persist in war despite the threat of dying and the guilt of killing fellow humans. According to Dyer (2005), soldiers are the most reluctant people to embrace the idea of a war. Their reluctance is attributed to the fact that; they understand too well the uncertainty of the outcomes of a war. However, it is the same military people who march to the war.  This effect can be partially attributed to the coercive tactics that forces soldiers to risk their lives, while killing their fellow humans. In most extreme cases, the coercive techniques involve being shot for failing to obey orders. This technique makes people to risk their lives in war, rather than face the ultimate death. Other people participate in war because they have been forced to believe that they have a duty to protect their country from attacks or destruction. Alternatively, some people risk death in war and kill fellow humans for the fear of being branded a coward or a traitor. In the same line, cemented social programming that makes people believe that the authority must be obeyed is another coercive tactic that keeps soldiers fighting and dying against their will. 
Another reason that Dyer (2005) gives as to why men could be willing to kill or die in war is so that they do not lose face. This effect can be illustrated using the case of the Comanches whose population density was very low, and therefore they did not have to worry about the land, and yet they still fought. During the pre-civilized period the Comanches worriers would fight in order to avoid losing face. If the worriers won a war, they would arrive in their village at dawn, paint themselves white and send a messenger to notify the whole village of their arrival. Subsequently, a feast would be prepared and the whole village would celebrate. Alternatively, if the worriers lost in war, they would arrive at the village at nightfall, and slip into their houses one by one because of the shame of defeat. For them war was all about a display of bravery.
Another reason why people are willing to die and kill in war is because war awakens deep rooted impulses in humans such as altruism and comradeship (Fromm, 1992). As a result some people who find the normal peaceful life boring may be excited to experience the adventures of war. In the same manner, unlike the social systems of a normal life, war diminishes the aspect of class. Therefore, in war individuals are able to distinguish themselves, despite the privileges that their social status could afford them. For instance, in war all the basic necessities are provided for all soldiers alike. As a result, some people opt or desire to go to war, to kill their fellow humans and risk being killed in order to evade the normal social systems which they deem as regular and tainted by inequalities and social injustices’
Alternatively, narcissism is a biological trait that propels humans to go to war when they perceive that their freedom is threatened. According to Fromm (1992), human beings consider themselves first, and their personal interests, before they consider others. Because of this trait, it becomes very difficult for narcissistic people to make the right judgment or objective decisions because; they consider themselves first, and how their decisions or judgment would affect them. As a result, when the narcissism of an individual is threatened, he/she can take severe actions. As such, both at the personal and social level, narcissism makes people desire freedom. As a matter of fact, freedom marks a vital psychological foundation for war. It follows that, when people are made to believe that they are fighting for their freedom, the inborn narcissistic trait makes them willing to die and kill in order to preserve their freedom.
bIn conclusion, historically people have engaged in wars. Willing soldiers match to war knowing that they are going to kill their fellow humans, and that they would also be risking their lives. One may wonder how a person can willingly put themselves in such a position. Historical, social and biological factors affect an individual’s decision to engage in war. For instance, the military recruitment process changes the values and loyalties of the recruits, making them give up their past interests and beliefs, and commit themselves fully to the military work. In the same vein, the warriors of some pre-civilization communities would engage in war as a portrayal of their bravery, and to avoid losing face. On the contrary, when people submit to military coercive tactics, they take part in war. Also, some people are willing to risk their lives and kill their fellow humans in war as a way of escaping the regular non-adventurous life of a peaceful society. Lastly, due to the inborn trait of narcissism, people are willing to kill and to die in order to preserve their freedom.
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